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Army renews controversml plans

for biological warfare laboratory

| Boston

T debate over the US Army’s plans to
butld a4 controversial high-containment
facility to study biological warfare agents
| was rekindled with the recent release of a
draft cnvironmental impact  statement
| attesting to the safety of the venture.

The Army's lengthy report concludes
that the facility. designed for aerosol ©
ing and experimentation with deadl

| highly infectious  biological  warfare
| agents, “would have no reasonably fore-

| seeable impacts on the unprotected popu-
{lace or the environment™. The multi-
i million-dollar facility is at the Army's
| Dugway Proving Ground in Utah

‘ The Army’s impact statement does

acknowledge a potential hazard from
| ~accidental occupational exposure”™ il an
infected worker were to leave the facility,
but claims that sufficicnt steps have been

taken to avoid such a prospect in the

design of the facility and in a programme
to immunize workers against the diseases
they will study. A two-month comment
period now follows the issuing of the draft
report, after which a final impact state-
ment will be released. But critics of the
Dugway facility are already complaining.

The proposed “maximum-containment”
facility at Dugway has been a cause of
controversy since it conception. The
Army's current environmental impact
statement emerged only after a court
ruling in 1985 in response to a successful
lawsuit brought by the Foundation on
Economic Trends, led by Jeremy Rifkin.

Rifkin calls the latest report “grossly
inadequate”. claiming that the reviewers
failed to consider seriously the possibilities
of sabotage and terrorism, the proposed
use of non-lethal simulants instead of
actual pathogens, or the possibility of sit-
ing the facility elsewhere. Rifkin threate
to sue again unless these and other criti-
cisms are dealt with in the final report.

Barbara Rosenberg, a rescarch scientist
at the Sloan Kettering Institute in New
York and also an outspoken critic of the
facility. and other scientists. including
Nobel laureate David Baltimore, have
argued against the construction of the
facility at Dugway.

Very few known warfare agents require
the highest biosafety level (BL-4) con-
tainment that the Army proposes for the
Dugway facility. In fact, the Army claims
that only rescarch requiring the lower
BL-3 rating will be conducted at Dugway.
but it wants the capability to conduct
the more dangerous research.

Seth Shulman
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were “serious misrepresentations” in two |
published papers on the T-cell-activating
substance interleukin-4A (IL-4A), and has
recommended that the senior author of the
paper, Claudio Milanese, be excluded from
receiving any further money from NIH.
Milanese was a postdoctoral fellow in the
laboratory of Ellis Reinherz at the Dana-
| Farber Cancer Institute in Boston. In
October 1986, Reinherz became aware that
some of the data provided by Milanese had
been fabricated (see Narure 324, 193:
1986). He contacted NIH about the irregu-
la %, and retracted two papers contain-
| ing the fradulent data (Science 231, 1118;
| 1986 by Milanese, Neil E. Richardson and

Reinherz and J. exp. Med. 163, 1583; 1986
| by Milanese. Robert E. Siciliano, Reinhold |

NIH conclude misconduct investigation

1 Schmidt,
| Institutes |
of Health (NIH) has concluded that there |

Jerome Ritz, Richardson and
Reinherz). Two other papers in the press
were withdrawn., An investigation by
Dana-Farber and Harvard Medical School
concluded that, in addition to inventing
data, Milanese had supplied fraudulent
materials to others, and was guilty of “tidy-
ing” data to achieve better-looking results.

NIH have now accepted the conclusions
of the Dana-Farber investigation.
Although the main blame is laid on Milanese,
the investigation noted that Reinherz's
extensive research commitments “raised
troubling questions about the supervision
of junior staff in the laboratory.” Harvard
Medical School and Dana-Farber have
agreed to form a committee to monitor
Reinherz’s laboratories. NIH praise Rein-
herz and Dana-Farber for investigating this
incident and promptly informing the scien-
tific community. Joseph Palca




