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I. PARTIES

1. The International Olympic Committee (“IOC” or “Claimant”) is the supreme authority of the
Olympic Movement and in particular the Olympic Games, with registered offices in L.ausanne,
Switzerland. The IOC is a signatory of the World Anti-Doping Code (“the Code”) and has
enacted the IOC Anti-Doping Rules applicable to the Olympic Games Rio 2016 (the “IOC
ADR?”). The IOC has delegated some of its responsibilities related to the implementation of the
Doping Control in relation to the Games of the XXXI Olympiad (the “Olympic Games Rio
2016”) to the International Testing Agency (the “ITA”). Such delegation includes the results
management and subsequent prosecution of potential Anti-Doping Rule Violations
(“ADRV?”) arising from the re-analysis of samples collected under the Testing Authority of the
IOC, from any Athlete participating in the Olympic Games Rio 2016.

2. The International Weightlifting Federation (“IWF” or “Co-Claimant”) is the International
Federation governing the sport of weightlifting, having its registered offices in Lausanne,
Switzerland.

3. Mr Alexandru Spac (the “Athlete” or “Mr Spac”) is a national of Moldova, participating in the
Olympic Games Rio 2016 representing the National Olympic and Sports Committee of the
Republic of Moldova (“NOC”).

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUD

4. The following is a summary of the key facts and allegations drawn from the Parties’ written
submissions, pleadings, and evidence submitted in the present procedure. While the Single
Judge has reviewed all arguments, legal points, and evidence submitted by the Parties, she only
cites the submissions and evidence necessary to support her reasoning.

5. Mr Spac, born on 21 November 1989, is a weightlifter from Moldova and has been competing
at the international level since 2009.

0. On 27 July 20106, the Athlete underwent an unannounced Out-of-Competition (“OOC”)
doping control, during which samples A and B-6221118 were collected by Sample Collection
Personnel from the Organizing Committee of the Olympic Games Rio 2016. Acting as the
Sample Collection Authority (“SCA”) on behalf of the IOC, they conducted the testing
mission under the authority of the IOC’s Testing Authority (““T'A”) and Results Management
Authority (“RMA”).

7. On his Doping Control Form (“DCF”) associated with sample 6221118, the Athlete stated
that he had taken “Creatine, amino acids, vitamins, and minerals” within the seven days preceding
the doping control. The Athlete also confirmed on the DCF that the sample collection was
undertaken in accordance with the relevant WADA International Standards.

8.  The Athlete’s urine sample A-6221118 was sent for analysis to the WADA-accredited
laboratory in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil (the “Rio Laboratory”) for analysis.

9. On 10 August 2016, the Athlete participated in the weightlifting Men’s 77 kg weight category
competition and obtained the 5" place.
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10.  During the competition, the Athlete was selected for an In-Competition doping test, where
samples A- and B-6222191 were collected from him under the authority of TA and RMA of
the IOC. On the DCF associated with sample 6222191, the Athlete declared that he had taken
“Viitamins, Complex/ Minerals, Amino Acids Creatine” in the seven days prior to the control. He
also confirmed that the sample collection was undertaken in accordance with the relevant
WADA International Standards (“ISL”).

11.  The Athlete’s urine sample A-6222191 was also sent to the Rio Laboratory for analysis.

12. The analyses of samples A-6221118 and A-6222191 conducted in 2016 by the Rio Laboratory
with the detection methods applied by the Rio Laboratory then available, did not result in an
Adverse Analytical Finding (“AAF”) at that time.

13. At the IOC’s request, the remaining portions of samples A-6221118 and A-6222191, along
with the fully intact samples B-6221118 and B-6222191, were transferred to the WADA-
accredited Laboratory in Lausanne, Switzerland (the “Lausanne Laboratory”) for long-term
storage (“LTS”).

14.  According to Article 6.5 of the IOC ADR, the IOC has the power to conduct further analysis
on samples collected during the Olympic Games Rio 2016 under its jurisdiction. On this basis
the ITA, on behalf of the IOC, decided to conduct further analyses on a number of the samples
including samples no A-6221118 and A-6222191 collected from the Athlete as per the
applicable WADA ISL.

