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J. J\nthony Horris, Ph.D. 
[J.:_,;l!.;icrn o[ Virology 
Bureau of Biologics 
U800 Rockville Pil:c 
Bethesda, MD 20014 

,, Dear Dr. l19rris: 

.:ruly 11, 1975 

This is '1n advance notice in accorda.nce with Civil Service and Department 
re(julv.tions, that I propose to rer.\ove you fror.i your position of Super­
vi~o>~ Research Microbiologist GS-14 in the Section on Slow, Latent and 
'.tc:::iperate Viruses, Division of Virolo;y, Bure2.u of Biologics, Food and 
Drug Ad.~inistration, no earlier than 30 calendar days fro~ the date you 
receive this notice. The reasons for this proposed action are: 

I. Insubordination 

II~ Inefficiency 

I. The charge of "Insubordination" is based upon the following specifics: 

A. Since January 1914, the Director, Division of Virology, has 
required all Supervisory Resec!rch Scientists of the Division to attend 
and participate in regularly scheculed scientific conferences dealing 
with on9oing and proposed research of the Division. To date, your 
participation in conferences at which you wei~ scheduled to make 
presentations has been inadequate, inappropriate or nonexistent, as 
follows: 

1. On February 6, 1974, you presented data on hypersensitivity 
to myxovlrus and paramyxovirus vaccines in guinea pigs. 'ffnen as}~ec1 
what c1ata supported your sti-1tc.:12nt that influenza vaccine se.nsi ti zed 
lt1ho::-c1tory animals·· to adverse effects fro:n live influenza virus infection, 
you 1:cplicc1 that it was in a pu':)lication by Dr. Jeroir.e Schulman. When 
the Dlvision Director requested a co-;,y of ths p~::lic:.:1Uon, you failed to 
l°l~~;pond. 'l'hc Division DircctoJ: h2s bc.!en unable to find such a publication 
1-y nr. Schuln!an ~n1_p;xn·tin9 yo~1r sti!Lcr,.2nt.. 
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2. on March 27, 197~, you prcs~ntc<l your previously ptilili~hcd 
\.:-:>d: c,n the eff 0 ct of antibi.ot:ics on i·ic1rck's clisca~;e. '.i'his was not 
o:irJOl n'J or propose:.:1 rcsc,:1rch, •~;hich is the subject of the conferc.:nces, 
but in fact research which hcid b22n completed and subnittcd for publica-
tion nearly a year earlier. 

3. Hy mcr:iorandu,.'i\ dated June 7, 1974, you were scheduled to make 
a presentation on July 3, 197~, and you failed to appear or offer an 
excuse in advance of your nonappearance. This failure caused cancellation 
of the meeting and inconvenience to other scientists and staff members. 

4. \foen you were rescheduled to make a presentation on July 10, 
" 1974, rather than presenting your research, your primary presentation 

consisted of showing a film discussing the democracy of science. . . ,. 
This was l.nappropr1.ate. 

r 

5. At the conference at which you were scheduled to make a 
presentation on Dece['[l;)er 18, _ 197t1, you were absent a::1d substituted an 
outside speaker, contrary to the instructions of your superv~sor. 

. . 

·6. By rnemorandlli--n dated April 15, 1975, you were scheduled to 
nake a presentation on June 4, 1975. You advised Dr. Hicks by memorandum 
dat~d Nay 27, 1975, that you did not feel it necessary to make a 
presentation. By memorand~~ dated June 2, 1975, your supervisor 
dir0.cted that you make the scheduled pre~entation. Yoµ replied by· 
hundwrittcn rnemorandu..11 in which you questioned the integrity of your 

. supervisor. You subsequently failed to make your scheduled presentation 
on June 4, 1975, again in direct disobedience of your supervisor. 

