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Dear Dr. Richardsi

As counscl to Dr. Robert Galle, I was rocantl¥ givon tha
opportunity to review your letter of Pebruary 19, 1952 ¢o e,
Bernadine liealy. I was shocked by its inacourate, misleading and
defamatory contents.

The letter sets out a "sequenca of uvents” which is described
as “largely or antirely undisputed.” In Zact, the sequence of
avents you raly on is incorrect in svary important respect.

1. Your letter says that Dr. Gallo “went to school* with
the French virus because his laboratory (the LTCB) grew LAV in a
pormansnt Cell line. This graatly cverstsates tha role that LAV
Played in the work of the LTCB.

Tha Pastenr scisntists had stated that LAV ccould net be
transpittod to a permanent sell lins. Baged in part on his
oxperience in the LTCB with the Chardon iselate (CC), D. Popovic
believed, to the contrary, that a retrovirua suspected of
infecting T4+ cells could be transmitted Lo & permanent cell line.
Thece wers other isolates in the LTCB he could have used for his
fixst experiments, but he chose to use the virus he received fzecm
the Pasteur in late Gaptember 1983, Accoxding to Dr. Popovis, LAV
was put in fiva cell lines in late October 1983. It did net grow



successfully, although Dr. Popovic noted some infection in one
cell line. In November 1983, Dr. Popovic put LAV into two cell
lines. 3ut during this same time period he also put savera) othar
isolates into cell lines, including MOV, SN, HP, R¥ and the
various isolates constituting the “pool* (subseguentl Slled IIle
B). All of theass isclates grew as wall as LAV, and HSV, RP and
the pool grew better. LAV was not knowingly used by Dr. Popovic
in any of the key experiments performed by the LTCB %o prove that
HTLV=-III (now HIV) was the causes of AIDS.

Consistent with these facts, Dr. Galle did not balieve that
the LTCB went to school with the French virus. To the contraxy,
it was his understanding that LAV did not glow especially well in
the LTCB and, si¢gnificantly, that it did not grow at all in Dr.
Popovic’s best cell line -~ HI.

In light of these facts, your attack on Dr. Gallo’s
discussion of LAV in the May 1984 Sciance paper is totally
misguided, First, the 1984 paper does QJgi; state that Dr. Gallo’s
laboratory had never transmitted the Prench virus to a permanent
cell line. This is a willful misreading of the relevant santence.
Dr. Gallo noted in the paper that there wure appaxent differences
betwesn HTLV-II11 as reported by his laboratory and LAV as reported
by the Pasteur. He then stated that thesa apparent diZferences
might be the result of the fallure of LAV to bs adequately
characterized bacause it had not yet heen transmitted to a
permanent ¢all line. It is obvious in context that Dr. Gallo is
referring only to tha failure of the IExanch to grow LAV in a cell
lina; it is, after all, the accuracy of the French reports that he
is questioning. If the relevant sentence is read with even a
modicum of care, it is clear that Dr. Gallo is saying nothing
about whether his laboratory grew LAV in u permansnt cell line.

Second, your letter assumes without reflection that Dr. Gallo
should have descrided his laboratory’s limited work with LAV. But
this was not sc clear to Dr. Gallo. He was uncertain whether it
was appropriate for him to des¢ribe his laboratory’'s work on the
French virues at a time when the Pasteur sclentists wers continuling
their own research on that virus. Moreaver, he was concernaed that
it might be uncellegial and indeed insulting to stata that his
laboratory had grown LAV in a permanent cell line when the Pastaur
:ciontiotl.had reported their inability to grow LAV in a cell

ine,

Instead of writing about the French virus in his paper, Dz.
GCallo flew to Paris immediately after submission cf the paper and
proposed that the two laboratories prepare joint papers comparing
their respective ismolates. The French acientists agreed and the
two laberatories promptly began collaborative efforts (Dr.
Sarngadharan and Dr. Montagnier did a preliminary comparison of