15.  Following the re-analysis conducted on 1 July 2024, the Lausanne Laboratory identified an
AAF for Dehydrochlormethyltestosterone metabolite (4-chloro-18-nor-17b-hydroxymethyl,
17a-methyl-5a- androst-13-en-3a-ol) (the “DHCMT metabolite”) in both samples A-6221118
and A-6222191. This substance is classified by the WADA Prohibited List as S1.1 Anabolic
Androgenic Steroids (“AAS”) and is prohibited at all times.

16.  DHCMT is a derivative of testosterone. Unlike endogenous hormones produced naturally by
the human body, DHCMT is synthetically created and causes rapid growth of the muscles and
significantly enhances strength performance, making it particularly relevant in weightlifting
due to its strong anabolic effects.

17. Upon receiving the AAFs, the ITA conducted the Initial Review of the results in accordance
with Articles 7.2 and 7.3 of the IOC ADR and Article 5.1.1 of the International Standard for
Results Management (“ISRM”). Based on IOC records, the review determined that: (a) no
Therapeutic Use Exemption had been granted to the athlete for DHCMT, (b) there was no
evident deviation from the International Standard for Testing and Investigations (“ISTT”) or
the ISL that could compromise the validity of the AAFs, and (c) the AAFs were not the result
of ingesting the Prohibited Substance through a permitted route, insofar as AAS are banned
regardless of the method of administration.

18.  On 16 July 2024, the ITA, on behalf of the IOC, notified the Athlete of the AAFs (the “AAF
Notification”), and therefore the Athlete was informed of 7) the potential consequences of the
AAFs under the IOC ADR, and 7) his procedural rights, including the right to request the B-
sample counter-analysis.

19.  On 21 July 2024, the Athlete responded to the AAF Notification and submitted a signed copy
of the Athlete’s Right Form. In this document, the Athlete confirmed that i) he was not
challenging the AAFs, ii) he did not request the opening and analysis of the B-samples, and iii)
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he expressly accepted the consequences of his ADRYV, which would determine the
disqualification of his competitive results at the Olympic Games Rio 2016, including the
forfeiture of any medals, points, and prizes.

20.  On 17 September 2024, the ITA acknowledged receipt of the Athlete’s correspondence and
confirmed that further information in relation to the next steps of the proceedings would be
provided in due course.

21. On 31 October 2024, the ITA notified the Athlete that it was asserting an ADRV under Article
2.1 and/or Article 2.2 of the IOC ADR (the “Notice of Charge”). In this Notice, the ITA
reiterated the consequences of the ADRV under the IOC ADR and provided the Athlete with
two options: (i) accept the disqualification of his results at the Olympic Games Rio 2016 or (ii)
request that the matter be referred to the CAS ADD for adjudication.

22. On 17 November 2024, the Athlete submitted the signed Appendix A attached to the Notice
of Charge, formally accepting the consequences of his ADRV. As a result, his competitive
results from the Olympic Games Rio 2016 were disqualified, including the forfeiture of any
medals, points, and prizes.

23, On 19 December 2024, the ITA acknowledged receipt of the Athlete’s acceptance of the
Consequences of his ADRV under the IOC ADR, namely the Disqualification of all his
individual results obtained at the Olympic Games Rio 2016 and confirmed that further
information on the next steps of the disciplinary process would be provided in due course.

III. PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE CAS ADD

24. On 28 March 2025, the ITA, on behalf of the IOC, filed an application with the CAS ADD
(the “Application”) in order to determine and confirm whether the Athlete committed an
ADRYV under the IOC ADR and, being that the case, to impose the ensuing Consequences.
In the Application ITA requested that the language of the proceedings be English and

expressly waived its right to appoint a Single Judge by mutual agreement, requesting that a
Single Judge be appointed by the President of the CAS ADD.

25, On 28 March 2025, answering to the CAS ADD notification of the Application, WADA
informed of their intention not to participate in the proceedings.

26.  On 2 April 2025, answering to the CAS ADD notification of the Application, IWF confirmed
its intention to join the proceedings as Co-Claimant (the “Co-Claimant”), but at that stage
without providing any written submission.

27. On the same date, the CAS ADD submitted a procedural calendar to the Parties, fixing the
deadline of 4 April 2025 for the Parties’ comments on: z) a 20-day deadline for the Athlete to
file his Answer limited to the commission of the ADVR and its consequences at Olympic
level; 7z) the possibility to hold a hearing if necessary; 7z) the notification of a Partial Decision
by the Single Judge limited to ADVR and its consequences at Olympic level; /) a possible
second phase between IWF and the Athlete to determine the consequences of ADVR, should
the Single Judge conclude that the Athlete committed such ADVR.

