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A revised version of the WADA Code was introduced in 2009. To establish the extent of expen-
diture by International Federations (IFs) in their efforts to implement code-compliant anti-doping 
programmes, ASOIF commissioned a survey of the Summer Olympic International Federations. 
The objectives of this study were to establish the total expenditure on anti-doping, determine the 
distribution of that expenditure across the various aspects of anti-doping programmes, and relate 
this expenditure to the outcome of those programmes.

 

executIve SummAry

A total of 28 IFs were surveyed using an on-line  
questionnaire, of which 27 responded in whole or in  
part (response rate = 96%).

The total expenditure on anti-doping by respondents in 
2009 was $21.4 million, which was split almost equally 
between internal and external costs. Of this, testing and 
results management accounted for approximately 86%  
of all expenditure (i.e. $18.4 million). Only six IFs  
were able to offset expenditure through revenue  
generation, which totalled $3.4 million (or 16% of total 
expenditure). However, 50% of this was ‘uncontracted’, 
in that it was not guaranteed through any contractual  
obligation so cannot be treated as a permanent offset 
against expenditure. No single IF generated more than 
7% of total expenditure.

The total expenditure on human resources for the 27  
respondents in 2009 was approximately $2.1 million. Both 
paid and volunteer staff spent over half of their time deal-
ing with testing and results management-related matters.

Of the 32,916 tests initiated by the IFs in 2009,  20,192 
were financed by them, at a total cost of $16.6 million, 
making an average cost per test of $825. The ‘cost’ of 
an Anti-Doping Rule Violation (ADRV), of which there 
were 159, arising from an IF-financed test was calculated 
to be $104,781.

Results Management costs totalled approximately  
$1.8 million, of which 87% was spent on non-routine 
matters (i.e. Adverse Analytical Findings, Atypical 
Findings and ADRVs). The total cost of the 2,386 TUEs 
processed by IFs in 2009 accounted for only 0.8% of the 
total cost of anti-doping.

On the basis of these findings, it is recommended that 
the following should be established and promoted to 
enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of anti-doping 
programmes: methods of intelligent testing; centralised 
sample collection, analysis and centralised TUE process-
ing services; further common education programmes.
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c h a p t e r  o n e  - b a c k g r o u n d / o b j e c t i v e s1

the OBjectIveS OF thIS StuDy 
were tO:

• Establish the total expenditure on anti-doping by the 
Summer Olympic International Federations.

• Determine the distribution of the total expenditure 
across the various aspects of those Federations’  
anti-doping programmes.

• Relate this expenditure to the outcome of those 
programmes in terms of Adverse Analytical Findings 
(AAFs), Atypical Findings (ATFs), and Anti-Doping 
Rule Violations (ADRVs).

BAckgrOunD AnD  
OBjectIveS

The World Anti-Doping Code (“the Code”) was first adopted in 2003 and became effective in 2004. 
Further revisions to the Code were made in 2007, and the updated Code came into effect on  
January 1, 2009. To establish the full extent of expenditure by International Federations (IFs) in 
their efforts to implement code-compliant anti-doping programmes, ASOIF commissioned a survey 
of the Summer Olympic International Federations (ASOIF Council decision of 17 November 2008, 
confirmed at the General Assembly 24 March 2009). 

This report is the result of a retrospective survey which was conducted from January 2010 to March 2010 based on an 
online questionnaire addressed to the 28 Summer Olympic International Federations (IFs).
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c h a p t e r  t w o  -  m e t h o d o l o g y

QueStIOnnAIre

To meet the objectives highlighted in chapter one,  
a questionnaire was developed by ASOIF in  
consultation with its Medical Consultative Group. 
A key consideration when developing this  
questionnaire was to strike a balance between capturing 
sufficiently detailed data while keeping  
the questionnaire concise and manageable. 

The questionnaire consisted of a mix of 35 open and 
closed questions divided across 6 sections: resources and 
budget; human resources; testing; laboratories; results 
management, and; TUEs. The questionnaire can be found 
in Appendix IX (page 34) at the end of this document. 

tArgeteD Survey reSPOnDentS

This survey targeted the following 28 IFs:

• 26 Summer Olympic IFs that are current members  
of ASOIF 

• 2 IFs (Golf and Rugby) that are members of ASOIF 
by virtue of their inclusion in the Summer Olympic 
Programme from 2016

Survey mODe

The data collection method for this questionnaire was an 
online survey. This has the following advantages:

• A user-friendly interface that ensures  
consistent responses.

• Respondents can complete the questionnaire at their 
convenience within the survey period and at their  
own pace.

• Multiple users within an IF can easily access the same 
questionnaire (e.g. to complete different sections  
as necessary).

• More efficient management of the survey process.

Technical implementation of the online survey was outsourced to  
TSE Consulting.

Survey tImelIne
The survey was conducted over the period from January 
to March 2010.

Survey reSPOnSe

Twenty-seven of the 28 IFs participated in the survey 
(response rate 96%). As such, the results obtained from 
this survey can therefore be considered to be a valid rep-
resentation of the current state of anti-doping investments 
by International Summer Olympic Federations.

PreSentAtIOn OF reSultS

All costs are presented in U.S. Dollars, which was the 
currency of choice for the majority of respondents. 
Responses in other currencies have been converted to 
dollars based on the 2009 ‘Annual Average U.S. Dollar 
Exchange Rates’ from the Federal Reserve Bank of  
New York.

Analysis is limited to descriptive statistics, as inferential 
statistics provide no further insight into the meaning of 
the results in the context of the report’s objectives.

methODOlOgy

Data collected for this survey will remain confidential and will only be used for the purpose of this report.
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c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s

Table 1 shows that the total reported expenditure1 on 
anti-doping was $21.4 million (27 responses). There was 
an almost equal split between ‘internal’ (i.e. costs paid 
to people employed by the IFs) and ‘external’ (i.e. costs 
paid to external people and/or organisations) expenditure 
(50.2% and 49.8% respectively). 

