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MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION 

SUBJECT: 	 Assessment ofAllegations Concerning Traumatic Brain Injury Research Integrity in Iraq 
(Report No. SP0-2011-005) 

We are providing this repo11 for review and comment. This repo11 discusses our findings concerning the 
integrity of a traumatic brain i1tjury research project that was conducted in Iraq from December 2008 ­
March2009. 

In preparing our rep01t, we considered comments from the following Department ofDefense 
Components: Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics; Commander, 
U.S. Army Medical Command; and the Chief, Bureau ofMedicine and Surgery. We have redirected 
several recommendations and added recommendations; therefore, we request additional comments on 
Recommendations A.1.1 - A.6.1; B.1.2; B.2.2; and B.3.2 by May 6, 2011. 

DoD Directive 7650.3 requires that aJI recommendations be resolved promptly. Ifpossible, send your 
comments in electronic format (Adobe Acrobat file only) to SPO@dodig.mil. Copies ofyour comments 
must have the actual signature ofthe authorizing official for your organization. We are unable to accept 
the /Signed/ symbol in place of the actual signature. Ifyou arrange to send classified comments 
electronically, you must send them over the SECRET Internet Protocol Router Network (SIPRNED. 

We appreciate the courtesies extended to the staff during the conduct of this assessment. Please direct 
questions to at (703) 604-(DSN 664·,-· 

~ . Moorefield 
Deputy spector General 
Special ans and Operations 
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Results in Brief: Assessment of Allegations 
Concerning Traumatic Brain Injury Research 
Integrity in Iraq 

What We Did 
This assessment was initiated in response to 
allegations brought to the attention ofthe Department 
ofDefense, Office of Inspector General, concerning 
the integrity of a traumatic brain injury research 
project in Iraq. The overall objective ofthe 
assessment was to review these allegations and 
determine whether: 

• 	 DoD guidance regarding the performance of 
research on human subjects (in this case 
deployed, injured U.S. Military personnel in Iraq) 
was violated in a DoD-approved clinical research 
trial evaluating a treatment for mild traumatic 
brain injury. 

• 	 Research misconduct occurred during this 
specific DoD-approved clinical research trial. 

We visited organizations, conducted interviews, and 
reviewed records and standards pertinent to the 
conduct and oversight of the research protocol, "The 
Use of Anti-Oxidants to Reduce Sequela of Mild 
Traumatic Brain Injury (mTBI) After Blast 
Exposure," conducted at Camp Al Taqaddum, Iraq, 
between December 2008 and March 2009. We 
considered both U.S. Navy and U.S. Army 
regulations, because the Principal Investigator for 
this research was a U.S. Navy physician, and since 
the U.S. Army Surgeon General approved the DoD 
Assurance of Compliance for the Multi-National 
Corps Iraq, setting standards for the conduct of 
human-subject medical research in Iraq. 

What We Found 
We identified the following principal concerns: 

• 	 The management and conduct of the clinical trial 
were inconsistent with military standards for 
human subject medical research 

• 	 Possible sub-standard patient care 
• 	 Weaknesses in the process used to review and 

approve medical research in Iraq 

What We Recommend 
The Under Secretary ofDefense for Acquisition, 
Technology and Logistics: 

• 	 Update relevant medical research policies to 
ensure that procedures are in place to 
adequately protect the rights of deployed 
personnel from coercion and undue influence 
to participate in research studies. 

• 	 Coordinate with the Military services to ensure 
DoD and Service level medical research 
policies are pertinent to research conducted in 
a joint-service environment. Specifically 
ensure there are clear lines of accountability 
and responsibility for the investigation of 
alleged research misconduct which may 
involve more than one Military service. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Health 
Affairs: 

• 	 Conduct health assessments to detennine if 
there were any adverse effects on the health of 
the U.S. Service members who participated in 
the mTBI clinical trial. 

• 	 Coordinate a review of the Joint Theater 
Trauma System (JTTS) Clinical Practice 
Guideline (CPG) 'Management of:Mild 
Traumatic Brain Injury (mTBI)/Concussion in 
the Deployed Setting." 

The U.S. Army Medical Command: 

• 	 Investigate potential medical research 
misconduct by a U.S. Navy physician and take 
appropriate action as required. 

• 	 Update relevant policies and procedures to 
ensure a standardized approach to the conduct 
ofmedical research that provides an 
appropriate standard ofprotection for the 
rights and welfare of research participants. 
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What We Recommend (cont.) 
The U.S. Anny Medical Command (cont.): 

• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

Ensure that procedures are in place to 
adequately address the use ofnutritional 
supplements as investigational drugs. 

Ensure individuals involved in medical 
research receive training in the use of 
investigational drugs and applicable FDA 
regulations. 

Conduct a review of the Institutional Review 
Board's deliberations which resulted in the 
approval of the research protocol. 

Conduct a review ofthe Deployed Combat 
Casualty Research Team's report which 
evaluated the research at Camp Al Taqaddum. 

The U.S. Navy Bureau ofMedicine and Surgery: 

• 	

• 	

• 	

Identify the research participants and conduct 
a Quality of Care Review to determine 
whether these Military service personnel 
received appropriate medical care. 

Update relevant policies and procedures to 
ensure a standardized approach to the conduct 
ofmedical research that provides an 
appropriate standard ofprotection for the 
rights and welfare of research participants. 
Ensure that procedures are in place to 
adequately address the use ofnutritional 
supplements as investigational drugs. 

Ensure all individuals involved in clinical 
research receive training in the use of 
investigational drugs and Food and Drug 
Administration regulations. 

Management Comments and 

Our Response 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acguisition. 

Technology and Logistics (USD [AT&LD: 


The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and 

Engineering, responding on behalf ofUSD(AT&L), 

generally concurred with our recommendations and 


has taken action to update draft DoD Instruction 
3216.02, "Protection of Human Subjects and 
Adherence to Ethical Standards in DoD-Supported 
Research" accordingly. 

U.S. Anny Medical Command (USAMEDCOM): 

The Commanding General, USAMEDCOM 
generally concurred with our recommendations. We 
commend the Commanding General and his staff for 
proactively implementing corrective actions for 
many of the recommendations, and agreeing to take 
additional actions within the next several months. 
Furthermore, we appreciate their willingness to 
complete an investigation into all allegations of 
potential research misconduct. 

U.S. Nayy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery 
CBUMED): 

E.fQUQ);:c'he Chief, BUMED did not concur with our 
initial recommendation to conduct an investigation 
into allegations of potential research misconduct. 
Specifically, he did not believe that the Navy had 
any authority over this clinical trial since it was 
conducted under the direction and approval of the 
U.S. Anny. Consequently, we revised the 
recommendation and requested that the U.S. Army 
complete any necessary investigation. 

Additional Recommendations: We added several 
recommendations due to management comments. 
We request that the Assistant Secretary ofDefense 
for Health Affairs and the Commanding General, 
U.S. Anny Medical Command provide additional 
comments to the final report by May 6, 2011. Please 
see the recommendations table on the next page. 
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Recommendations Table 

Under Secretary ofDefense for 
Acquisition, Technology, and 
Logistics 

U.S. Anny Surgeon General/ A.1.1; A.2.1; A.3.l~ A.4.1; 
U.S. Anny Medical Command A.5.1; A.6.1 

Please provide comments by May 6, 2011. 

C.5.1; C.5.2 
C.6.1; C.6.2 

C.1.1; C.1.2; C.1.3; C.1.4; 
C.1.5 

C.2.1; C.2.2; C.2.3; C.2.4; 

C.2.5 

C.3.1; C.3.2; C.3.3 

C.4.1; C.4.2; C.4.3 

C.5.3; C.5.4 
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Background and Objective 

Background 
This assessment was initiated in June 2009, in response to a complaint brought to the 
Department of Defense (DoD), Office of Inspector General (OIG), alleging that a military 
physician was conducting sub-standard human subject research on deployed, injured 
U.S. Service members in Iraq. This research protocol\ "The Use of Anti-Oxidants to Reduce 
Sequela of Mild Traumatic Brain Injury2 (mTBI) After Blast Exposure" (hereafter referred to 
as the "Clinical Triat3"), was conducted by a U.S. Navy physician (hereafter referred to as the 
"Investigator" or "Researcher") at Camp Al Taqaddum (hereafter referred to as "Camp TQ"), 
Iraq, between December 2008 and March 2009. 