28.  On 4 April 2025, both ITA and IWF communicated their agreement on the procedural
calendar, while the Athlete remained silent.
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29.  On 7 April 2025, the CAS ADD confirmed the procedural calendar and invited the Athlete to
file his Answer (limited to the commission of the ADVR and its consequences at Olympic
level) within 20 days. The CAS ADD also noted that the Parties failed to jointly nominate a
Single Judge and, as a result, the Single Judge would be appointed by the President of the CAS
ADD in accordance with Article A16 of the Procedural Rules CAS ADD (“ADD Rules”).

30.  On 29 April 2025, the CAS ADD acknowledged that no communication was received from
the Athlete within the granted 20-day deadline and invited the Parties to state by 2 May 2025
whether they considered a hearing necessary for the procedure.

31.  On 30 April 2025, the CAS ADD informed the Parties that in accordance with Articles A16
and A17 of the Rules of the CAS Anti-Doping Division a Panel had been formed, and Prof.
Maria Beatrice Deli (Italy) had been appointed to act as Single Judge in the procedure.

32. On 2 May 2025, ITA declared that they did not consider a hearing necessary, and the decision
could be rendered based on the Parties’ written submissions.

33.  On 12 May 2025, the CAS ADD noted that IWF and the Athlete did not state their preference
for a hearing within the prescribed time limit and their silence would be considered that no
hearing was necessary. In addition, the Single Judge declared to be sufficiently well informed
based solely on the Parties’ written submissions.

34, On the same date the CAS ADD forwarded the Parties an Order of Procedure to be signed
by 16 May 2025, which was returned by all Parties within the granted time limit.

IV. THE PARTIES REQUESTED RELIEF AND SUBMISSIONS
A. THE CLAIMANT: THE IOC

35.  The Claimant requests the following relief:
1. The I0C’s Application is admissible;

2. Mr Alexandrn Spac is found to have committed an Anti-Doping Rule Violation pursuant to
Articles 2.1 and/ or 2.2 of the I0C Anti-Doping Rules applicable to the Olympic Games Rio
2016,

3. Al competitive results of Mr Alexandru Spac obtained at the Olympic Games Rio 2016 are
disqualified including forfeiture of medals, points and prizes.

4. The IWF is requested to consider any further action within its own competence.

5. The Parties are to bear their own legal and other costs.

6. Auny other prayers for relief that the Panel deems fit in the facts and circumstances of the present
case.

36.  The Claimant’s submissions, in essence, may be summarised as follows:

- On 27 July 2016, the Athlete was subject to an unannounced Out-of-Competition
(“O0OC”) doping control during which sample A and B-6221118 was collected
from him, being carried out under the TA and RMA of the IOC. The Athlete

declared on his Doping Control Form (“DCF”) associated with sample 6221118
that he has taken “Creatin, aminoacids, vitamins, minerals” in the seven days prior to
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the doping control.

- On 10 August 2016, the Athlete participated in the weightlifting Men’s 77kg and
was selected for an In-Competition doping control, during which sample A and
B-6222191 was collected from him under the TA and RMA of the IOC. The
Athlete declared on his DCF associated with sample 6222191 that he has taken
“Viitamins, Complex/ Minerals, Amino acids Creatin” in the seven days prior to the
doping control.

- The analyses of samples A-6221118 and A-6222191 performed in 2016 by the Rio
Laboratory did not produce an AAF at that time.

- At the request of the IOC, the remaining part of sample A-6221118 and sample
A-6222191 as well at the fully intact samples B-6221118 and B-6222191 were
transferred for long-term storage to the WADA-accredited Lausanne Laboratory.

- In compliance with Article 6.5 of the IOC ADR, the ITA, on behalf of the IOC,
decided to conduct further analyses on some of the stored samples, including
samples A-6221118 and A-6222191.

- Upon the re-analysis, on 1 July 2024, the Lausanne Laboratory reported an AAF
for = Dehydrochlormethyltestosterone ~ metabolite  (4-chloro-18-nor-17b-
hydroxymethyl,17a-methyl-5a- androst-13-en-3a-ol) (“DHCMT metabolite”) in
both samples A- 6221118 and A-6222191.

- DHCMT is an anabolic steroid which causes rapid growth of the muscles, which
leads to high increases in strength performance, and it is classified by the WADA
Prohibited List as S1.1 AAS and is prohibited at all times.