Testing accounts for the single greatest proportion of ex-
penditure (75% and 81% of the total internal and external 
expenditure respectively). Results management accounts 
for a further 7% and 10% respectively. 

Thus, these two items accounted for approximately 86% 
of all expenditure, which corresponds to a total of $18.4 
million, in 2009. By contrast, education comprised only 
about 4% of expenditure.

A more detailed breakdown of the cost categories can be 
found in Appendix II (page 22), including a detailed split 
for “in-competition” and “out-of-competition” costs. 

The expenditure on each aspect of anti-doping as a pro-
portion of total (i.e. in- and out-of-competition combined) 
is shown graphically in figure 1. 

reSultS

3

In-house expenditure external expenditure total expenditure

($) (%) ($) (%) ($) (%)

rules & planning 482,417 4.5 300,362 2.8 782,779 3.7

testing 8,046,423 74.9 8,613,755 80.7 16,660,178 77.8

    In competition 3,006,609 28.0 3,726,096 34.9 6,732,705 31.5

    Out-of-competition 5,039,813 46.9 4,887,659 45.8 9,927,472 46.4

results management 780,991 7.3 1,026,100 9.6 1,807,091 8.4

    routine 191,405 1.8 41,600 0.4 233,005 1.1

    non-routine 589,586 5.5 984,500 9.2 1,574,086 7.4

tue 135,811 1.3 40,031 0.4 407,632 0.8

communication 401,065 3,7 6,568 0.1 882,546 1.9

education 550,928 5.1 331,618 3.1 272,410 4.1

research 111,450 1.3 160,960 1.5 413,094 1.3

Other 229,352 1.9 183,741 1.7 21,402,090 1.9

grAnD tOtAl 10,738,435 50.2 10,663,655 49,8 21,402,090 100

table 1 . total cost breakdown .

3 .1 FInAncIAl reSOurceS & BuDget

3 .1 .1 tOtAl cOSt OvervIew OF AntI-DOPIng ActIvItIeS In 2009

1  This total does not take into account the cost of human resources (staff salaries & social charges) – those are reviewed under section 3.2.  
This figure does include the FEI’s cost of anti-doping related to horses.
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3 .1 .2 vArIAtIOn In exPenDIture Between IFs

The spending on anti-doping differs considerably between the different IFs as evident from tables 2 and 3. Clearly, the 
absolute amount spent on each aspect of anti-doping – and particularly important aspects such as education – will tend 
to be smaller for those IFs with smaller budgets.

The global spread across all cost categories is as shown in table 3. The relatively large standard deviations are due to a 
small number of IFs whose annual budgets are disproportionately large compared to the majority of respondents.

c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s3

Figure 1 . Anti-Doping expenditure as a proportion of total budget .

testing 78%

rules and planning 4%

Other 2%research 1%

education 4%

communication 2%

tue 1%

result management 8%

table 2 .  Average internal and external costs .

Notes: S.D. = standard deviation; 27 federations provided valid information; sum of internal and external costs does not match total as not all IFs  
 provided all information.

  

mean ($) S .D .

Internal 429,537 850,558

external 444,319 925,172

total 792,670 1,539,481
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table 3 .  mean cost distribution1 .

Notes:
1 27 federations provided valid information.
2 Includes all processing of materials not related to an AAF, ATF or other apparent ADRV.
3 Includes processing of all materials related to an Adverse Analytical Finding, Atypical Finding, Filing Failure or Missed Test, and hearings.

Activity mean S .D

rules, Policy & Strategic Plan 68,702 101,825

testing (In-competition)  

    collection 200,456 232,945

    laboratories 239,679 244,414

    transport 95,581 157,754

    Other 67,468 86,204

testing (Out-of-competition)  

    whereabouts 26,730 32,923

    collection 290,176 740,577

    laboratories 105,401 289,428

    transport 137,879 420,199

    Other 72,151 122,455

results management  

    routine2 20,756 21,743

    non-routine3 106,279 171,719

tue 13,177 13,398

Information/communication 25,374 55,333

education 38,763 69,127

research 42,901 60,250

Other 66,020 62,845

c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s3
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3 .1 .3 DIStrIButIOn OF AntI-DOPIng cOStS

Figure 2 shows the distribution of total expenditure across IFs. It can be seen that the majority of IFs (17 out of 27) 
spent $300,000 or less in 2009, whereas only 6 IFs spent more than $1 million.

Figure 2 . Distribution of total anti-doping costs .

Note: 27 federations provided valid information.

Dividing the IFs into three equally-sized groups of 9 IFs with regard to total expenditure results in the thresholds and 
relative contribution to the total anti-doping expenditure shown in table 4:

table 4 . Distribution of total expenditure .

Note: 27 federations provided valid information.

Table 4 emphasises the disparity suggested in figure 2. That is, the third of IFs with the largest budgets contribute over 
90% of the total anti-doping expenditure, while those third of IFs with the smallest budgets contribute only 2% of total 
expenditure.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of total ‘internal’ (i.e. costs paid for activities operated by IF staff members – commonly 
known as ‘in-house’). It can be seen that the majority of IFs (17 out of 27) spent $100,000 or less in 2009, whereas only 
3 IFs spent more than $1 million.

c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s3

group total costs ($) % of grand total Average expenditure per group member ($)

1 390,546 2 43,394

2 1,434,735 7 159,415

3 19,576,808 91 2,175,201
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Figure 3 . Distribution of total internal cost

Dividing the IFs into the same 3 groups as for table 4 based on internal expenditure results in the thresholds and relative 
contribution to the total anti-doping expenditure shown in table 5:

table 5 . Distribution of internal expenditure .

c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s3

group total internal costs ($) % of grand total Average expenditure per group member ($)

1 131,399 1 14,600

2 738,835 7 82,093

3 9,868,201 92 1,096,467
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Note: 27 federations provided valid information.