The research protocol proposed that early treatment with the antioxidant n-Acetylcysteine 
(NAC)4 could reduce the effects ofmTBI after a concussion, specifically, dizziness and 
hearing loss. According to a U.S. Army official, this study was the first clinical drug trial 
conducted with U.S. Service members in a combat zone. Potential human subjects for this 
study were deployed U.S. Service members, recently exposed to a blast incident (e.g., 
improvised explosive devices) and evacuated to Camp TQ for evaluation and treatment. 

Clinical Drug Trial at Camp TQ 
Between December 2008 and March 2009, the Investigator conducted a clinical drug trial at 
Camp TQ, using approximately 80 U.S. Service members as human subjects. The research 
protocol was reviewed and authorized by the following U.S. Army medical research oversight 
authorities. (For a summary ofthe process and an approximate timeline, please see 
Appendix D.) 

Research Institutional Official The Multi-National Corps - Iraq (MNC-I) 5 Surgeon 
was the Research Institutional Official responsible for the review and approval of 
research protocols conducted in Iraq. His office had been designated by the 

1 A research protocol is a formal document detailing the study methodology and the scientific basis for the 
research to be conducted, and is used for review and approval of the research by oversight boards. 
2 Mild traumatic brain injury (also called concussion) in military operational settings is defined as an injury to 
the brain resulting from an external force and/or acceleration/deceleration mechanism from an event such as a 
blast, fall, direct impact or motor vehicle accident which causes an alteration in mental status. Related 
symptoms may include: headache, nausea, vomiting, dizziness/balance problems, fatigue, insomnia/sleep 
disturbances, drowsiness, sensitivity to light/noise, bll.llTed vision, difficulty remembering and/or difficulty 
concentrating. 
3 A clinical trial is human subject research, conducted to assess the safety and effectiveness of a new medication, 
or a new dose or new indication for an existing medication 
4 n-Acetylcysteine is an antioxidant derived from a naturally occurring amino acid. 

'1.1NC-I and Multi-National Force - Iraq (MNF-I) were merged into U.S. Forces - Iraq (USF-I) on Jan. 1, 
2010. 
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U.S. Anny's Assistant Surgeon General for Force Projection to retain the DoD 
Assurance ofCompliance6 (hereafter referred to as "DoD Assurance") for medical 
research in Iraq. Accordingly, U.S. Army regulations and procedures were applicable 
in reviewing the research protocol. 

Deployed Combat Casualty Research Team (referred to here as the "Deployed 
Research Team" or "DRT"). When this research protocol was requested, the DRT 
was physically located in Iraq, serving as research subject matter experts (SMEs) in 
support ofthe MNC-I Surgeon's role as responsible authority forthe conduct of 
clinical research in Iraq. Members of the DRT had the conduct and facilitation of 
clinical research as their primary roles and clinical care as an additional duty. 

Human Protections Administrator (HPA). The MNC-I HPA was responsible for 
evaluating research protocols for compliance with regulations governing human 
subject research. The Deputy Director ofthe DRT served as the HPA as an additional 
duty. Once the scientific peer review was completed, the Deputy Director ofthe DRT 
submitted the protocol to an Institutional Review Board for fmal evaluation. 

Institutional Review Board (IRB). The United States Army Human Research 
Protections Office, U.S. Army Office ofthe Surgeon General, is responsible for 
oversight ofall human subject research conducted or supported by the Army or under 
an Army Assurance. The MNC-I Assurance (DoD A20146) and the MNC-I Human 
Research Protections Program identified the Brooke Anny Medical Center's (BAMC) 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) as the lRB ofrecord (hereafter referred to as the 
"BAMC IRB'' or "IRB".) Accordingly, the BAMC IRB is responsible for evaluating 
the protocol for human subject protection and compliance with the scientific peer 
reviewer's recommendations. 

Scientific Peer Reviewers. The MNC-I's Human Research Protections Program plan 
requires scientific peer review to ensure that research is scientifically sound in its 
design and methods, and that the proposed research is worthy ofperformance. 
Specifically, the U.S. Army Institute for Surgical Research (USAISR) at Fort Sam 
Houston, TX, was responsible for the scientific peer review of Iraq research proposals. 

Medical Monitor. Medical monitors are assigned to "greater than minimal risk" 
clinical studies. They are required to be independent ofthe research protocol to ensure 
maximum protection for the human subjects participating in the clinical study. They 
are typically healthcare providers with sufficient educational and professional 
experience to afford them the requisite skills to perform this oversight role. 

6 An Assurance of Compliance (referred to as an "Assurance") is an official, legal document representing a 
commitment made by an institution of the U.S. Government, assuring that all activities related to human research 
will be guided by ethical principles and will comply with Federal regulations. An Assurance is required before 
any human subject research can be conducted. 
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Gray Team Report 
fu January 2009, the Chairman ofthe Joint Chiefs ofStaffordered a review of in-theater 
medical care provided to Service personnel suffering from TBI. This review was conducted 
by the "Gray Team," a multi-disciplinary DoD team with combat medical experience, as well 
as expertise in neurological, emergency, and trauma care. During February 2009, the Gray 
Team conducted briefvisits of multiple sites throughout Afghanistan and Iraq. While at 
Camp TQ, the Gray Team identified concerns with the medical care ofmTBI patients and the 
conduct of clinical research on mTBI patients. Specifically, the team identified concerns 
related to possible coercion ofhuman research subjects, research protocol deviations, and 
misrepresentation of research data. The Gray T earn leader shared these concerns directly with 
the U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) Surgeon. 

Deployed Research Team Report 
As a result of concerns raised in the Gray Team report, the MNC-I Surgeon requested that the 
Director and HPA from the DRT travel to Camp TQ to conduct a review of the Clinical Trial. 
During their February 2009 visit, the DRT identified concerns related to the perceived 
coercion of subjects, in addition to apparent premature claims oftreatment effectiveness. 
After discussing these concerns with the fuvestigator, several recommendations were 
implemented. (For a summary ofthe report, please see Appendix E.) Subsequently, the DRT 
report found the research largely compliant with applicable Federal, DoD and Department of 
the Army human research protection laws and regulations, and it recommended that the study 
be allowed to continue. 

Complaint to DoD OIG 
Despite the results ofthe Army's research review completed by the DRT and implementation 
of recommendations, a DoD official remained concerned that the Clinical Trial failed to meet 
appropriate standards of scientific rigor, that the fuvestigator's conduct was not ethical, and 
that the rights and welfare ofthe human research subjects were not appropriately protected. 
Consequently, this official contacted the DoD OIG in June 2009 and filed a complaint. As a 
result ofthat complaint, we initiated this assessment. 

Objective 
The overall objective ofthis assessment was to review the integrity ofmedical research 
conducted in Iraq to study an experimental treatment for mTBI. Specifically, our goals were 
to determine whether, in the conduct ofthis medical research: 

• 	 DoD guidance was violated, regarding the performance of research in Iraq on 
human subjects (U.S. Military personnel). 

• 	 Research misconduct occurred during this specific DoD-approved clinical research 
trial. 

To achieve this objective, we reviewed the overall conduct ofthe Clinical Trial and potential 
impact on the rights and welfare ofthe participants. Specifically, we visited DoD 
organizations, conducted interviews, and reviewed records and standards pertinent to medical 
research. These standards included relevant U.S. Army and U.S. Navy regulations because, 
while the principal investigator for this research was a U.S. Navy physician, the U.S. Army 
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Surgeon General retained the DoD Assurance ofCompliance for the Multi-National Corps ­
Iraq to conduct human subject medical research in Iraq. 

4 

F8R OFFIOil\L USE ONbY 



FOR OFFIE!tt'tb USE OHfsw){ 

Observation A. 