37.  According to Articles 7.2 and 7.3 of the IOC ADR and Article 5.1.1 of the International
Standard for Results Management (“ISRM”) the ITA conducted the Initial Review of the
results and, according to the IOC records, found that (i) no applicable Therapeutic Use
Exemption had been granted to the Athlete for DHCMT, (ii) there was no apparent departure
from the ISTT or the ISL that could undermine the validity of the AAFs, and (iii) the AAFs
were not caused by the ingestion of the Prohibited Substance through a permitted route insofar
as AAS are banned irrespective of the route of ingestion.

38.  On the other hand, the Athlete did not request the opening of the B sample, he did not provide
any explanation on the presence of DHCMT in his body and, in summary, he did not discharge
his burden of proof to the comfortable satisfaction of the Single Judge (see {§ 74 - 84 of the
Application).

39.  The IOC concluded that the Athlete committed an ADRYV pursuant to Article 2.1 of the IOC
ADR.

B. THE CO-CLAIMANT: IWF

40.  On 2 April 2025, IWF confirmed its intention to join the proceedings as Co-Claimant, but
without filing any written submission.
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C. THEATHLETE

41.  Upon receiving the AAF Notification on 21 July 2024, the Athlete provided a signed copy of
the Athlete’s Right Form according to which he confirmed that he was (i) not challenging the
AAFs, (ii) did not request the B-samples’ opening and analysis and (iii) expressly accepted the
Consequences of his ADRV, namely the disqualification of the competitive results obtained
at the Olympic Games Rio 2016, including forfeiture of any medals, points and prizes.

42, On 7 April 2025 the CAS ADD invited the Athlete to file his Answer limited to the
commission of the ADVR and its consequences at Olympic level within 20 days, but no
communication was received from the Athlete within the deadline.

43.  'The Single Judge, therefore, concludes that the Athlete does not contend the results of the
AAFs.

V. JURISDICTION
44.  The preamble of the IOC ADR “Scope of these Anti-Doping Rules” provides as follows:

“These Rules apply in connection with the Olympic Games Rio 2016. They shall, without limitation, apply to
all Doping Controls over which 10C has jurisdiction in connection with the Obympic Games Rio 2016.”.

45.  Among other, the IOC ADR apply to “all Athletes entered in the Olympic Games Rio 2016” and
“Athletes entered in the Olympic Games Rio 2016 or who have otherwise been made subject to the anthority of
10C in connection with the Olympic Games Rio 2016 are bound by these Rules as a condition of eligibility to
participate in the Olympic Games Rio 20167 .

46.  Based on the foregoing provisions and due to the fact that the Athlete participated in the
Olympic Games Rio 2016 representing the NOC of the Republic of Moldova, there is no doubt
that the Athlete submitted to the authority of IOC and is bound to the provisions of the IOC
ADR.

47.  Article 8.1.1 of the IOC ADR provides that “/w/here the IOC decides to assert an anti-doping rule
violation, the I0C shall promptly file an application with the CAS Anti-Doping Division, as per the CAS
Anti-Doping Division Arbitration Rules.

48.  Article 1, § 1 of the Arbitration Rules applicable to the CAS ADD provides that “/z/he CAS
ADD shall be the first instance anthority for doping-related matters, responsible for the conduct of the proceedings
and the issuance of decisions when an alleged anti-doping rule violation has been asserted and referred to it under
the IOC ADR?”. In addition, Article 1, § 2 states that the CAS ADD “shall have jurisdiction in cases
of alleged doping violations linked with any subsequent re-analysis of samples collected on the occasion of OG”.

49.  Once the Panel has been constituted according to Article 11 of the Arbitration Rules applicable
to the CAS ADD, Article 16 (““The Panel’s Power to Review”) provides that:

“The Panel shall have full power to establish the facts on which the application is based’
50.  In relation to the above Article 7.7.1 of IOC ADR states that:

“An Athlete [...] against whom an anti-doping rule violation is asserted may admit that violation at any tinse,
waive a hearing and the right to a written defence, and accept the consequences applicable under these Anti-Doping
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Rutles.”

51.  Article 7.7.3 further provides that in cases where Article 7.7.1 applies “a hearing before a hearing
panel shall not be required’ and the CAS ADD may, if it considers that a hearing is not necessary,
“promptly issue a written decision confirming the commission of the anti-doping violation and imposing the relevant
consequences’.