Note: 27 federations provided valid information.
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Table 5 shows the same trend for inter-
nal expenditure as for total expenditure, 
in that it appears that the same IFs with 
the highest and lowest total expenditures 
contribute the same proportions to total 
internal expenditure.

Figure 4 shows the distribution of total 
‘external’ (i.e. costs paid for activities 
operated by non-IF staff members). 
It can be seen that the majority of IFs 
(17 out of 27) spent $100,000 or less in 
2009, whereas only 3 IFs spent more 
than $1 million. 

Figure 4 . Distribution of external anti-doping costs .
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Dividing the IFs into the same 3 groups as in table 4 based on external expenditure results in the thresholds and relative 
contribution to the total anti-doping expenditure shown in table 6:

table 6 . Distribution of external expenditure .

Table 6 shows the same trend for external expenditure as for total expenditure, in that it appears that the same IFs with 
the highest and lowest total expenditures contribute the same proportions to total external expenditure. 

3 .1 .4 revenue FrOm AntI-DOPIng ActIvItIeS

Six IFs had revenue streams from anti-doping activities that offset expenditure. The total revenue received by IFs in 
2009 was $3.4 million, which represents 16% of total expenditure. Of this total of $3.4 million, 94% – or $3.2 million 
– was received by 2 IFs (the 2 IFs that had 2nd and the 5th largest budgets), which means that the remaining 22 IFs that 
responded to this question were able to offset only 1% – or $227,000 – of their costs (figure 5). The maximum single 
offset (as a proportion of total budget) by any one IF was 7%.

Figure 5 . Distribution of proportion of revenue obtained from anti-doping activities .

Note: 26 federations provided valid information.

c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s3

group total external costs ($) % of grand total Average expenditure per group member ($)

1 259,147 2 28,794

2 695,900 7 77,322

3 9,708,607 91 1,078,734
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These revenues are derived from the sources shown in figure 6. It is clear that a substantial proportion of revenue (50%) 
was ‘uncontracted’, in that it is not guaranteed through any contractual obligation. As such, this cannot be regarded as a 
representative value of such income over the long term.

Figure 6 .  Anti-doping revenue streams .

Notes: 6 federations provided valid information. Responses covered under “other” include; provision of testing services, sanctions against National  
 Federations arising from ADRVs, medical control program.

3 .2 humAn reSOurceS (hr)

3 .2 .1 tOtAl cOSt OvervIew OF hr In 2009

In total, the equivalent of approximately 67 ‘full-time equivalent’ (FTE) staff are employed by IFs, the total cost of 
which is approximately $1.6 million. In addition, the expenses for unpaid volunteers total approximately $0.5 million. 
Thus, the total expenditure on human resources for the 27 respondents in 2009 was approximately $2.1 million.

3 .2 .2 DIStrIButIOn AmOngSt the IFs

Three IFs employ 51% of the total paid staff working in anti-doping (figure 7). These same three IFs have a total budget 
that accounts for 48% of the total anti-doping expenditure, which suggests that, in general, the number of paid employ-
ees tends to broadly reflect the size (at least in monetary terms) of the respective anti-doping programme. Individual 
salaries for staff working in anti-doping across all IFs averaged $75,000, with a range from $30,000-120,0002 (figure 8).

2 Across 22 IFs

c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s3

legal cases won 50%
Other 38%

tue applications 13%
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Figure 7 . Distribution of number of paid employees working on anti-doping in Ftes . 

Note: 27 federations provided valid information.

Figure 8 . Distribution of average annual salaries of paid employees working in anti-doping .

 
Note: 22 federations provided valid information.

c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s3
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3 .2 .3 OvervIew On tIme SPent (By ActIvIty)

Table 7 describes the proportion of time spent by paid and volunteer staff on each of the aspects of anti-doping.  
While the order of the various aspects was the same for both paid and volunteer staff, the former spent slightly more 
time dealing with testing and results management, volunteers tended to spend noticeably more time dealing with TUEs. 

The detailed breakdown is a follows:

table 7 .  time spent on anti-doping activities .

Notes: 124 federations provided valid information; 219 federations provided valid information.

Translation of the information in table 7 for paid staff into cost terms (using an average of $24,544 per FTE)3 results in 
the expenditure on each aspect of the anti-doping process shown in table 8: 

table 8 .  Actual expenditure on human resources .

A more detailed distribution on the proportion of time spent on anti-doping activities for paid and non-paid staff is 
shown in Appendix III (page 24). 

c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s3

Activity Paid staff1 volunteers2

rules, Policy & Strategic Plan 8.5 % 10.3 %

testing 31.2 % 26.4 %

results management 27.0 % 24.4 %

tue 9.2 % 21.7 %

Information/communication 8.1 % 4.6 %

education 9.0 % 4.5 %

research 2.1 % 6.5 %

Other (mainly whereabouts) 5.0 % 1.6 %

Activity Ftes cost ($)

rules, Policy & Strategic Plan 5.7 139,249

testing 20.9 513,439

results management 18.1 444,157

tue 6.2 150,911

Information/communication 5.5 133,762

education 6.0 147,481

research 1.4 34,984

Other (mainly whereabouts) 3.4 82,315

3 This was calculated by dividing the total salary cost ($1.6 million) by the number of FTEs (67) 
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3 .3 teStIng

3 .3 .1 tOtAl cOStS OF teStIng In 2009

 3 .3 .1 .1 tOtAl numBer OF teStS

A total of 32,916 tests were initiated (i.e. tests that are requested or instructed by an IF) by the IFs (of whom 25  
responded to this question) in 2009, of which 18,653 (56%) were In-Competition, and 14,263 (44%) Out-of-Competition.  
According to WADA statistics4, this accounts for about 19% of the total number of tests carried out in 2009 across all sports.