Medical Research Misconduct 
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Observation A. Medical Research Misconduct 
The management and conduct ofthe Clinical Trial were iticonsistent with military standards 
for human subject medical research. Specifically, we identified concerns in the following 
areas: 

A.1 	 A potential financial conflict of interest was not disclosed. 

A.2 	 Documentation of funding is unclear. 

A.3 	 An lnvestigational New Drug application was not submitted to the Food and 
Drug Administration. 

A.4 	 There were deviations from the protocol approved for the Clinical Trial. 

A.5 	 Patients were exposed to possible coercion or undue influence. 

A.6 	 Research data was disseminated prior to the conclusion ofthe study. 

This was caused by possible violations of regulations and guidelines related to standards of 
conduct and scientific rigor in the performance ofhuman subject research. 

As a result, the research integrity of the Clinical Trial was compromised. This jeopardized the 
rights ofthe research participants, as well as the standing ofDoD research in the scientific 
community. 

6 


FOR: OFFICtA:L USE 6MLY 




FOR OFFIO:h\'.L USE OULY 

A.1 	A potential financial conflict of interest was not 
disclosed 

The Investigator was associated with patents involving NAC, the substance 
under examination in the Clinical Trial; however, this potential financial 
conflict of interest was not disclosed to the BAMC Institutional Review 
Board. 

A.1 Applicable Criteria 
• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

18 United States Code (USC) Section 208, "Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest," 
January 3, 2007, provides for criminal penalties for financial conflict of interest violations. 

The Department of Defense's Regulation, DoD 5500. 7-R, "Joint Ethics Regulation," 
August l, 1993, provides that a DoD military employee has a duty to follow ethics rules 
and specifically to disclose potential financial conflicts of interest. 

Secretary ofthe Navy Instruction (SECNAVINS1) 3900.39D, "Human Research 
Protection Program," November 6, 2006, defines conflict of interest in section 6.b as "any 
situation in which financial or personal interests may compromise or present the 
appearance of compromising an individual's or group's judgment in supporting research." 
Additionally, "investigators must disclose all conflicts of interest, including any financial 
interests," to the IRB. 

The Multi-National Corp Iraq's "Human Research Protection Program" (MNC-1 
HRPP), June 24, 2008, Section 3.2, states that an investigator is "obligated to disclose any 
possible conflict of interest prior to protocol review and approval." Additionally, this 
document identifies "possible conflicts of interest to include a proprietary interest in the 
tested product, including, but not limited to, a patent, a trademark, copyright, or licensing 
agreement." 

A.1 Findings 
a. The Investigator was listed as an inventor on two U.S. patents which are associated with 
the use of n-Acetylcysteine (NAC). Specifically: 

• 	

• 	

"Prevention or Reversal of Sensorineural Hearing Loss Through Biological 

Mechanisms - Patent no.: US 6,177,434 BI, dated Jan. 23, 2001" 


"Prevention or Reversal of Sensorineural Hearing Loss Through Biological 

Mechanisms - Patent no.: US 6,649,621 B2, dated Nov. 18, 2003" 


b. A review ofthe research protocol application, that was completed and submitted by the 
Investigator, did not identify any conflicts of interest. 

c. We consulted with a counsel and intellectual property attorney at the Naval Medical 
Research Command who stated that the two U.S. patents (listed under a.) ... "related to the 
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methods ofuse ofNAC" as implicated in the research protocol." Additionally, this Navy 
official explained that the "existence of these patents could have been disclosed" when the 
Investigator submitted the research protocol to the IRB. 

d. The Chairman ofthe BAMC IRB stated during an interview that the board was not aware 
that the Investigator held patents that were related to the Clinical Trial. Additionally, he 
acknowledged that the patents should have been disclosed during the research application 
process. Furthermore, he explained that the IRB should have asked about any potential 
conflicts of interest. 

A.1 Discussion 
The Investigator was listed as an inventor on U.S. patents, which specifically related to NAC, 
the drug implicated in the Clinical Trial. However, neitherthe "Human Use Protocol" 
template received by the BAMC IRB from the Investigator, or subsequent correspondence 
with the Investigator, contained disclosure of this fact. Under military and federal medical 
research regulations, disclosure of potential conflicts of interest is clearly defined as the 
responsibility of the Investigator, but there was no indication that he adhered to this standard. 
Consequently, the IRB did not consider the impact ofthe Investigator's NAC patents during 
their review ofthe Clinical Trial, constraining their ability to make adequately informed 
decisions. Furthermore, since the IRB lacked this pertinent information, it was impossible for 
study participants to have been made aware of it under their right to informed consent. 

A.1 Conclusion 
The Investigator failed to disclose a potential conflict of interest that should have been 
considered by the BAMC IRB prior to rendering a decision to approve the Clinical Trial. 
Consequently, the conduct ofthe Clinical Trial was inconsistent with regulations governing 
human subject medical research. As such, the validity ofthe research became questionable, 
and the rights of the research participants were jeopardized. 

A.1 Recommendations, Management Comments, and Our Response 
Recommendation A.1.1 Allegations of potential medical research misconduct by a 
U.S. Navy physician were referred to the U.S. Navy for further investigation on 
February 18, 2010. 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Comments 
(FOUO' The Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED) did not concur with our 
recommendation that the Navy conduct the investigation. He explained that although the 
investigator was a Navy physician, he (the investigator) conducted his research efforts under 
the Army's human research assurance issued to CENTCOM and the U.S. Army Brooke Army 
Medical Center (BAMC) Institutional Review Board. Consequently, BUMED believed that 
the Navy had no authority regarding this specific Clinical Trial nor would it have had any 
cognizance of its conduct or progress. Therefore, the Chief, BUMED recommended that 
these allegations be assigned to the appropriate Army medical command that had the 
responsibility for approval and oversight of the research. 
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Our Response 
We concur with BUMED's recommendation. The Clinical Trial was conducted under the 
authority ofMNC-I, a joint-service command in Iraq, which held the Anny's assurance giving 
them the responsibility for the oversight of research in Iraq. Consequently, on March 7, 2011, 
we requested that the Army complete the investigation into the allegations ofpotential 
medical research misconduct (see Appendix H). 

Revised and Redirected Recommendations 
Recommendation A.1.1 is revised as follows: 

' . 

Wet~ollllll~~Ui~ttb~.u~s. A,rmyM~i~Comfimnd: 

AL1 	 Con{\uot~ invest~gation into·~·~~~i~s of J>Otenti~ medic~l re~~weli · 
miscondµj,1t by au,S. Navy pliysiti,~~t, .. Specitt~Ily~ investigate the ...·. . . .·.. . . . 
all~gatiqtt~ih~t the re$eatcher failedip d1sclase PQ~ntial fwa.ncla1 contlkts•.· 
pfinter~t.while condµctin.g tese~ch.fu Jri#l, 

A.2 Source of funding used to support Clinical Trial is 
unclear 

The Office ofNaval Research (ONR) was listed as the funding source to 
support the Clinical Trial; however, ONR could not find any evidence that 
they provided the funding. 

A.2 Findings 
a. The research protocol application, that was completed and submitted by the Investigator, 
cited that "Funds will be required to conduct the study (buy the medicine) but these funds 
already exist as this study is pre-funded by the Office ofNaval Research (ONR)." 

b. An ONR official acknowledged that he could not find any evidence that ONR provided the 
funding for the Clinical Trial. 

c. Navy officials from the Naval Medical Center in San Diego, CA and the Naval Medical 
Research Command (NMRC) in Silver Spring, MD stated that they could not locate funding 
documents related to the Iraq research. Additionally, a senior official from NMRC clarified 
that they had "suspended project funded during the time that (the Investigator) was deployed." 

A.2 Discussion 
The Investigator submitted a research protocol application to the IRB. In this application he 

9 
FOR OFFIOrlds USE ONJsaY 

http:tese~ch.fu


FOR OFFIC'fiA:L USE ONVI 

identified that funds needed to support the Clinical Trial were provided by ONR. However, in 
discussion with an ONR Navy official, they acknowledged that they could not find any 
evidence that ONR provided funding to support the Clinical Trial at Camp TQ, Iraq. 
Additionally, both Naval Medical Center San Diego and the Naval Medical Research 
Command could not find any funding documents related to the Iraq research. 