52.  Therefore, considering

- that the Athlete participated in the Olympic Games Rio 2016 representing the NOC
of the Republic of Moldova,

- the relevant provisions of the IOC ADR applicable to the Olympic Games Rio
2016,

- the Arbitration Rules applicable to CAS ADD,
- the ADD Rules, and

- that the Parties, and in particular the Athlete, have not challenged the CAS ADD
jurisdiction.

It can be concluded that the CAS ADD has jurisdiction in the present Case to decide on the
10C’s Application.

VI. LAW APPLICABLE TO THE MERITS AND TO THE PROCEDURE
53.  Pursuant to Article A20 of the ADD Rules:

“The Panel shall decide the dispute according to the applicable ADKR or the laws of a particular jurisdiction chosen
by agreement of the parties or, in the absence of such a choice, according to Swiss law.”

54, The IOC ADR applies, without limitation, to all doping controls conducted during the Olympic
Games Rio 2016. More specifically, in the preamble to the IOC ADR the “Scope of these Anti-
Doping Rules” provides as follows:

“Athletes entered in the Olympic Games Rio 2016 [...] are bound by these Rules as a condition of eligibility to
participate in the Olympic Games Rio 2016. Athletes shall, without limitation, be subject to the authority of the
IoC/...)”

55.  Article 2 of the IOC ADR also states that:

“Athletes [...] shall be responsible for knowing what constitutes an anti-doping violation and the substances and
methods which have been included in the Probibited 1.ist.”

56.  The Athlete participated in the Olympic Games Rio 2016, and it is unequivocal that he was
submitted to the authority of the IOC during his participation and therefore he was bound by
the provisions of the IOC ADR.

57.  In any event the Athlete has never claimed not to be bound by the IOC ADR and has never
objected to the application of the IOC ADR.
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58. It can be concluded that the IOC ADR, in conjunction with the Procedural Rules as provided
for in the IOC ADR, applies to this procedure and that the IOC ADR governs the merits of
these proceedings. Swiss law shall apply on a subsidiary basis.

VII. MERITS
A.  The Anti-Doping Rule Violation

59.  The issue to be considered and resolved in the present proceedings is whether the Athlete’s
committed a violation of the IOC ADR. In order to reach such a conclusion, it is necessary to
recall the provisions applicable to the case.

60.  The IOC ADR, under Article 2.1, particularly Article 2.1.1, provides that:

“It is each Athletes’ personal duty to ensure that no Probibited Substance enters his or her body and that no
Probibited Method is Used. Accordingly, it is not necessary that intent, Fanlt, negligence or knowing Use on the
Athlete’s part be demonstrated in order to establish an anti-doping rule violation for Use of a Probibited Substance
or a Probibited Method.”

61.  According to said Rule, an ADRYV occurs irrespective of the proof of the Athlete’s fault, intent,
negligence or knowing use. Still, under Article 3.1 of the IOC ADR, the burden of proof is first
on the I0C, that has to establish that the Athlete committed an ADRV, “% the comfortable
satisfaction of the hearing panel bearing in mind the serionsness of the allegation which is made” and “[t/his
standard of proof in all cases is greater than a mere balance of probability, but less than a proof beyond a
reasonable donb?’. However, whenever the IOC ADR place the burden of proof on an Athlete
alleged to have committed an ADVR, the standard of proof will be by a balance of probability.

02.  As indicated above, once detected the presence of a Prohibited Substance according to Article
2.1.1 of the IOC ADR, the IOC does not have to show the Athlete’s fault, intent, negligence or
knowing use in order to demonstrate the ADVR. This rule has been referred to in various CAS
decisions as the principle of “strict liability” and has consistently been upheld by CAS.

63.  Moreover, under Article 2.1.2 of the IOC ADR ,sufficient proof of an ADRV is established by
the occurrence of any of a list of circumstances among which “presence of a Probibited Substance or its
Metabolites or Markers in the Athlete’s A Sample where the Athlete waives analysis of the B Sample and the B
Sample is not analyzed’.

04.  In the present case, following the Out of Competition doping control of 27 July 2016 and the In-
Competition doping control of 10 August 2026, during which samples A- and B-6221118 and
A-and B-6222191 were collected from the Athlete, the analyses of samples A-6221118 and A-
6222191, performed by the Rio Laboratory, did not produce any AAF. However, following
the request of the IOC, the remaining part of samples A-6221118 and A-6222191 as well at
the fully intact samples B-6221118 and B-6222191 were transferred for long-term storage to
the Lausanne Laboratory.