The above cited actions, in addition to demonstrating a blatant 
disrcgarc1 for rcquirecl participation, adversely affect the Division 
Director's ability to be aware of, and monitor, ongoing and proposed 
rcsea~ch within the Division. It also deprives him of the benefit 
of peer review, which he relies on in assuring that Division resources 
are usecl in a nanner that best accomplishes the mission of the Division. 
Your attitude toward your S1.!p~rvh;or seriously affects your supervisor'$ 
ability to direct the operation of the Division·, and cannot be tolerated 
(Enclosure 1) • 

·B. In « rncraorandum c.1a tcd Bay 28, 1974, the Director, Bure<1u of 
nioloaics, notified all Division Directors that he would require project 



H:porb; fort.he p~•r.iu:1 July 1, )9'/2, to June 30, 19·;4_ The reports 
\.:-::r...-! <1u::: to }1in o:\ .Ju1y 15, 197/i. Youc D.i.v.i.sion D.i.r.ector rcqw~~;t.cd your 
report by June 21, 197'1. On June 28, 197-1, a 171-c:!lilbc~r of_your 5cction 
u<lviscd th•:? Division Director that your report would not be rcody until 
July. \-n1en your report was sub:ni tted to the Di visj on Director it 
.,.-as :i.n t1rc1ft form, inc1ccur<1tc, inco::ipletc, and had to be returned for 
corrections (Enclosure 2). 

c. J\t the \,eck1y confere:1ce of April 10, 1974, you, and all 
other scientists of the Division of Virology, were advised by the 

,Division Director that he required all orders for $100.00 and over 
1 to be· app;~ve<l in advance by hir:i and be accompanied by supporting 

justifica~ion. Notwithstanding this requirement, you, or employees 
under your control, have ordered animals without approval on at least 
b;o occasions. In January 1975, an' employee under your supervision 
ordered 200 r.1ice for delive:i:-"y to your laboratory on January 28, 1975. 
Because of lac}:: of space for these ani,c1als, the orc.12r \-:as cancelled 
Ly the Division Director. Also, on :-:ay 1, 1975, you ordered and 
personally took delivery of 305 mice without approval and in willful 
disregard of your Division Director's instructions. When directQc1 by 
yot\r supervisor to explain this conduct, you failed tc respond 
(Enclosure 3) . 

D. rn September 1974, anc1 again in Decer:a.ber, 1974, your supervisor 
requested you tu provide hir.i with protocols of your planned animal 
c>:periment~~. You failed to co;nply with those specific requests. '£his 
h.:1.s compromised the ability of your. supervisor to evaluate the research 
(or quality thereof) which you have conducted (Enclosure 4). 

II. The charge of II Inefficiency" is based upon the following specifics: 

A. In your annual report of July 1974, you indicated that you had 
observed tu.,-r.ors in four female mice inoculated with the ts-1 (E) at.tcnu<l.ted 
strain of.influenza virus. You did not discuss this rn~tter witll your 
s•.1pervisor, nor did you present this research at any of your scheduled 
p:rcsentations at Division conferences. \Tnen scientists of the Nationi.1.l 
lnstitutes of Health, Hho \-;erE~ ,,-orJ:ing with the ts-1 (I::} virus, rn,,dc " 
p!:escntation at your Divisio:,'s scheduled conference of Nov2r...ber 13, 1974, 
,-;hicli you c:1.tt:cnded, you failed to discuss your f indi n9 s. Fur the 1:, 
du1:ing a live infi.ucnz2. v~~ccinc- \·:or}:~;hop h_(!ld by the Bureau of ni0logics 
o:. DPcc-:ttb:.--r 11, 1971,, yon \-:cr-c ~i.i.vcn <1 sp,'citi.c: Oi'i-X.)1·Lunity to di~~cuss 
y,•.:c• findin<JS on the· t.~;-·•l(F) vin1~;, bul dccli:-ie,1, .st.•t.i.11,_1 t!ic!t·. J·o~:~~ 
f.i.n.'.inT; ,.,-l ... H! "too 1-1i·0liuin.11.y." t~ol until J.1nu.1l·_y f1, 19Pl, c1i,1 you 
1,-:i:!"_"j yc1ut· fi.n,lin~;,; t() th,· ,:::,-:,ti.un ,,f llr. 1:,,:,vrt Cli111c),·~~ of. th,'. 
t:1:id:1;:l Jti!;Litul,· of /,1.lt·r,;·,- :::1.1 lnt',·,·t i,H:•; Pi'.-•.',!'.•t"';_ )."(,u f,:ill·cl 
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to <liscuss your findings, despite repeated requests, until February 
~, 1915, when specifically instructed to do so by the Bureau Director. 
This is not the normal conc1uct of c1 scientist in dealing with a 
col 1 ,tborc1 tor or Hi th his ~;up0:rvisors. In so co::cluct:i.ng your.s~lf, you 
crcc.1tccl an unnecessary c:r:i.sis which was wasteful of resources and 
detrimental to th8 systematic review of research data. You did not 
avail yourself of the many mechanisms availnble for review of your 