 3 .3 .1 .2 cOSt Per teSt

Out of these 32,916 tests, 61.3% were financed by the IFs concerned (20,192 tests, of which 6,755 were In-Competition 
and 13,437 were Out-of-Competition). The remaining 38.7% of tests were financed by local competition organisers.
Based on a total cost for testing of $16.6 million (see table 1), the average cost per test is therefore calculated as $825.

3 .3 .2 teStIng eFFIcIency

Out of the total number of tests carried out by, or on behalf of, IFs (173,361)5 1,605 resulted in Adverse Analytical 
Findings (AAFs; 0.93%) and 1,887 resulted in Atypical Findings (ATFs; 1.09%). The tests financed by IFs resulted in 
similar ratios of AAFs and ATFs (AAFs = 0.95%; ATFs = 1.12%).

We can therefore calculate the average financial investment (across IF-financed tests) for each recorded AAF as $86,501, 
an ATF as $73,574, and an ADRV as $104,781. It is not known whether these ‘costs’ are generally representative of those 
for testing not included in this survey.

3 .3 .3 mISSeD teSt AnD FIlIng FAIlureS

A total of 241 Filing Failures (FFs) and 210 Missed Tests (MTs) were registered amongst the responding IFs6 in 2009. 
The distribution of these across IFs is shown in figures 9 and 10.

c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s3

4 WADA Statistics on Laboratories – August 2010. A total of 173’361 tests were carried out across 28 Summer Olympics IFs.  
These are detailed in Appendix V.
5 Carried out and identified by WADA laboratories as being linked to a specific sport. This is different from what is financed by the corresponding      
international federations (source: WADA Accredited Laboratories Statistics 2009, published in August 2010)
6 24 IFs responded for FF, 25 IFs for MT
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Figure 9 . Distribution of missed tests declared in 2009 . 

Figure 10 . Distribution of Filing Failures declared in 2009 . 

The average annual proportion of FFs in 2009 was 2.6%.

c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s3
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3 .3 .4 FActS AnD FIgureS teStIng & lABOrAtOrIeS 

•  92% of samples initiated by IFs were for urine and 8% were for blood.
 Note: 27 federations provided valid information

•  85% of IFs (i.e. a total of 23 IFs) carried out target testing, which constituted 22% of all testing.
 Note: 27 federations provided valid information

•  52% of IFs (14) carried out non-analytical investigations in 2009. 
Note: 27 federations provided valid information

•  11% of IFs (3) had a biological passport programme in place.  
Note: 27 federations provided valid information

•  81% of the IFs (22) used an external sample collection agency. 
Note: 27 federations provided valid information

•  45% of IFs (12) used only WADA-accredited laboratories for the analysis of non-urine samples. 
Note: 27 federations provided valid information

•  38% of IFs (10) carried out EPO analysis; 88% (23) carried out IRMS analysis and 27% (7) carried out other  
types of analysis (such as T/E longitudinal studies, Beta blockers, CERA, hGh, etc). 
Note: 26 federations provided valid information

3 c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s
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3 .4 reSultS mAnAgement

3 .4 .1 tOtAl cOStS OF reSultS mAnAgement In 2009

The total cost of Results Management was approximately $1.8 million, of which 87% was spent on non-routine matters 
(i.e. AAFs, ATFs, ADRVs) and 13% was spent on routine operations. Of the total, 56% (i.e. about $1 million) was spent 
externally with the remaining $0.8 million spent internally (see Appendix II for details). 

3 .4 .2 FActS AnD FIgureS reSultS mAnAgement

•  A total of 41% (11 IFs) of the respondents have financed results management for tests that were not initiated by the 
federation.  
Note: 27 federations provided valid information

•  The 159 ADRVs arising from IF-financed tests in 2009 represented 44% of the total ADRVs in 2009, despite repre-
senting only 12% of all samples collected as recorded by WADA (173,361). This suggests that IF-financed tests were 
more effective (and, if costs for non IF-financed tests were consistent with those financed by IFs, more efficient) at 
detecting ADRVs. See Appendix VI (page 31) for details.

3 .4 .3 therAPeutIc uSe exemPtIOnS

In total, 2,386 TUEs were processed by IFs7 in 2009 (see Appendix VIII (page 33) for details) at a total cost of $175,842. 
This represents 0.8% of the total cost of anti-doping, which is probably due to the contribution to TUE process by volun-
teers (see table 6). Thus, the average physical cost (i.e. not including the ‘virtual’ cost of volunteer time) of a TUE is  
$748 per TUE.

3 .4 .4 FActS AnD FIgureS On tues

• 23% of IFs (i.e. 6 IFs) outsource their administration for TUE applications.  
Note: 26 federations provided valid information

• Only 4% of IFs (1) always charge an application fee for TUEs, while 12% (3) charge a fee in certain circumstances 
(e.g. depending on expertise required, level of athlete, or type of TUE). 19% of IFs (5) mutually recognise TUEs 
issued by NADOs, whereas 27% (7) never mutually recognise. The remaining 54% (13) mutually recognise under 
certain circumstances. 

• On average, a TUE application takes 2.2 weeks to process (this includes the time from the receipt of an application to 
the date of notification to the athlete). 
Note: 25 federations provided valid information

3

7 25 federations provided valid information
8 In keeping with other parts of this survey, this figure does not include salary costs. Inclusion of such costs would raise the cost per TUE to $137.

c h a p t e r  t h r e e  -  r e s u l t s
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The aim of this survey was to establish the expenditure of ASOIF member federations on  
anti-doping, and the distribution of expenditure and time across the range of anti-doping-related 
activities in the context of the outcome of the samples collected. 

c h a p t e r  f o u r  -  c o n c l u s i o n s / r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s4

cOncluSIOnS AnD 
recOmmenDAtIOnS

The total expenditure on anti-doping activities by IFs in 
2009 was $21.4 million, which was split almost equally 
between ‘internal’ and ‘external’ costs. A substantial 
majority of this total (78%) was spent on testing, far more 
than the next greatest item (results management – 8%). 
In total, 16% of expenditure was offset by anti-doping 
revenue, although 50% of this was non-contracted  
(i.e. forfeited prize money). Two IFs accounted for 94% 
of this total revenue, and the maximum proportion of 
total expenditure received by any IF was 7%.