A.2 Conclusion 
The funding documentation for the Clinical Trial is unclear and requires investigation. 

A.2 Recommendations, Management Comments, and Our Response 
Recommendation A.2.1 Allegations of potential medical research misconduct by a 
U.S. Navy physician were referred to the U.S. Navy for further investigation on 
February 18, 2010. 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Comments 
(FOl:JO) The Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED) concurred with our 
recommendation and initiated an investigation into allegations surrounding the source of 
funding for this Clinical Trial. The investigation was completed on February 4, 2011. 
BUMED determined that "as strictly defined under federal regulations, research misconduct 
per se was not discovered." However, they did acknowledge that a "lack ofoversight, 
regulatory violations, and non-compliance with research financial management standards" 
were issues affecting the Research Protocol and other research system-wide. 

~FOlJO) Consequently, BUMED indicated that they would take several actions to address 
these investigative findings. Specifically, BUMED will: 

• 	

• 	

• 	

(FOUO) Direct further investigation utilizing subject matter experts to more 
thoroughly detail compliance/non-compliance with research administration and 
management processes to include financial management standards. This investigation 
shall commence no later than March 31, 2011. 
(i01 10} Issue regulations for financial management of research funds by June 30, 
2011. In addition, BUMED will establish a comprehensive Navy Medicine policy 
and regulation on research administration and management to include financial 
management standards and oversight. Expected completion date is October 31, 2011. 
(FQl:JQ.7 Design, direct and implement comprehensive education and training 
conferences in research administration and management for research related personnel 
ofall disciplines. This training will be completed within 60 days from the 
establishment of the Navy Medicine policy and regulation on research administration 
and management. 

(l*Ql:JO) In addition, the Chief, BUMED recommended that the U.S. Army Medical 
Command also conduct an investigation into the funding source for this research project given 
that only the "Army would have access to specific information regarding use oftime, effort or 
resources in the CENTCOM area ofresponsibility." 
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Our Response 
The Chief, BUMED's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent of the 
recommendation as stated in the draft report. Once completed, BUMED should forward the 
findings and results oftheir additional investigation into allegations surrounding compliance/ 
non-compliance with research administration and management processes to the DoD OIG. 

Ei'QUQ~ Furthennore, we concur with BUMED.'s comments that additional investigation 
may be needed to fully investigate all concerns related to the funding ofthis Clinical Trial. 
The Clinical Trial was conducted under the authority of MNC-1 which held the Anny 
assurance giving them the responsibility for the oversight ofresearch in Iraq. Consequently, 
our position is that the Anny work collaboratively with BUMED to ensure that all concerns 
are properly investigated. 

Added Recommendations 
As a result of BUMED's comments and our response we have added recommendation A.2.2 
as follows: 

w~ re~'°JDn'l~d that t.h~ u~s. ArJJtfMefil~alJ2onunand: 

{l.2.Z .·.~PQt4in~~With J.3UMED to ensute·that ~J nt~lt~rs cottt?~rttm~.m~ sl)µteegf• 
fimdin& :f9r ih~ CJinic~l Tti~J!t;eLv~operJy.inv~tigated · . .. · 

A.3 An lnvestigational New Drug application was not 
submitted to the Food and Drug Administration 

The Clinical Trial examined the effectiveness of an experimental drug on 
human subjects, thereby requiring an Investigational New Drug (Il\TD) 
application. However, an IND was not submitted. 

A.3 Applicable Criteria 
• 	 21 Code ofFederal Regulations (CFR), Part 312, "Investigational New Drug 

Application," April 1, 2008, states that an IND is required for the clinical investigation of 
a drug product supporting a new indication 7 for use, or involving a patient population or 
other factors that may increase the risks associated with use ofthe drug. 

• 	 Both Anny and Navy regulations require an IND when a drug is to be used for an 
unapproved indication in a clinical trial: 

7 The medical term "indication" refers to a condition for which a particular course ofaction is advised. 
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o 	

o 	

o 	

Army Regulation (AR) 40-7, "Use of Investigational Drugs and Devices in Humans 
and the Use of Schedule 1 Controlled Drug Substances," January 4, 1991, defines a 
drug as investigational "when the composition is such that its proposed use is not 
recognized for the use under the conditions prescribed, or its proposed use is not 
recommended or suggested in its approved labeling." 

Additionally, AR 40-7, section 4-12 stipulates that a physician in an Army treatment 
facility is conducting a clinical investigation requiring an IND when using an 
approved drug for an unapproved indication "in situations where data on drug effects 
from one or more patients are being systematically recorded by a physician for the 
purpose of substantiating or refuting a claim of therapeutic efficacy in an unlabeled 
indication for an approved drug." 

Furthermore, AR 40-7 further stipulates that an IND is required unless ALL ofthe 
following apply: The investigation will not be reported as a well controlled study in 
support of a new indication for use ... nor any other significant change in labeling8

; the 
investigation does not support a significant change in advertising for a lawfully 
marketed prescription drug product; the route of administration, dosage level, patient 
population or other factors do not significantly increase risks associated with the 
product; the investigation complies with Army requirements for human use review and 
informed consent; AND the drug is not being promoted as safe or effective for the 
purposes under investigation. 

o 	 U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Instruction (BUMEDINST) 3900.6B, 
"Protection of Human Subjects," October 4, 2001, Enclosure 2 defines "unlabeled 
use" in research as "any deviation from the indications, dose, route of administration, 
dosage form or treatment population of a drug approved or licensed by FDA." It 
further clarifies that "treatment of an individual patient" is considered the practice of 
medicine, and "a scientific study using human research participants" is considered 
research, is regulated by the FDA and usually requires an IND. 

A.3 Findings 
a. Tue Food and Drug Administration (FDA) is responsible to protect the public's health by 
assuring the "safety, efficacy and security of human drugs." Specifically, the FDA's Center 
for Drug Evaluation and Research (CDER) regulates over-the-counter and prescription drugs 
to ensure that they are safe and effective for human use. Accordingly, the clinical divisions 
within the CDER offer consultation on IND matters for researchers and research agencies. 

b. Per the FDA, an "Investigator IND is submitted by a physician who both initiates and 
conducts an investigation, and under whose immediate direction the investigational drug is 
administered or dispensed. A physician might submit a research IND to propose studying an 
unapproved drug, or an approved product for a new indication or in a new patient population." 
Furthermore, the FDA stipulates that clinical drug trials require that an IND is reviewed by 
the FDA and the local institutional review board prior to initiation ofthe research. 

8 FDA pharmaceutical labeling regulations and supplement labeling guidelines protect consumers by 
establishing criteria for the communication ofproduct claims and other important product information 
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c. The hypothesis that was listed by the Investigator on the research protocol application 
proposed that "the administration ofNAC (n-Acetylcysteine) for seven days along with 
observation will result in improved hearing and balance function in individuals who 
demonstrate these disorders after blast exposure when compared to observation alone at the 
seven day time point." 

d. While there are forms ofNAC that are approved as drugs (e.g. Mucomyst Solution for 
Tylenol overdose) under FDA regulations, the substance under examination in this Clinical 
Trial is an antioxidant tablet sold in retail stores as an unregulated nutritional supplement9

• 

e. The Scientific Peer Reviewer and the BAMC IRB questioned the Investigator to ascertain 
whether an IND application was needed to support the Investigator's use ofNAC as part of 
the Clinical Trial. In response, the Investigator stated that "the FDA has repeatedly said that 
an IND is not needed for the dose of medication we are using." The IRB accepted the 
Investigator's response and approved the research protocol as submitted by the Investigator. 

f. In response to our query, the U.S. Army Medical Materiel Development Activity 
(USAMMDA) requested that the FDA review the research protocol application to determine 
if an IND was required to administer NAC tablets as intended in the protocol. Accordingly, 
the FDA determined that an "IND was necessary for FDA review". Additionally, they (the 
FDA) explained that "any substance intended for use in diagnosis, cure, mitigation, treatment 
or prevention of disease ... is a drug". Furthermore, they added that "if the substance (drug) is 
not a lawfully marketed drug product, it cannot be administered to humans without being the 
subject of an IND." 

g. The Investigator initiated the Clinical Trial in December 2008 and administered N AC to 
research subjects without the necessary IND application. 