05.  Articles 5.3.11.1(a) and 5.3.11.3 of the 2021 ISL provides that, for the purpose of re-testing,
collected samples can be stored in long-term storage for up to 10 years from the date of
collection. Article 6.5 of the IOC ADR “Further Analysis of Samples” states that all samples
“may be subject to further analysis at any time for the purpose of Article 6.2 |related to the analysis of
samples to detect Prohibited Substances] by either the IOC or WADA”.
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06.  In relation to the time-limit for requesting a re-testing on collected samples stored in a long-
term storage, it is to recall that Article 16 of the IOC ADR provides that the statute of
limitation for an ADRYV is set at 10 years from the date the violation is asserted to have
occurred.

67.  Considered all the above, the following has to be noted:

- upon the re-analysis requested by the ITA on behalf of the IOC, on 1 July 2024,
the Lausanne Laboratory reported an AAF for Dehydrochlormethyltestosterone
metabolite (“DHCMT metabolite”) in both samples A- 6221118 and A-6222191;

- DHCMT is an anabolic steroid classified by the WADA Prohibited List as S1.1
AAS and is prohibited at all times;

- the Lausanne Laboratory is a WADA-accredited laboratory and in compliance
with Article 3.2.2 of the IOC ADR it is “presumed to have conducted Sample analysis and
custodial procedures in accordance with the applicable International Standard for Laboratories”;

- there are no elements leading to question the process of collection of the samples
that is presumed to have occurred in compliance with the ISTI.

68. In relation to the Athlete:

on 21 July 2024, he replied to the AAF Notification without challenging the sample
collection process or the reliability of the results;

- in no way he tried to establish the occurrence of an ISTI deviation that could have
possibly caused the AAFs;

- he also confirmed the regularity of the process by signing the DCFs without raising
any issues and he did not request the B samples’ re-opening and re-analysis, and in so
doing he waived the right provided for under Article 2.1.2 of the IOC ADR,;

- he did not present a TUE justifying a medical use of the Prohibited Substance.

09.  The Single Judge is requested to determine whether, further to the AAF, the Athlete committed an
ADRV due to the presence of Dehydrochlormethyltestosterone metabolite, a Prohibited
Substance included among the Anabolic Androgenic Steroids (“AAS”) banned at all times by
the WADA List.

70.  The Single Judge has reviewed the sequence of events and facts, including the actions of the ITA
on behalf of the IOC after the AAF Notification and concludes to her comfortable satisfaction
that the Athlete committed a violation of the IOC ADR for the reasons which are explained
below.

71.  Under Article 2.1.2 of the IOC ADR, sufficient proof of an ADRYV is established when the
presence of a Prohibited Substance or its metabolites is detected in the Athlete’s samples. In
the present Case the presence of the Substance was ascertained as an effect of the re-analysis
requested by the ITA on behalf of the IOC, in both samples A- 6221118 and A-6222191,
collected from the Athlete during the first Out of Competition doping control and the second
In-Competition doping control in 2016.
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72.  According to Article 2.1.3 of the IOC ADR and considering that the Prohibited Substance
found in the Athlete’s samples belongs to Class S1.1 of the WADA Prohibited List, the presence

of any reported quantity of a Prohibited Substance in the Athlete’s Samples constitutes per se
an ADRV.

73.  The Single Judge observes that, as stated in Article 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 of the IOC ADR, the presence
of a Prohibited Substance in the Athlete’s samples — further to the re-analysis of the set of samples
- 1s a sufficient proof of an ADRV, and it is not necessary that the Athlete’s Fault be demonstrated.
Athletes have a strict liability to ensure that no Prohibited Substances enter their bodies.

74.  The Single Judge also determines that the Athlete did not satisfy his burden of proof by a
balance of probability assessing that the AAF was determined by concurrent or concomitant
causes. On his DCF associated with the first samples (no. 6221118) the Athlete declared that
he had taken “creatin, aminoacids, vitamins, minerals” in the seven days prior to the doping
control. Similarly, on the DCF associated with the second samples (no. 6222191) he declared
the consumption of “Vitamins, Complex/Minerals, Aminoacids Creatin” in the seven days
prior to the second doping control. When he received the AAF Notification, the Athlete signed
the Athlete’s Right Form thus confirming that 7) he was not challenging the AAFs, 7) did not
request the B-samples opening and analysis and 77) expressly accepted the consequences of his
ADRV. His acceptance of the consequences of his ADRV was also reconfirmed on 17
November 2024 when he returned the signed Appendix A enclosed to the Notice of Charge.