IFs employ a total of 67 FTE staff (an average of 2.5 per 
IF), at a total cost of $1.6 million per annum. Volunteer 
expenses account for a further $0.5 million. The majority 
of time is spent on matters related to testing and results 
management, and (particularly for volunteers)  
TUE processing.

A total of 32,916 tests were initiated by IFs in 2009 at a 
total cost of $16.6 million, and accounting for 19% of all 
tests conducted. Of these, 56% were In-Competition tests, 
and the remaining 44% Out-of-Competition. This repre-
sents an average cost per test of $825. Further analysis of 
these data shows that the ‘cost’ of each AAF recorded by 
the IFs who responded to this survey was $86,501. Tests 
financed by IFs were more effective at detecting Anti-
Doping Rule Violations that non IF-financed tests.

the FOllOwIng  
recOmmenDAtIOnS Are mADe:

1.Establish and promote methods of increasing detection 
of doping through intelligent testing in order to reduce 
the unit cost of ADRVs:

a. Require and disseminate sufficiently detailed anti-
doping statistics from Anti-Doping Organisations to 
allow a more thorough understanding of each sport 
(such as provided in this report).

b. Establish and promote ‘intelligent’ testing techniques 
to facilitate a reduction of the overall number of tests.

c. Establish methods to enhance the implementation of 
the blood passport project to allow IFs to improve the 
sophistication and efficacy of testing.

2.Consider establishing and promoting methods of  
increasing cost efficiency through the use of (e.g.)  
centralised sample collection and analysis services,  
and partial analysis menus.

3. Establish and promote other methods of improving  
anti-doping administrative and testing efficiency,  
such as through the development of a centralised TUE 
processing service, and the adoption of Athlete  
Biological Passport programmes.

4. Continue to develop common anti-doping education 
programmes that target appropriate groups of athletes.
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APPenDIx I – glOSSAry OF termS/DeFInItIOnS

AAF Adverse Analytical Finding – a report from a laboratory or other wADA - approved entity that, con-

sistent with the International Standard for laboratories and related technical Documents, identifies 

in a Sample the presence of a Prohibited Substance or its metabolites or markers (including elevated 

quantities of endogenous substances) or evidence of the use of a Prohibited method

ADrv Anti-Doping rule violation .

AtF Atypical Finding – a report from a laboratory or other wADA-approved entity which requires 

further investigation as provided by the International Standard for laboratories or related technical 

Documents prior to the determination of an Adverse Analytical Finding

Fte Full time equivalent – a person working 100% 

e .g . full time person (100%) = 1 

half time person (50%) = 0 .5

FF Filing Failure

mt missed test .

nADO national Anti-Doping Organization .

non-routine Includes processing of all materials related to an AAF, AtF, FF, mt, hearings and special cases

routine Includes all processing of materials not related to an AAF, AtF, or other apparent ADrv

rm results management .

rtP registered testing Pool – the pool of top level athletes established separately by each IF and nADO, 

the member of which must provide their custodian ADO with whereabouts . 

In-competition testing Any Doping control that occurs during the period commencing twelve hours before a  

competition in which the Athlete is scheduled to participate through the end of such competition 

and the Sample collection process related to such competition .

Out-of –competition 

testing 

Any Doping control which is not conducted during an In-competition period .

tue therapeutic use exemption .  A tue is an authorization to use Prohibited Substance for valid  

therapeutic reasons . An application for a tue shall be made in accordance with the  

International Standard for tue .

lOc local Organizing committee .

nOc national Organizing committee .

c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s5

APPenDIceS
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APPenDIx II – OvervIew OF cOSt cAtegOrIeS

tOtAl cOSt OF AntIDOPIng - InternAtIOnAl Summer FeDerAtIOnS

$10,738,435 50,2%

rules, Policy & Strategic plan $482,417 4 .5%

testing $8,046,423 74 .9%

    In competition $3,006,609 28.0%

collection $1,135,347 10.6%

laboratories $612,940 5.7%

transport $528,866 4.9%

Other $729,457 6.8%

    Out competition $5,039,813 46.9%

whereabouts $296,635 2.8%

collection $2,348,931 21.9%

laboratories $381,607 3.6%

transport $1,628,341 15.2%

Other $384,299 3.6%

result management $780,991 7 .3%

rm routine $191,405 1.8%

rm non-routine $589,586 5.5%

tue $135,811 1 .3%

Information/communication $401,065 3 .7%

eductaion $550,928 5 .1%

research $111,450 1 .3%

Other $229 .352 1 .9%

$10,663,655 49.8%

$300,362 2 .8%

$8,613 .755 80 .7%

$3,726,096 34.9%

$1,171,665 11.0%

$1,953,877 18.3%

$363,910 3.4%

$236,644 2.2%

$4,887,659 45.8%

$27,594 0.3%

$2,829,838 26.5%

$1,314,124 12.3%

$29,868 0.3%

$686,235 6.4%

$1,026,100 9 .6%

$41,600 0.4%

$984,500 9.2%

$40,031 0 .4%

$6,568 0 .1%

$331,618 3 .1%

$160,960 1 .5%

$183,741 1 .7%

$21,402,090 100%

$782,779 3 .7%

$16,660,178 77 .8%

$6,732.705 31.5%

$2,307,012 10,8%

$2,566,816 12,0%

$892,776 4.2%

$966,102 4.5%

$9,927,472 46.4%

$324,229 1.5%

$5,178,769 24,2%

$1,695,731 7.9%

$1,658,209 7.7%

$1,070,534 5.0%

$1,807,091 8 .4%

$233,005 1.1%

$1,574,086 7.4%

$175 .842 0 .8%

$407 .632 1 .9%

$882 .546 4 .1%

$272 .410 1 .3%

$413 .094 1 .9%

InternAl / 
 In-house costs

externAl /  
Outsourced costs

tOtAl cOSt

c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s5
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cost Split for In-competition testing costs ($):