• work and for i1~ut from your peers. This conduct is not expected 
in a senior scientist and cannot be tolerated in the Bureau (Enclosure 5). 

B. In a memorandura to Hr. Sherwin Gardner, Deputy Coii'r.iissioner 
of the Food and Drug Ad...rtlnistration; dated February 19, 1975, by which 
you initiated a formal grievance, you requested as relief: 

"A detuilec1 investigation into th-2 curren-:::. state of ny re.search 
prog1:arn, the· progrcJ..:-:1 ·of the Bureau in general c:L"'1d un evaluation of the 
geriera.l state of national vaccine poJ.icy in which I can take an active 
p?.rt.." The Deputy Commissio:ier granted that relief by :requesting the 
FD:\ Panel on Review of Viral Vaccines and Ricx.ettsial Vaccines to 
conduct such an investigation.· The Panel conducted an investigation 
an<1, incident thereto held open meetir.gs at whic:'1 yo_u and your attorney 
were present and participated. • The Panel has co::cpleted its work and 
has suhnitted its report, a copy of which is hereby furnished to you 
(Enclosu~e G). The Panel concluded that in most cases your research 

was poorly conceived, poorly designed, and poorly executed. The Panel 
also concluded that in most cases your research h_ad little relevance 
to the mission of the Bureau of Biologics. It was their judgement . 
thc1t because of this inefficiency, your work was wasteful of Gover~--nent 
resources. I agree with these conclusions and adopt them. ·The specific 
situations involved are: 

1. Inefficiency in research project rationale and relevance. 

a. Effects of·antibiotics on Marek's disease. 

These experiments were poorly planned as an investigation 
of the effect:. of tr.:ice antibiotics in vaccines b~cau~c of the choice 
of the .:rntjbiotic:!j te~l:Pc1, t.h:.:::-.:,~1y rendering the rclcvuncy of the 
cxp-2rim(•nt qucstiorublc. l'.noU~cr dcf.i.cic-ncy in r;,tiondle conc:c~rns 
lht~ sclL'ct.i.on of thi! anitil.,l l'h..~c·L,1 c:npJoy,i1..l. 
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b. A2 virus (SV-~, SV-28) projrct. 

The studies incluc1;.!c.1 a hypothesis that the A2 agent. 

may be present as a contamin3nl of viral vaccines, wl1ich hypothesis 
is not sound because this agent is cylocidal for tissue cultures and 
thus ,:oulc1 l.Jc readily dc!lcc te<l if prc~ent. Dy the ~amc typ~ of reasoning, 
it would i!pp2ar unlikely that the agent would be the cc1use of hu.r:ian 
hcpat:i.tis. Consequently, this deficiency in rc1.tionale rnade it pre­
dictable thnt the A-2 project would have little relevance to the mission 

' of the Bureau. 

c. African epidemic icterus virus investigation. 