HTLV-2II and LAV zguggris én MagwéQGCi iuat two Inokl .tt.rith.tho

r was i-hed). joint manuscripts co ng
§§f§§ﬁ?@§3?:n.:zc.n 1.c;.=.3 were readied for Eubrzcati:g.in the
surmmex/fall of 1984. 1These manuscripts, it should be noted,
indicated that Dx. Galle’s laboratory had‘'grown LAV in & rmanant
cell line.) It was Dr. Montagnier who decided against publiscation
of the manuscripts because he felt that new sequencing data would
soon make them superfluous. :

Perhaps Dr. Gallo should have dealt with LAV scaewhat
differently in the May 1984 S5gience paper. But the suggestion
that he engaged in "intellectual recklesaness” or “intellectual
appropriation” is ludicrous. From Dr. Gallo’s standpoint in 1984,
the contribution of LAV to the Jclence paper was minimal. If his
failure to mention that contribution was "intellectual
appropriation, " what do you say about the fact that the Pasteur
scientists did not acknowledge in their May 1983 Science paper
that Dr. Gallo had provided them with the very idea to look for a
retrovizus in AIDS patients and with his T-cell cultu:ing
protocol? TYou are plainly making up new standards of aclentific
conduct, and it is you, not Dr. Gallo, who is guilty of
intellectual recklessneas. .

2. Your letter states that Dr. Gallo’s laboratory used HUT-
78 as a cell line and called it HT. But you ignore all the
crucial facts.

The Gallo laboratory had grown NUT-78 in the early 1980s
primarily in attempts to find a leukemia virus in it. Perha
because 0f co-culturing HUT-78 with other tells, the cell lines
labeled "HUT-78*" in the laboratory were all differant. Dr. Dean
Mann, who had done HLA typing on the lines, cautioned Dxr. Popovie
that the "HUT-79 cell lines were a4 mess.” As a rssult, Dr.
Popovic did not know whether he was using the original HUT-78 when
hs bagan to infect it with virus samples in late 1983. Ee turned
to single cell cloning as a way of avoiding mixed parentage cell
lines. Moresover; by December 1983 he began using an salternative
designation for the cell line ("HT"). He did not call the cell
line "HUT-78" evan in tho earliest drafts of hie 1984 figience

paper.

Dr. Gallo and Dr. Popovic decided to use the term HT 4in
the Sgisnce paper. Dr, Gallo did not believe it mada sense to
delay publication of thes paper in orxder to track down the origins
of HT. After publication he arranged for Dr. Popovic to go to Dr.
Paul Bunn, one of the original authors of the HUT-78 paper, to
obtain the necessaxry clerification. Unfortunately, analysis of
the cell line Dx. Bunn provided to Dr. Popovic at that ¢ showed
a cell type different from those in the LTCB and different fxom
the ariginal HUT-78, since the patient from whom HUT-78 was
derived was male and the cells obtained from Dr. Bunn were of
female origin. Thus, the lssue waa not promptly clarified and
raquized more analysis.
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Contrary to the outrageous assartion ln your letter, no
effort was made by the LTCB to deny others the use of the HI clone
or to hide the origins of tha parental line. Recorde indicate
that the LTCB made HY avallable to at least 45 laboratories in 17
different countries in 1584 alone. Dr., Popovic zreportad the HLA
pattern of the HY cell clone in Lanceg in 19685. Thus, scientists
throughout the world had the opportunity to determine for
thenselves the relationship of H9 to one or another HUT-78. This
includes Drs. Bunn and Gazdar, who were eunrly recipients of M9.

Finally, neither the Sclence paper nor the patent application
claimed HT or M9 as a new cell line or diucqvery. The patent
application described & progasa for growing HIV in cell lines and
made clear that HIV could be grown {n sevoral different T cell
lines.

3. Your letter states that tha pool culture experiment was
haphaszard and that its "haphazard nature is established by the
fact that the HTLV=III culture was..ultimately shown" to be HIV-
Lai. Thies statement demonstrates the most. extzaordinary
ignorance, HIV-Lai contaminated the Pastour’'s own cultures, as
well as cultures in Dr. Robin wWeiss’ laboratory in London and
several other well-known laboratories. Are you suggesting that
work in all those laboratories was "haphagard?" You must be
unavare that such accidental contaninations are common in
retxrovirology.

