














































quality control. Finally, data were transferred to a different computer running Masslynx for

processing with that software. In all cases, the results of the test were positive. The Masslynx

software performed without manual intervention, except for the B sample blank urine 5adiol

(hearing transcript p288). Masslynx crashed when manual reprocessing was attempted as a

quality control measure for a poorly placed point (see pp 183-184 of "Reprocessing of Electronic

Datafiles" documentation). It was agreed by parties present in the lab at the time including Dr

Davis that the Masslynx reprocessed data for this chromatogram would be disregarded, though

Respondent did subsequently enter the data into evidence.

I conclude from these observations that the LNDD technicians followed relevant and

appropriate SOPs for analysis of GCC-IRMS data, and that the results of the reprocessing on 4-5

May demonstrate the robustness of the results. I found that LNDD staff focused to produce

accurate and unbiased results for all samples analyzed.

I declare under penalty of perjury of the laws of New York that the foregoing is true and

correct and that the foregoing was executed on 7 March 2008 in Ithaca, New York.

J. Thomas Brenna, Ph. D.
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