A.3 Discussion 
The Clinical Trial proposed to examine the effectiveness of an experimental drug, specifically 
NAC, to support a new, unapproved indication for its use, in treating U.S. service members 
with concussion injuries in combat-deployed environments. Under federal and military 
medical research regulations, submission of an IND application was required before the 
Investigator was permitted to begin recruiting human subjects and conduct any research. In 
response to our query, a Food and Drug Administration (FDA) letter confirmed that an IND 
was, indeed, required for this Clinical Trial. 

The question whether an IND was needed for the Clinical Trial was first raised during the 
scientific peer review and later by the BAMC IRB. In both instances, the Investigator's 
responses dismissed the concern and insisted this standard was not applicable to the Clinical 
Trial. Consequently, the Clinical Trial was authorized by the IRB, and the research was 

9 "Nutritional supplements" are not regulated by the FDA, because they are intended to supplement the diet with 
nutrients the body utilizes in normal, healthy fW1ctioning. 
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conducted on U.S. Service members without the required FDA oversight to ensure research 
quality, treatment effectiveness, and participant safety. 

A.3 Conclusion 
The Investigator did not submit an IND application in support of his Clinical Trial. 
Additionally, the BAMC IRB accepted the Investigator's responses that an IND was not 
necessary. Consequently, the conduct ofthe Clinical Trial without an IND was inconsistent 
with regulations governing human subject medical research. As such, the validity of the 
research became questionable, and the rights ofthe research participants were jeopardized. 

A.3 Recommendations, Management Comments, and Our Response 
Recommendation A.3.1 Allegations of potential medical research misconduct by a 
U.S. Navy physician were referred to the U.S. Navy for further investigation on 
February 18, 2010. 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Comments 
(FOUO~ The Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED) did not concur with our 
recommendation that the Navy conduct the investigation. As previously discussed under the 
Management Comments in Observation A.1, the Chief, BUMED recommended that any 
allegations pertaining to research misconduct should be assigned to the appropriate Army 
medical commartd that had the responsibility for approval and oversight of the research. 

Our Response 
We concur with BUMED's recommendation and on March 7, 2011, requested that the Army 
complete the investigation into the allegations ofpotential medical research misconduct (see 
Appendix H). 

Revised and Redirected Recommendations 
Recommendation A.3.1 is revised as follows: 

We rec9mm.e:nd th3tthe U.S. AnnyMetJicalCQm,maitd: 

A.3.1 	 Conduct an investigation into allegations ofpotential medical.research 
~isconduct bya U.S. Navy physician. Specifically, investigate the 
allegations that the researcher failed to submit an InvestigationalNew Drug 
(lND) application pribr 1o inj~i(lting his rysearch in Iraq. · 
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A.4 There were deviations from the research protocol 
approved for this Clinical Trial 

The Investigator administered to study participants unapproved, 
undocumented treatments that deviated from the approved research 
protocol. 

A.4 Applicable Criteria 
• 	

• 	

MNC-I's Human Research Protection Program, June 24, 2008, states that the Principal 
Investigator is responsible to report "any proposed changes to the research activity." 
Additionally, this policy stipulates that "changes shall not be initiated without prior IRB 
review and approval." 

Brooke Anny Medical Center (BAMC) IRB Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs ), July 
7, 2008, identify the procedures used to submit amendments to approved protocols. 
Specifically, page 47 states that "an amendment is defined as any change in the approved 
study protocol" and that "all amendments must be submitted to the IRB prior to instituting 
the change." 

A.4 Findings 
a. The MNC-I approved Clinical Trial specified the experimental treatment10 as "NAC along 
with observation" for seven days. The control group was to receive only "placebo medicine 
and observation." 

b. The research protocol application, prepared and submitted by the Investigator, 
acknowledges that the Investigator will report any "protocol deviations" to the Chairman of 
the BAMC IRB. 

c. The Deployed Research Review Team (DRT) acknowledged in their report to the MNC-I 
Surgeon that the investigator was using other treatment to include "active rehabilitation and 
exercise" during the conduct of the Clinical Trial. Additionally, the DRT referenced a 
presentation that the Investigator conducted at Camp TQ, whereby he (the Investigator) cited 
in a briefing that he was using ''active rehabilitation" in the care of mTBI patients. 
Specifically, one slide stated "Recent modification in procedures (addition of active 
rehabilitation) has increased seven day cure rate to 85%." 

d. 	 Our review ofthe IRB minutes and other documentation related to the research protocol 

10 A treatment is any "specific procedure used for the cure or the amelioration of a disease or pathological 
condition." The "experimental treatment" that is referred to in this report indicates the treatment that was 
approved by the Institutional Review Board, specifically, administering NAC and then observing whether the 
research participants noted any effect from taking the NAC. 
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did not reveal that the Investigator had submitted any proposed changes to the description of 
the study. Specifically, we did not find evidence that he added "active rehabilitation" and/or 
"exercise" as a form oftreatment that he proposed to study. 

A.4 Discussion 
The Investigator proposed in his research protocol to study whether the administration of 
NAC, along with observation, would improve symptoms related to mTBI. The BAMC IRB 
recommended approval for this study based on the research protocol that the Investigator 
submitted which indicated "NAC" and "observation" as the methods oftreatment. 

According to the DRT, the Investigator referred to additional treatments, specifically, "active 
rehabilitation" and "exercise", when he made a presentation to visiting officials at Camp TQ. 
Our review ofthe approved research protocol and IRB minutes, revealed that there was no 
mention of "active rehabilitation and exercise" under the design section (section 5. 4) of the 
protocol. Military medical research regulations require deviations to an approved protocol to 
be submitted to an IRB prior to implementation in a research study. However, there was no 
indication that the Investigator adhered to this standard. 

A.4 Conclusion 
The Investigator utilized unapproved treatments that were not part ofthe approved research 
protocol. Deviations from the approved protocol are inconsistent with DoD medical research 
regulations. As such, the validity ofthe research became questionable, and the rights of the 
research participants were jeopardized. 

A.4 Recommendations, Management Comments, and Our Response 
Reconnnendation A.4.1 Allegations of potential medical research misconduct by a 
U.S. Navy physician were referred to the U.S. Navy for further investigation on 
February 18, 2010. 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Comments 
(¥WQ) The Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED) did not concur with our 
recommendation that the Navy conduct the investigation. As previously discussed under 
Management Comments in Observation A.1, the Chief, BUMED recommended that any 
allegations pertaining to research misconduct should be assigned to the appropriate Army 
medical command that had the responsibility for approval and oversight ofthe research. 

Our Response 
We concur with BUMED's recommendation and on March 7, 2011, requested that the Army 
complete the investigation into the allegations ofpotential medical research misconduct (see 
Appendix H). 
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Revised and Redirected Recommendations 
Recommendation A.4.1 is revised as follows: 

.,·-­ -·'·-

We r~coPl,ntentt tlj3t the u~s. A;)my Medtc81 CO~cl: 

AA1 Cfuµdµgtflll investigation h1t.& atle~ations ~f potential mclii~itl ~~h 
niis~gJ1~uct.hy·au~s.Na~·phys1p~fll1, .• specifiMl~Y~itlveStig:Re.~be···.··
~Ieg~ons that the. r~ear~h~·~~viat~dfrom1he apptQV:ed :t~~ch prot~uL

>whil~ h~ ~~ con~ucting ~~~~J;dn Iraq. . ... . . . 

A.5 Patients were exposed to possible coercion and undue 
influence 

Mandatory transport of Setvice members with blast injuries to Camp TQ 
contributed to a perception of coercion and undue influence to participate 
in the Clinical Trial. 

A.5 Applicable Criteria 
• 	

• 	

32 CFR, Part 219, "Protection of Human Subjects," July 1, 2008, includes guidance for 
protecting subjects from unnecessary risk, stipulating that additional safeguards should be 
included "when some or all of the subjects are likely to be vulnerable to coercion or undue 
influence." 