4. Your letter states that there was a discrepancy in the
treatment of Drs. Galle and Popovic with respect to several
allegations. But your analysis of each ¢of the allegations is
totally wrong.

A, The statement in the 1984 paper that the concentrated
£luids were first shown to be RT positive was not written by Dr.
Popovic. It was written by a subsequent editor, probably Dr.
Gallo or Dr. Sarngadharan. If you had bothersd to read the
previous draft of the paper, you would have seen that the final
vexrsion mimply reflected a logical {(but, in fact, mistaken)
editorial clarification. There was no dallberate
misrepresentation and no misaonduct by Dr., Popovic or by the
subsequent aditor.

B. With respect to the description of the
immunoflyorescence assay results, both Dr. Galle and Dz. Popovic
have provided letters to Dr. Healy demonatrating that thore was no
misconduot. But, even if there were miscondyct, it obviously
could not be blamed on Dr. Gallo. He cannot be held reaponsible
fox an error in a single number in a single table that ha did not
aonstrudat.

C. You complain that the opinion of Dr. Gello was accepted
over Dr. Goada with Yespect to the interpretation of EM
photographs "in spite of the fact that the lattexr was an
acknowledged expert in this technique...* But you fail to add
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that Dr. Gallo was right in his interpretation and that Dr. Gonda
reversed his opinion a few monthg later. Ian‘t this failure an
example of intellectual reckleseness? ve

4. You state that Dr. Popovic had a "known inadequacy in
record keeping." This allegation, which was contained in
preliminary OSI draft report, was cdefinitively rebutted by Dr.
Gallo’s response. The preliminary draft relied on a conversation
about Dr. Popovic’s recordekeeping that Dr. Gallo had with Dr. Ken
Nielson of Uifnala. But that convergation took place in June
1990 Dr. Gallo had no knowledge of Dr. Pupovic'’s record-keeping
habits in 1983. (It should alsc be noted that Dr. Popovic relied
on the technicians working with him who guenerally provided
excellant notes for him.)

It is extraordinary that you could muke serious charges
against Dr. Gallc without carefully reading his response to thes
preliminary draft report. Again, one could well call this
intellectual recklessnass. . .

5. Your letter states that there was no "pressuze to
publish® the 1984 papers "as a necessary prelude to development of
the dlood test" and that the "timing of the papars was
irrelevant." Are you -quoscing that if the 1984 HSgiencs papers
had bean published several months later there would have been no
delay in the availabiiity of a blood test? Have you confirmad
;?igdwich Abbott Laboratories and the other manufacturers of the

test?

Your squestion that the preasure to publish is only dua to a
desire for prlority is outrageous. Dr. Gallo and Or, Popovic are
physicians as well as biomedical sciantists, trained ts regazd
saving even ona life as all important. They had seen a dramatic
increase in the infaction of Japaness hamophiliacs due to the use
of American blood during the very period the 1964 aﬁzgngg papers
were being prepared., Do you really believe this did not create a
pressure to publish promptly?

By all accounts, you are an outstanding and falr-minded
scisntist. But you have committed an extraordinaxy, indeed
scandalous, blunder. You have written a letter about a fellow
sclentist (which you must have known woulad become public) filled
with egregicus factual errors and defamatory conclusions, And you
wrote such a lettexr without even giving Dr. Gallo the opportunity
to present his views. There can be few more blatant examples of
uniollagial behavior and misconduct in the history of modern
science.




Ihous
June 8, 1992

it = e

Page §

Given your fine reputation,

-

. CROWELL & MORING

I am sure you will {mmediately

retract your letter. Fairness to Dr. Gallo and to the scientific
community demands no less. .

cel

Janes O. Mason, M.D.
pernadine Healy. ¥.D.
F:‘nk P:eb.' ?hoDo
Lyle Bivens, Ph.D.
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ssph N. Onek