,. 
The rationale ~hat lymµn.ocytic chorio:neningitis virus 

is a sufficient cause of influenza-like disease in the general popula­
tion is not rcaso!"lu;;>le and therefore th~ study is not releVc!!":~ to 
the mission of the Bureau. (Exhibit 6, Transcript pr,. 339, 3'10) 

2. Inefficiency in research proj~ct design and execution. 

a. In. experiments with ts-1 (E) st.rain of influenza virus, 
the s·election of an outbred strain of mice reflects poor judge::.ent since 
stu:ly of the oncogenic potential of the virus appears to have been a. 

.prir.1ary objective of the experir;ient. •'i'his error ,-;as compounded by the 
failure to individually identify.or to randc~ize mice from tl1e various. 

-litters. In addition, as a result of inappropriate housing, you failed 
to safegu2.rd the mice involved in this experiment fror:i acquisition of 
other agents. (Exhibit 6; Panel Report) 

b. In experiments with ts-l(E) your failure to include parental 
strains of viruses and control fluid fror.1 embryos incub~ted at the 
same temper.:iturc seriously flawed the experiments. (Exhibit 6, Panel Report) 

c. In con'1ucting ·your research on ts-1 (E) your record keeping 
was demonstrably inadequate 1iic1king evaluation of your results i1.-ipossible. 
'l'his· inefficiency in an experim(3nt, involving considcr.:1ble tirae and 
expense, is unacceptable. _ (E>:hibit 6~ Panel Report) 

d. In your !..t:uJil:~; to determine the effect.!.; of ant:i.biotics on 
l·,.n·l!k'~ d1$c.-~1~;t:- yout L1iJt\re tc, }~(•.:•p .1th',1u.1t(! u·cor.1c; and to 1·.1ntk•ini.ze 
iuo.:·uLttcd c1n.i.n.1l~: 1~1i.~:t':-; ~;~,:-i.o\!~; c~ut'~;t·ion:; of lltt..~ v.11h1it.y or y.:::iu1..· 
r:::.,1..i~;l1l•;.l }:(':a1lt:~;. (l·:~:i1-i.i,i t· (,, !\tll··l J:;'i'-11 ~) 
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c. · t 1· f ~ · ~ (..,c1.,-t,·, SV-28), ,,our f<lilurc to In your :, ,ll( U:~; 0 "2 VlrlL, - J 

pc-rfo:cm the appropd ctte ~;er.0J.0Jicc1.l tr::sts on s;i~~cinv:.:ns co] lcctcd from 
e:z1)c•r:t.nent<ll vacc;j_nc rccipLcnts anc.1 frorn h':.!l;atitis pati('.nts rr.akcs it 

. ·r th ' • c ' :1 ... h c-llilj°Cc'·r• <•l·l1d1.·c··l jr,;~,::-.'.~~;:i.ulc to dcter«nnr..: l : · csC! vJru:-;,.:s lnic~..:•::-- L c .., •· L..> .., - ., • 

'l'h~refore, your work with these agents can:1:::>t b'c! con::;ic1cn~c1 cm cf ficient 

expenditure of resources. 

f. Your failure to include pdequate control animals in 
certain of your experiments.with \-ll-38 cells 21:d your u:1r1ccE!ssary 
duplication in others resulted in gcr:~ratio;-i of no useful iniorr.w.tion 
and co11sic1crc.1ble-waste of resources. (Exhibit ·6, Panel Report) 

g. In your studies concerning viral vaccine-induced ~elaye<l 
hypt::~rsensi tivi ty, the inac1cqu2. te use of controls and the unsatisfc1ctory 
t.i.2asnrcment of possible hypc:rsensi~Yvity created defects in the experi-
mental design and execution that ma.ce it impossible to dra~-1 meaningful 
conclusions relating to virus-in:J.uced hy_persensiti vi ty. (Exhibit 6, Panel Report) 

The above cited instances of inefficien:::y c1e::,.onstr2te that you 
largely pursue whatever probler:is s~~ike your far1:::y with little evidence 
of consultation with, or .scientific review by, your professional peers 
o~ acninistrative superiors. The scientific.consequences of such 
ill-directed efforts have led to data that have little significance or 
that, because obtained in p-:iorly desi9necl ana :i.:1_plEc\entcd experiments, 
arc inconclusive and provide no resolution of probldms. 