 Internal /In-house  external/Outsourced  tOtAl

cost Split for Out of competition testing costs ($):

 

 Internal /In-house  external/Outsourced  tOtAl

3,006,609                  3,726,096            6,732,705
Ic collection 1,135,347 37.8% 1,171,665 31.4% 2,307,012 34.3%

Ic laboratories 612,940 20.4% 1,953,877 52.4% 2,566,816 38.1%

Ic transport 528,866 17.6% 363,910 9.8% 892,776 13.3%

Ic Other 729,457 24.3% 236,644 6.4% 966,102 14.3%

5,039,813               4,887,659          9,927,472
Oc whereabouts 296,635 5.9% 27,594 0.6% 324,229 3.3%

Oc collection 2,348,931 46.6% 2,829,838 57.9% 5,178,769 52.2%

Oc laboratories 381,607 7.6% 1,314,124 26.9% 1,695,731 17.1%

Oc  transport 1,628,341 32.3% 29,868 0.6% 1,658,209 16.7%

Oc Other 384,299 7.6% 686,235 14.0% 1,070,534 10.8%

c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s5
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APPenDIx III – DetAIleD BreAkDOwn OF tIme SPent  
On AntI-DOPIng ActIvItIeS

Note: 24 federations provided valid information.

non-paid Staff

Note: 19 federations provided valid information.

c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s5

Anti-doping activities mean (%) lowest (%) highest (%)

rules, Policy & Strategic Plan 10.3 5.0 50.0

In-competition testing 16.3 4.0 90.0

Out of competition testing 10.1 2.0 100.0

routine results management 4.7 5.0 25.0

non-routine results management 19.7 2.0 90.0

tue 21.7 5.0 95.0

Information/communication 4.6 1.0 15.0

education 4.5 5.0 15.0

research 6.5 4.0 60.0

Other (advisory committee  
meetings, conferences, etc .)

1.6 5.0 25.0

Anti-doping activities mean (%) lowest (%) highest (%)

rules, Policy & Strategic Plan 8.5 4.0 25.0

In-competition testing 10.7 5.0 22.5

Out of competition testing 20.5 1.0 70.0

routine results management 11.7 5.0 25.0

non-routine results management 15.3 1.0 40.0

tue 9.2 1.0 25.0

Information/communication 8.1 2.0 28.0

education 9.0 2.0 20.0

research 2.1 3.0 10.0

Other (mainly whereabouts) 5.0 5.0 40.0

Paid Staff
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APPenDIx Iv –  
revenue SOurce FOr FInAncIng  
AntI-DOPIng PrOgrAmmeS

APPenDIx  v –  teStIng

1 . wADA lABOrAtOrIeS StAtIStIcS  
2009 DAtA

Source

Annual budget 45%

Professional tours and teams 8%

IOc funding 15%

events 13%

membership 5%

Federation revenues 5%

marketing revenues 5%

Sanctions 3%

Player forfeits 3%

external stakeholders 3%

IF total Samples

ISAF 856

FISA 4,592

Itu 3,262

ItF 3,945

wtF 1,679

FIlA 4,894

IwF 7,534

IgF 1,530

FItA 975

ucI 21,835

FIBA 11,150

AIBA 3,231

FIg 2,462

FeI 462

FIe 1,918

IjF 4,068

IhF 3,650

IrB 5,725

uIPm 548

ISSF 2,630

FIvB 5,121

IAAF 26,593

BwF 1,175

IcF 3,821

FIFA 32,526

FIh 2,118

FInA 13,995

IttF 1,066

tOtAl 173,361

9 Tests from other non-Olympic summer sports, winter Olympic sports, 
IOC, other major event organisers, clubs etc

c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s5

The total number of tests carried out in  
2009 can be split as follows:  
Test initiated by IFs:  
19% (32,916) – Source: ASOIF Survey 
Test initiated by LOC:  
11% (19,265) – Source: ASOIF Survey 
Test initiated by Others9: 70% (remaining tests)

Note: 27 federations provided valid information.
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2 . DIStrIButIOn OF teStS FInAnceD By IFs verSuS InItIAteD

Figure A1 . Distribution of how much IFs transfer their testing costs to lOcs

On average 12% of total samples are financed by IFs, versus 19% initiated. 

3 . teStIng eFFIcIency

Number of AAFs10: 1605 
Number of ATFs: 1887

Number of AAFs financed by IFs: 1605 x 12% = 193 (a) 
Number of ATFs financed by IFs: 1887 x 12% = 226 (b)

Note: 12% of samples are financed by IFs – see above

Number of ADRVs financed by IFs11: 159 (c) 
Total number of test financed by IFs: 20,19212 (d) 
Total Cost Testing: $16.6 million (e)

% AAF: 0.95% (a)/(d)  % ATF: 1.12% (b)/(d) % ADRV: 0.79% (c)/(d) 
Cost / AAF: $86,501 (e)/(a)  Cost / ATF: $73,574 (e)/(b) Cost / ADRV: $104,781 (e)/(c)

10 Source: WADA Lab Stats 2009
11 Source: ASOIF Survey
12 Source: ASOIF Survey

c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s5
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4 . DetAIleD DIStrIButIOn OF numBer OF SAmPleS By FeDerAtIOn 

Figure A2 . Distribution of number of samples initiated by federation per year for in-competition testing .

Note: 23 federations provided valid information.

Figure A3 . Distribution of number of samples initiated by federation per year  
 for Out-of-competition testing .

c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s5
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Figure A4 . Distribution of number of samples initiated by lOcs/nFs/nADOs  
 per year for in-competition testing .