AR 70-25, "Use of Volunteers as Subjects of Research," January 25, 1990, cautions that 
human subject research should minimize risk to the subjects. It also ac}mowledges that 
some participants may be vulnerable to coercion and undue influence and requires "proper 
additional safeguards" to protect their rights and welfare. 

A.5 Findings 
a. The Investigator conducted the Clinical Trial at Camp TQ from December 2008 to March 
2009. Specifically, he used NAC as a form of treatment to reduce the effects ofmTBI after 
blast exposure. 

b. Multi National Forces-West (MNF-West) Fragmentary Order (FRAGO) 445-08, February 
01, 2009, required evacuation of Service members with blast injuries to Camp TQfor a 
medical evaluation. 

c. 	 The Gray Team expressed concerns during their visit to Camp TQ in February 2009, that 
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the Investigator was sharing "pilot data" from his study. Particularly concerning to this team 
was the concern that the research was conducted as a "placebo-controlled, double blind 
study"11 and results were discussed prior to the conclusion of the research. Additionally, they 
expressed their concern that the FRAGO requiring the transport of Service members who 
were exposed to a blast injury could be interpreted as a form of coercion or undue influence 
for wounded Service members to participate in the Clinical Trial. 

d. During our interview, a U.S. Navy official from Camp TQ's Surgical Company stated that 
Camp TQ's surgeons were concerned that they were underutilized. Specifically, the surgeons 
expressed the concern that patient volume was very light and that medevac helicopters were 
bypassing Camp TQ to bring patients directly to the nearest Army Combat Support Hospital. 
Additionally, the U.S. Navy official explained that the Investigator felt that he was at Camp 
TQ for the purpose of completing research and that the low patient volume was making it 
difficult for him to conduct his research. Furthermore, he acknowledged that the Investigator 
expressed support to have mTBI patients transported to Camp TQ in support of what he (the 
Investigator) called the "Center of Excellence for TBI." 

e. As a result ofthe Gray Team's concerns ofpossible coercion ofresearch participants, the 
Deployed Research Team (DRT) was sent to conduct a review ofthe Clinical Trial that was 
conducted at Camp TQ. The DRT agreed that the FRAGO led to perceived coercion of 
Marine mTBI patients to participate in the researc~ and stated in their report that "the 
strategy may appeal to a military member's sense of honor, duty and loyalty in such a way 
that they may feel obligated to enroll." The DRT's report concluded, however, that the 
"Investigator acted to mitigate this perception by separating the processes used for medical 
evaluation and solicitation ofresearch subjects." 

f. Additionally, the DRT in their report to the MNC-I Surgeon acknowledged that the 
Investigator had been interviewed by U.S. Marine Corps reporters in December 2008 and 
January 2009. Information in various articles and press releases referred to the Investigator's 
research and made reference to Camp TQ as the "hub of TBI treatment" and "TBI Center of 
Excellence", Specifically; 

• Press Release 081222-M-81871-001, "AT-Taqaddum, Iraq" 

"The Theater TBI Center of Excellence, a result of (the Investigator's) two-year initiative, 
is the first of its kind here in Anbar. It was established initially in September and finalized 
as the province's hub ofTBI treatment in December." 

• Press Release 081228-MLG-81871-TBI, "Navy captain's crusade against TBitakes 
root in Anbar TQ treatment center first of its kind" 

"So we recognized the fact that although we 're set up to do 'blood and guts' surgery, 

11 A placebo-controlled, double blind study is a research study where one group of research subjects is given a 
medication, and the second group, called the control group, is given a placebo, and neither the researcher, nor the 
research subjects know who was given the medication or the placebo. 
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(Taqaddum Surgical) can take on a secondary mission." ... "Taqaddum Surgical's 
secondary mission: the Theater TBI Center of Excellence. The center ... is the first of its 
kind here in Anbar. It was established initially in September and finalized as the 
province's hub ofTBI treatment in December." 

"Since the center has opened, 42 patients have received treatment. Thirty-five have 
returned to finish their deployments, 100 percent recovered." 

"Whereas late patients only recovered to approximately 85 percent normalcy, patients 
seen immediately tend to recover to 100 percent normalcy." 

• 	 Press Release 090110-MLG-81871-HASC, "House Armed Services Committee reps 
tour Taqaddum Surgical" 

"(Our methods) are almost considered to be policy, and these are the people who help 
influence policy," said (the Investigator), San Diego. (The Investigator) said he hopes to 
have persuaded the members to use their leverage to make Camp Taqaddum's mTBI 
treatment method policy for all services." 

g. Furthermore, the DRT also acknowledged in their report that the Investigator had "caused 
significant confusion" by referring to "cure rates" and "early treatment" during the 
Investigator's presentation to Staff Members forthe House Armed Services Committee. 
Specifically the Investigator cited the following on briefing slides; 

• 	 "Research indicates that early treatment can significantly reduce long and short term 
sequel (ofmTBI)" 

• 	 "Achieved an overall 66% seven day cure rate (for reference the cure rate at 3 months 
without early treatment is less than 20% ), and, 

• 	 "Recent modification in procedures (addition of active rehabilitation) has increased 
seven day cure rate to 85%" 

h. During our interview, the leader ofthe DRT explained that the Investigator's reference to 
a TBI "cure" possibly influenced the decision for MNF-West to issue the FRAGO requiring 
transport of TBI patients to Camp TQ. 

A.5. Discussion 
The Gray Team identified concerns that mTBI patients at Camp TQ were coerced to 
participate in the Clinical Trial, in part because of undue influence from MNF-West FRAGO 
number 445-08, dated February 01, 2009, which required evacuation ofService members with 
blast injuries to Camp TQ for a medical evaluation. 

As a result ofthe Gray Team's report, the DRTwas sent to conduct a review ofthe Clinical 
Trial that was conducted at Camp TQ. The DRT agreed that the FRAGO led to perceived 
coercion ofMarine mTBI patients to participate in the research, and stated in their report that 
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"the strategy may appeal to a military member's sense of honor, duty and loyalty in such a 
way that they may feel obligated to enroll." However, the DRT felt that the Investigator acted 
to "mitigate this perception by separating the processes used for medical evaluation and 
solicitation ofresearch subjects." 

The DRT also observed that the Investigator had generated a high level of visibility for the 
research being conducted at Camp TQ, due to U.S. Marine Corps press releases and 
presentations to government officials citing "100% recovery" rates and referring to Camp TQ 
as the "Theater TBI Center of Excellence." 

Furthermore, when we raised questions regarding the potential of coercion, a Navy official 
explained that the surgeons at Camp TQ were concerned that their skills were underutilized 
due to the low patient volume and the Investigator was concerned that his ability to do 
research was hindered by the low patient volume. Additionally, the Navy official 
acknowledged that the Investigator felt that the identification of Camp TQ as a "Center of 
Excellence for TBI'' would support getting more patients at Camp TQ, which would help 
allay the surgeon's concerns that they were underutilized. 

A.5 Conclusion 
The Investigator's claims regarding the effectiveness ofhis treatment (e.g. NAC) and the 
benefit of "early treatment" of concussive injuries were premature. Specifically, the Clinical 
Trial was conducted as a placebo-controlled, double blind study which required that neither 
the researcher nor subjects knew who received the experimental drug or treatment and who 
received the placebo. Additionally, the interpretation ofthese research results was expected 
to occur after conclusion of the Clinical Trial. However, the Investigator made claims in 
December 2008 and January 2009 (prior to the conclusion ofthe research) that he noted 
Service members were "100% recovered". Additionally, he made unsubstantiated references 
to Camp TQ as a "Theater TBI Center ofExcellence". Consequently this information was 
inconsistent with the tenants ofvalid research and constituted potentially improper actions by 
the Investigator as well as undue influence which may have contributed to the issuance ofthe 
FRAGO mandating transport ofmTBI patients. 

The mandatory transport of Service members with blast injuries to Camp TQ exposed 
potential research participants to coercion and undue influence, as well as to increased risk 
due to unnecessary travel. Furthermore, these consequences are inconsistent with regulations 
governing the conduct of medical research. As such, the rights ofthe research participants 
were jeopardized. 