Documentary eviuence of the above charges is_enclosea. In addition, 
you i!r.e c:.dvised thut th2 2.ser-,cy file .r:e~araing this action is available 
for your inspection in Roo:.-1 129 of Building 29. You should contact 
Mr. ,James 0. Gcsling to r.:c}~e such arrange!i:~mt:s. 

ln view of the above specifications and reasons, it is proposed to 
separate you from the service. You are allo~ed 15 calendar days from 
the date you ·receive this notice to reply in person or in writinq or 
both in person and in writing and you Iilay s~b::1it c1ffidc1.vj ts in s~1pport 
of your reply, if any. Th.is should be addressed to Dr. Alexander 
Schmidt, Com,n.issioner, Foo::1 and Drug Adrainistration, Department of Health, 
Education, and Hclfa:r.c, 5()00 Fishers Lane, Rockville, Hv.ryland 20fl57., 
or \·1hocv~,r is acting for hir:i if he is absent. Considt::r.:\tion Hill be 
given to extending the reply p<'rio;:1 if you sub~-~it a request to· Dr. 
/llt~x,rnc10r Sd1!"!1i.c1t, Co::-..."7,.i.s,-i.0:1~::, Food and n~u~i l,,1:,in.i.~_;lration, ~;tc1till~I 

y.:nn· lht~,ons for dc-~;.ir.i.nq· h.::ir0. t.i!::::). Full c::::i'.1~;ic"~ .... ~rc1tion ,-:ill be givc•n 
to ,iny c1n:;;•ii'.l.- you sn':J:;1iL. 



Jn ;:c.1:1.i t ion to your. oral aw1/ur \-Ir it. Len reply, you 1ri,1y X-t!que:; l, \·1i thin 
)'j calcnc1,ir c1.:tys of rccc.ir,~: of th.is not·.icc, a he~d.nJ in 2.cconL.u1-:::c wilh 
the provls.ions of DilE\•1 Instruction "/52-1 (Enclosure ·n. A hearing ,-:oulc1 
be conducted by a }1caring officer of the Division of Policy and Plannin9, 
Of £ice of Personnel and Training, Office of th<:? Secretary, Dc>pc:1rtncnt of 
f:•.:.:ilth, Ec1ucation, and t-lclfarc. 'i'his rcqn2st should be in \·1riting an<l 
aadrcssc<l to Dr. Alexander Sch~idt, Co~rnissioner, Food and Drug ~dministra­
tion, D:·_partr.1ent of Health, Education, an:] 1•;elfurc, ~;Goo Fishers Lane, 
Rod~villc, Ear.ylanc1 20852. 

You have the right to be rcpre:!sented and acco~npanicc1 by a person of 
your rn-,n choosing throughout Ute adverse action pro-::eedings. It reason­
able 2.r::ount of official time will be allo1-;cd to review the material 
relied up:rn to support your reply. ,. 'S:ou may contact you!:" supervisor, 
Dr. Francis Ennis, to arrange for such official time. 

You wi1l continue in an active duty status penoing a clctcrminaU.on on 
th.is proposed action. In the event you have any questions regarding 
the proct'..dures to be follo'.ved :i.n this matter, you r,,ay contact Mr. 
l'r,rnk 1-:ischou on '195-6297. 

Enclosures 

~;('-; 
Harry M. 
Director 
Bureau of Biologics 