Note: 15 federations provided valid information.

Figure A5 . Distribution of number of samples initiated by lOcs/nFs/nADOs per year  
 for in-competition testing .
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Figure A6 . Distribution of number of samples financed by federation per year for in-competition testing .

Note: 21 federations provided valid information.

Figure A7 . Distribution of number of samples financed by federation per year for  
 Out-of-competition testing .
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30

Figure A8 . Distribution of number of samples financed by lOcs/nFs/nADOs  
 per year for in-competition testing .

Note: 15 federations provided valid information.

Figure A9 . Distribution of number of samples financed by lOcs/nFs/nADOs  
 per year for Out-of-competition testing .
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5 . tArget teStIng DIStrIButIOn .

Figure A10 . Distribution of percentage of target tests .

Note: 23 federations provided valid information.

 
APPenDIx vI – DetAIleD DIStrIButIOn OF reSultS mAnAgement

Figure A11 . Distribution of tests that resulted in an AAF .
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Figure A12 . Distribution of tests that resulted in an AtF .

Figure A13 . Distribution of tests that resulted in an ADrvs13 .

Figure A14 . Distribution of tests not initiated by a federation that resulted in an ADrv . 

13Number of test that resulted in an AAF and let to an ADRV + Number of « Other » ADRVs (refusal, evading, etc..)
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APPenDIx vII – rtP SIze DIStrIButIOn

Figure A15 . Distribution of federations’ rtP sizes . 

APPenDIx vIII – DIStrIButIOn OF tues AmOngSt InternAtIOnAl FeDerAtIOnS
Figure A16 . Distribution of tues, Dous and tue asthmas processed by federations in 2009 .
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5

InStructIOnS - ImPOrtAnt tO reAD BeFOre yOu StArt

1.Start your response by clicking on the arrow below. Use the arrows at the bottom of each page to move back and forth 
through the questionnaire. Your answers will be saved on the central system whenever you click on the navigation 
arrow at the bottom of each page. Remember to do this before closing each session.

2. You may restore and continue from the previous session by simply clicking again on the same link provided as long 
as you have saved during your previous session (described in 2).

3. If there are multiple persons filling in this survey, only one person should access the system at any one time using the 
link provided.

4. Abbreviations and technical words (denoted by*) in the survey will have attached definitions/explanations when you 
mouse-over these words.

5. There is no time limit for filling in each page.

If you have any questions about the survey, please email tim .goethals@asoif .com

the deadline for submitting this questionnaire is march 15th, 2010 .

thank you very much for participating in the survey .

IF AntI-DOPIng  
cOSt Survey

c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s

APPenDIx Ix – QueStIOnnAIre
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5

1 reSOurceS & BuDget

1 .1 Please indicate which currency you will be using to fill in the table below for  . . .

a) Internal/In-house cost:                     ________________

b) External/Out-sourced cost:            

1 .2 In columns A and B please indicate the amounts allotted for each task . In column c please indicate 

which consultant/provider performed this service -indicate only costs paid by your IF – costs paid by 

organizers should not be included) . 

 A B                                              

rules, Policy and Strategic Plan* 

testing*

  In competition total: 

  Collection:

  Laboratories:

              Transport:

              Other (please specify):  

 Out of competition total:

  Whereabouts

  Collection

  Laboratories:

  Transport:

  Other (please specify): _________________  

 Result Management:

        Routine

        Non-routine (AAF, ATF, FF, MT, …) 

tue* 

Information/communication: 

education: 

research: 

Other, please specify: ______________________

currency used:

uSD eur chF Other:
If other currency, 
please specify:

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

______________

c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s

Internal/In-house cost:  External/Out-sourced cost:   
Consultant/ 
Service Provider
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1 . reSOurceS & BuDget

the following amounts are calculated on the basis of your answers 
on the previous page . Please check if the amounts are correct .

 a) Internal/In-house cost: b) External/outsourced cost:

total anti-doping budget 0000 eur uSD chF  0000 eur uSD chF

1 .3 Are the amounts correct?        yes   no 

2 A - humAn reSOurce (PAID StAFF)

2 .1 how many people in your federation are working on Anti-Doping? 
(in FTE - Full Time Employee – For example: 1 FTE equals one fulltime position or two half-time positions) 

________________________________________ Fte(s)

2 .2 what is the average annual salary (including charges) of your paid staff working on anti-doping? 

________________________________________eur uSD chF/ per annum

2 .3 Of your paid staff working on Anti-Doping, please complete the following chart based on the time 

they spend on each of the following activities (total needs to add up as 100%):

rules, Policy & Strategic plan* ________________  ____ %

testing* ____________________________________

 In competition ______________________  ____ %

 Out of competition __________________  ____ %

result management*

 routine* ____________________________  ____ %

 non-routine* (AAF*, AtF*, FF*, mt*, ADrv*, Appeals and Sanctions): ____ %

tue*  ____________________________________  ____ %

Information/communication* ________________  ____ %

education* _________________________________  ____ %

research* __________________________________  ____ %

Other, please specify: ________________________  ____ % 

 

5 c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s
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2 B - humAn reSOurce (nOn-PAID StAFF)

2 .4 For all non-paid staff working on Anti-Doping in your federations, please provide the total estimated 

financial assistance allotted to cover their expenses .