A.5 Recommendations, Management Comments, and Our Response 
Recommendation A.5.1 Allegations of potential medical research misconduct by a 
U.S. Navy physician were refe1Ted to the U.S. Navy for further investigation on 
February 18, 2010. 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Comments 
{FOUO~ The Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED) did not concur with our 
recommendation that the Navy conduct the investigation. As previously discussed under 
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Observation A.1, the Chief, BUMED recommended that any allegations pertaining to research 
misconduct should be assigned to the appropriate Anny medical command that had the 
responsibility for the approval and oversight ofthe research. 

Our Response 
We concur with BUMED's recommendation and on March 7, 2011, requested that the Anny 
complete the investigation into the allegations ofpotential medical research misconduct (see 
Appendix H). 

Revised and Redirected Recommendations 
Recommendation A.5.1 is revised as follows: 

We,recqwrnenli tfuttthe tr.s.Aroi)' ~~¢~ Ctp~d: 

A.5.l 	 Cpnduclan investigatfonirrto allegations ~fpoferitialmed~pillrese™-"ch · 
$isconduct by,au.s.Na-eyphy~ic~.an. Specifically~invcst1gate 1.he 
atlegati()IlS tbat the r~searchermay have unpJJly intll)ence<t a $~rV:ice 
·member's.pwtipatiP» inUte GUQ.i~al T1"i1Jl 

A.6 Research data were disseminated prior to the 
conclusion of the study 

Prior to conclusion of the Clinical Trial, the Investigator released press 
notifications, and made presentations referring to research results. 

A.6 Applicable Criteria 
• 	 DoD Directive 5230.09, "Clearance of DoD Information for Public Release", August 22, 

2008, includes guidance that "Any official DoD information intended for public release 
that pertains to military matters ... or subjects ofsignificant concern to the Department of 
Defense shall be reviewed for clearance prior to release." 

• 	 The MNC-1 "Human Research Protection Program", June 24, 2008, provides specific 
policies and procedures for the regulatory review and approval ofhuman subject research 
conducted under the authority ofthe MNC-I Surgeon. Specifically these guidelines 
require that the Public Affairs Officer must review and approve research-related 
presentations and publications, and that cleared presentations and publications must 
contain DoD/Department ofthe Anny (DA) disclaimers in accordance with federal policy. 
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A.6 Findings 
a. The Investigator conducted the Clinical Trial at Camp TQ from December 2008 to March 
2009. Specifically. he used NAC as a form of treatment to reduce the effects ofmTBI. 

b. The Gray Team expressed concerns during their visit to Camp TQ in February 2009, that 
the Investigator was sharing "pilot data" from his study. Particularly concerning to this team 
was the concern that the research was conducted as a "placebo-controlled, double blinded 
study" and results were discussed prior to the conclusion ofthe research. 

c. The Deployed Research Team (DRT) acknowledged in their report to the MNC-I Surgeon 
in February 2009 that the Investigator had made a presentation to staff officet'S for the House 
Armed Services Committee on January 10, 2009. Specifically, the Investigator made 
reference to results ofhis research at the "mTBI Center at Al Taqaddwn Surgical": 

• 	 "Achieved an overall 66% seven day cure rate (for reference the cure rate at 3 months 
without early treatment is less than 200!0)" and "Recent modification in procedures 
(addition of active rehabilitation) has increased seven day cure rate to 85%. 

d. Additionally, the DRT identified a press release where there was mention of research 
results (Press Release 081228-MLG-81871-TBI, "Navy captain's crusade against TBI takes 
root in Anbar TQ treatment center first of its kind"): 

• 	 "Since the center has opened, 42 patients have received treatment. Thirty-five have 
returned to finish their deployments, 100 percent recovered." 

• 	 "Whereas late patients only recovered to approximately 85 percent normalcy, patients 
seen immediately tend to recover to 100 percent normalcy.'' 

e. The statement of assurance signed by the Investigator states "I am aware that any 
presentation or publications resulting from this research must be cleared by the appropriate 
Public Affairs Office, undergo OPS EC review and be reviewed for release ofactionable 
medical information." 

f Our review of available documents did not reveal that any ofthe articles, nor presentations 
made by the Investigator were cleared by appropriate authorities prior to their release. 
Additionally, they did not have the required DoD/DA disclaimer annotated on the documents. 

A.6 Discussion 
The DRT report cited specific references made by the Investigator demonstrating mTBI "cure 
rates" and "recovery rates," which were disseminated via U.S. Marine Corp press releases and 
a PowerPoint presentation to Staff Officers from the House Armed Services Committee. 
Because this release of information occurred while the Clinical Trial was ongoing, the DRT 
found it premature and misleading and recommended to the Investigator that he refrain from 
using such terminology. Additionally, the DRT recommended to the MNC-I Surgeon that 
these specific press releases be recalled. 
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Furthermore, the Clinical Trial called for a placebo·controlled, double blind experimental 
design, which required that neither the researcher nor any subjects knew who received the 
experimental drug or treatment and who received the placebo. Therefore, the basis on which 
the Investigator generalized premature results of the NAC research is unclear. The authority 
under which this scientific information was released also is not clear. 

A.6 Conclusion 
The Investigator's release of scientific information pertaining to the effectiveness ofNAC in 
treating mTBI was misleading since the research was ongoing and the results were 
unavailable. Additionally, this premature release of information was inconsistent with 
military regulations governing research. As such, the validity ofthe research became 
questionable and the research participants' rights as human subjects were jeopardized. 

A.6 Recommendations, Management Comments, and Our Response 
Recommendation A.6.1 Allegations ofpotential medical research misconduct by a 
U.S. Navy physician were referred to the U.S. Navy for further investigation on 
February 18, 2010. 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Comments 
(t'OH9) The Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED) did not concur with our 
recommendation that the Navy conduct the investigation. As previously discussed under 
Observation A. I, the Chief, BUMED recommended that any allegations pertaining to research 
misconduct should be assigned to the appropriate U.S. Army medical command that had the 
responsibility for approval and oversight of the research. 

(FQl:JQ) Notwithstanding any of the Army's investigative efforts, BUMED acknowledged 
that there is a need to ascertain whether the Investigator continued any mTBI project·related 
activities after returning from deployment. BUMED contends that such continuations would 
fall under the authority, responsibility and liability of the Investigator's parent command and 
DoD Component, namely Navy. Specifically, BUMED indicated that they would determine 
whether the Investigator notified and received approvals from the Naval Medical Center, San 
Diego Institutional Review Board and other authorities for such continued activities after his 
return from deployment. Furthermore, BUMED stated that they will determine whether 
relevant presentation materials, manuscripts for publication, or other similar materials 
received requisite reviews and approvals from the Navy chain of command and from Navy 
Medicine Public Affairs Officials per regulations. 

Our Response 
(FOUO) We concur with BUMED's recommendation and on March 7, 2011 requested that 
the Army complete the investigation into the allegations ofpotential medical research 
misconduct. Additionally, we agree with BUMED's stated concern whether the Investigator 
continued any mTBI project-related activities upon his return from deployment, and ifthese 
activities were conducted with the approval ofthe appropriate Naval authority. We concur 
with BUMED's actions to conduct a review into these matters. 
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Revised and Redirected Recommendations 
Recommendation A.6.1 is revised as follows: 

We.recJ>mht'en~ QtltiJb.e·u.s. ArritjMe.:licjd ~Qmmallae 

A.6.1 	 Conduct~ ~Y¢~igatiQti.j~to allegations 9f pqtential me(ii9al't~~arch 
mi~d\JC(.l,ly a.u.s..Na;vy~~~i~,8pe9mcally,inv~tig~'the 

· at1~$atl9IJs 't}ia:t tlte..tes~~I'~hiitcyttlJihave .disseiµinal~rese31;1;}hda~ pfi~t'.to 
the ~9t:t~l~iQn offhe.smdy. 