75.  Article 3.2.2 of the IOC ADR clearly states that WADA-accredited laboratories, like the Rio
and Lausanne Laboratories, are presumed to have conducted sample analysis in accordance
with applicable ISL. It is for the athlete to rebut this presumption, establishing that a departure
from the ISL has occurred and that departure has caused the AAF.

76.  After the submission of the Application by the ITA, and further to the invitation of the CAS
ADD on 7 April 2025 to file his Answer limited to the commission of the ADVR and its
consequences, the Athlete did not file any submission nor intervened in any way in the
proceedings.

77.  Regardless of the position taken by the Athlete in the present proceedings, as stated in Article
2.1 of the IOC ADR, the presence of a Prohibited Substance in the Athlete’s samples constitutes
a sufficient proof of an ADRV without regard to the Athlete’s Fault. Athletes have a strict liability
to ensure that no Prohibited Substances enter their bodies. Athletes’ degree of fault, e.g.
possible contamination, is taken into consideration when determining the consequences of an
ADRV. In the Athlete’s case, consequences shall be determined in a second procedural phase, as
will be explained at para. 43 (see supra) of the present Partial Decision.

78.  In consideration of the above, the Single Judge concludes that the Athlete committed an anti-
doping rule violation under IOC ADR Article 2.1.

B. The Applicable Sanction

79.  Inrelation to individual results Article 9 of the IOC ADR provides that “/a/n anti-doping rule violation
in Individual Sports in connection with an In-Competition test antomatically leads to Disqualification of the result obtained
in the Competition in question [...] with all resulting Consequences, including forfeiture of any medals, points
and prizes”.

80.  Article 10.1 of the IOC ADR deals with the sanctions on individuals with particular regard to the
Olympic Games Rio 2016, stating the disqualification of all of the Athlete’s results including
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forfeiture of any medals, points and prizes, with exception of the cases provided for under
Article 10.1.1 of the IOC ADR, when the Athlete establishes that he bears no fault or
negligence. This exception cannot be applied in the present case, since the Athlete has not
provided any explanation for the presence of the Prohibited Substance in his body.

81.  Samples A and B-6222191 were collected from the Athlete on 10 August 2016 during an In-
Competition doping test, on the occasion of the weightlifting Men’s 77 kg weight category
competition, where the Athlete obtained the 5* place.

82.  Considering that the Athlete did not participate in any other Competition during the Olympic
Games Rio 2016, the results obtained in connection with the Competition described above are

the only ones subject to disqualification according to Article 10 of the IOC ADR.

83.  Ineligibility, exclusion and loss of accreditation are no longer relevant in the present case, since
the Olympic Games Rio 2016 have concluded.

VIII. COSTS

(.)

IX. ENFORCEABILITY AND APPEAL OF PARTIAL DECISION

87.  Pursuant to Article A21 of the ADD Rules, unless Article 15 (1) applies, the decision may be
appealed to the CAS Appeals Arbitration Division within 21 days from receipt of the notification
of the final award with reasons by mail or courier in accordance with Articles R47 e seq. of the
Code of Sports-Related Arbitration, applicable to appeals procedures.
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ON THESE GROUNDS

The Single Judge issues the following decision:

1. The Application filed by the International Testing Agency, on behalf of the International
Olympic Committee, on 28 March 2025 is upheld.

2. Mr Alexandru Spac is found to have committed an Anti-Doping Rule Violation pursuant to
Articles 2.1 and/or 2.2 of the IOC Anti-Doping Rules applicable to the Olympic Games Rio
2016.

3. All competitive results of Mr Alexandru Spac obtained at the Olympic Games Rio 2016 are
disqualified including forfeiture of medals, points and prizes.

4. With the issuance of this Partial Award, the IOC’s participation in this proceeding is hereby

terminated.

7. All other prayers or motions for relief are dismissed.

Lausanne, 28 May 2025

THE ANTI-DOPING DIVISION
OF THE COURT OF ARBITRATION FOR SPORT

Maria Beatrice Deli
Single Judge