2 .5 Of your paid staff working on Anti-Doping, please complete the following chart based on the time 

they spend on each of the following activities (total needs to add up as 100%): 

rules, Policy & Strategic plan* ________________  ____ %

testing* ____________________________________

 In competition ______________________  ____ %

 Out of competition __________________  ____ %

result management*

 routine* ____________________________  ____ %

 non-routine* (AAF*, AtF*, FF*, mt*, ADrv*, Appeals and Sanctions): ____ %

tue*  ____________________________________  ____ %

Information/communication* ________________  ____ %

education* _________________________________  ____ %

research* __________________________________  ____ %

Other, please specify: ________________________  ____ % 

 

5 c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s
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2 . humAn reSOurce

2 .6 Do you have revenue from Anti-Doping?   yes   no 

2 .7 how much is your revenue from anti-doping activities? 

eur uSD chF ___________________________ per annum

2 .8 which anti-doping activities has/have helped you gain revenues?

 legal cases won

 tue* applications

 Other: _______________________________

2 .9 how do you finance/cover your anti-doping costs?

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________

3 . teStIng

3 .1 Does your Federation have a rtP*? yes               no

3 .2 what is the size of your Federation’s rtP*?

____________________________________________________________________________________

3 .3 From this rtP* do you collect whereabouts info?

3 .4 how many of the following do you register per annum?

FF*: ________________________________________________________________________________

mt*: _______________________________________________________________________________

5 c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s
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3 .5

 In-competition  Out of competition

How many samples does your  

federation initiate per year?  _________________   _________________ 

 Samples                       Samples

How many samples are initiated by  

LOCs*/NFs*/ NADOs* per year?  _________________   _________________ 

 Samples                      Samples

 

How many samples does your  

federation finance per year?  _________________   _________________ 

 Samples                       Samples

How many samples does your 

LOCs*/NFs*/ NADOs* finance per year?  _________________   _________________ 

 Samples                       Samples

3 .6 From the samples initiated by your federation how many are:

urine  ____________________________________%

Blood  ___________________________________%

3 .7 Is your IF helping with testing with nF* / cF* (financially or technically)

yes               no

3 .8 what is the approximate total (external) cost for testing financed by lOcs*/nFs*/ nADOs*  

on a yearly basis?

eur uSD chF ___________________________ 

3 .9 Do you do target testing?

yes               no

3 .10 From your total testing what is the percentage of target tests performed?

__________________________________________%

5 c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s
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3.11 Do you carry out non-analytical investigations?

yes          no

3 .12 Do you have biological passports in place?

yes          no

3 .13 Do you use an external drug testing service?

yes          no

4 . SAmPle AnAlySIS: lABOrAtOrIeS

4 .1 For non-urine sample analysis are you only using wADA accredited laboratories?

yes          no           n/A

4 .2 what is the unit cost of the following: 

   currency 

urine analysis on average __________________   

Blood analysis on average __________________  

4 .3 Are there additional anaylsis performed?

Please check all that apply:

ePO analysis

Irm analysis

Other, please specify: _________________________________________________________________________

5 . reSult mAnAgement

5 .1 Out of your total number of tests conducted by your federation,  

 how many have resulted in the following:

 

 test  number of tests

 AAF*  ________________________________tests and out of these have ______________  led to ADrv*

 AtF* _________________________________ tests

 Other ADrv*

 (refusal, evading,...)  _______________________tests

5 .2 have you financed any result management for test that were not initiated by your federation?

yes          no

uSD eur chF

c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s
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5

5.3 what was the yearly cost of this?

 

 

__________________________________________   __________ 

   

5 .4 Out of these tests not initiated by your federation, how many have resulted in a ADrv*?

________________________________________________________________________________________________     

6 . tue

6 .1 how many tues, Dou, tue asthma, did you process in 2009?

________________________________________________________________________________________________

6 .2 Is your administration for tue applications outsourced?

yes               no

6 .3 Is there an application fee for a tue application?

yes (always)            no             yes in certain circumstances, please specify_

  _______________________________________________________________

6 .4 Do you recognize tues issued by nADOs*?

 yes (always)               no  

6 .5 how many of your overall tues are issued by nADOs* on average?

  ______________________________________%

6 .6 how long does it take to process a tue* from the time the application  

 is received to the time an athlete is notified?

  ______________________________________week/s

thAnk yOu FOr tAkIng the tIme tO cOmPlete thIS Survey!

currency used:Amount:
uSD eur chF Other:

If other currency, 
please specify:

c h a p t e r  f i v e  -  a p p e n d i c e s



42

ASSOcIAtIOnS
OF Summer OlymPIc InternAtIOnAl FeDerAtIOnS

IN
T

E
R

N
ATIONAL HANDBALL FEDER

A
TI

O
N

WORLD SAILING



42 43

AcknOwleDgementS
thIS rePOrt wAS wrItten In cOOPerAtIOn wIth the ASOIF meDIcAl  
cOnSultAtIve grOuP (Amcg) .

Amcg members:

Dr Mario Zorzoli, Medical Doctor UCI / Scientific Counselor and Chairman of the AMCG

Dr Alain Lacoste, Medical Doctor FISA & Chairman of Sports Medicine Commission, FISA  

Dr Margo Mountjoy, IOC Medical Commission / FINA Bureau, Sports Medicine Liaison               

Dr Michel Leglise, Vice-president of FIG and Medical Doctor    

Dr Juan Manuel Alonso, Medical Doctor of IAAF             

Dr Stuart Miller,  Head of Science & Technical, ITF

Prof Jiri Dvorak, Medical Doctor and FIFA Chief Medical Officer

 

Special thanks goes to Dr Katharina Grimm (Head of Medical Office at FIFA),  
Dr Stuart Miller and Dr Margo Mountjoy for their help in reviewing this report.

 

Data provided by TSE Consulting

 

 

No part of this publication may be copied, republished, stored in a retrieval system or otherwise reproduced  
or transmitted, in any form or by any means whatsoever, without the prior written consent of ASOIF. 

 This publication and its content, are the property of ASOIF.

 Published by the Association of Summer Olympic International Federations (ASOIF).
© ASOIF – December 2010



ASOIF 
maison du Sport International 
Av . de rhodanie 54 
1007 lausanne 
Switzerland 
Phone: +41 (0)21 601 48 88 
Fax: +41 (0)21 601 48 89 
email: info@asoif .com