Additional Management Comments to Observation A and 
Our Response 

Additional Management Comments 
tF8UO' The Chief, BUMED believed that we used the term "research misconduct" 
incorrectly in Observation A. I through A.5. Specifically, he explained that the matters we 
discussed did not meet federal-wide (OSTP 2000 Federal Policy on Research Misconduct and 
42 CFR 50 and 93) and agency-specific (DoDI 3210.7) definitions of research misconduct 
which include falsification, fabrication and plagiarism. 

Our Response 
We acknowledge BUMED's comments; however, our position is that we have used the term 
"research misconduct" appropriately. Our findings characterize deviations in the research 
protocol as well as irregularities in the conduct ofthe investigator which require investigation 
to determine if, in fact, research misconduct or other violations occurred. 
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Possible Sub-Standard Patient Care 
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Observation B. Possible Sub-Standard Patient 
Care 
Wounded U.S. military Service members who participated in the Clinical Trial received 
treatment that was inconsistent with military standards for patient care. Specifically, we 
found that: 

B.1 	 Neurological assessments did not adhere to clinical practice guidelines for 
mTBI. 

B.2 	 The experimental drug was not approved by the Food and Drug Administration 
for clinical study. 

B.3 	 Medications contraindicated12 in the treatment of early mTBI were 
administered. 

This was caused by possible violations ofregulations and guidelines related to patient care. 

As a result, deployed U.S. Service members being evaluated and treated for mTBI may have 
received sub-standard patient care. 

12 The medical term "contraindication" refers to a condition which makes a particular treatment or procedure 
inadvisable. For example. aspirin is contraindicated in babies because of the danger that aspirin will cause Reye 
Syndrome. 
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8.1 	 Neurological assessments did not adhere to clinical 
practice guidelines for mTBI 

The neurological assessments for m TBI conducted on research participants 
did not include the Military Acute Concussion Evaluation (MACE) 
recommended by clinical practice guidelines and required by MNC-I 
orders. 

B.1 Applicable Criteria 
• 	 The Multi National Corps -Iraq (MNC-I) Operational Orders (Tab G to Appendix 2 to 

Annex Q) "Mild Trawnatic Brain Injury (Concussion)" and MNC-I Standard Operation 
Procedures Manual (Tab P, Appendix 4, Section Q) "Mild Traumatic Brain Injury," 
November 30, 2007, required all medical personnel to be aware ofand use the Joint 
Theater Trauma System (JTTS) Clinical Practice Guideline (CPG) "Management of Mild 
Traumatic Brain Injury (mTBI)/Concussion in the Deployed Setting," November 2008. 
The MNC-I Operational Orders, SOP and the JTTS CPG specify that the Military Acute 
Concussion Evaluation (MACE) tool is to be used during a patient's neurological 
assessment. 

B.1 Findings 
a. The Gray Team expressed concern during their visit to Camp TQ in February 2009, that 
there was a lack ofstandard metrics to assess traumatic brain injury in patients at Camp TQ. 
Specifically, the Gray Team identified that the Investigator stated he was following theater 
mTBI treatment guidelines, including using the MACE tool. However, upon the Gray Team's 
questioning, the Senior Corpsman at Camp TQ stated he never had heard of the MACE, nor 
had they seen it used. 

b. The JTTS CPG on the "Management ofMild Trawnatic Brain Injury (mTBI)/ Concussion 
in the Deployed Setting" established the MACE as a standardized tool for evaluating the 
symptoms and cognitive defects that may occur as a result ofa concussion injury. 

c. During their visit to Camp TQ in February 2009, the Deployed Research Team (DRT) 
stated that the mTBI patients at Camp TQ "may or may not receive a MACE examination." 
Furthermore, the team acknowledged that the fuvestigator stated that "rather than do a MACE 
examination he (the Investigator) goes to the next step in the evaluation and performs 
additional testing to include a neurological examination, the TRAIL Making Test, Controlled 
Oral Word Association Test. .. " and other tests. 

d. During our interviews with the members ofthe DRT, they acknowledged that there were 
no mTBI patients present at Camp TQ on the day of their visit in February 2009. 
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B.1 Discussion 
The MACE is a required assessment tool for military physicians to use in evaluating mTBI in 
deployed settings. However, the DRT confirmed in their report that the Investigator did not 
employ the MACE in the neurological assessments he conducted on participants in the 
Clinical Trial. By military order, use ofthe guideline for the evaluation of mTBI and the 
MACE tool is clearly defined as the responsibility of medical personnel, but there was no 
indication that the Investigator adhered to this standard. 

B.1 Conclusion 
The Investigator's neurological assessment ofthe U.S. Service members who participated in 
the study did not include an examination using the MACE tool. Consequently, without a 
standardized baseline assessment tool, there was an increased risk that the Investigator and/or 
other medical staffoverlooked subtle changes in the patients' neurological status that may 
have indicated a decline in their medical condition. Furthermore, this lack of adherence to 
established guidelines raises concerns regarding the adequacy of safeguards for the health and 
safety ofthe wounded U.S. Service members who participated in the study. 

B.1 Recommendations, Management Comments and Our Response 
Recommendation B.1.1 Allegations of sub-standard patient care performed by a U.S. 
Navy physician were referred to the U.S. Navy on February 18, 2010 for further 
investigation and a Quality ofCare Review. 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Comments 
~pet;e) The Chief, Bureau ofMedicine and Surgery (BUMED) concurred with our 
recommendation and com leted a ualit ofCare Review on November 30 2010. 

Our Response 
The Chief, BUMED's comments are responsive and their actions meet the intent ofthe 
recommendation as stated in the draft report. 
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We acknowledge that such guidelines provide a path to take in the diagnosis and management 
for the clinician that is unfamiliar with the particular clinical presentation or scenario, and 
provides the scientific and research rationale behind it. Our experience shows us that most 
guidelines are consensus documents; meaning they represent the experts in the field getting 
together and hammering out a guideline that usually is adequate. We believe that the caveat 
about the clinical practice guideline not meaning to replace good clinical judgment should be 
interpreted as not allowing the guideline to limit or restrain the diagnostic or management 
steps that a clinician should take. Specifically, our position is the use ofthe MACE as a 
measurement criteria that is repeated over time is a minimum standard - it does not constrain 
the clinician from taking other measurement or surveillance steps, but it does compel the 
clinician to at least use the MACE assessment tool. 

Notwithstanding our comments, we believe it would be beneficial to ask the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (ASD) for Health Affairs (HA) to work with the Services and the 
Combatant Commanders to ensure that operational orders and procedures used to evaluate 
and manage mTBI patients are clear and are not in conflict with each other. 

Revised and Added Recommendations 
As a result of BUMED's comments and our response, Recommendation B.1.2 is added as 
follows: 

We recomme1;1d thatthe Assistant .secretary of Defense for Health Affairs: 

B.i.2 	Coordin<,tte areview.ofthe Joint lhel!ter Trauma System (JTTS)Clinical 
Practic¢ (}ui(leline(GPG) "M<µtl!ge¢~1 pf Mild Traµntatic Bratil :lt:ijury 
(mTBI)/Co11cussion in the Deployed Setting". Additionally, coordinatewith 
the Services and the Combatant Commanders to ensure that current operational 
orden; and proeedures are clear artd meet the standard of care for the care ()f 
mTBI pati~ts. 
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8.2 	The experimental drug was not approved by the Food 
and Drug Administration for clinical study 

Wounded U.S. Service members participating in the Clinical Trial received 
an investigational new drug for the treatment of mTBI, which had not been 
reviewed and approved for clinical study by the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA). 

B.2 Applicable Criteria 
• 	 Both Army and Navy regulations require that an application for an Investigational New 

Drug (IND) is submitted to the FDA when a drug is to be used for an unapproved 
indication in a clinical trial: 

o 	

o 	

o 	

o 	

AR 40-7, "Use oflnvestigational Drugs and Devices in Humans and the Use of 
Schedule I Controlled Drug Substances," January 4, 1991, defines a drug as 
investigational ''when the composition is such that its proposed use is not recognized 
for the use under the conditions prescribed, or its proposed use is not recommended or 
suggested in its approved labeling." 

Additionally, AR 40-7, section 4-12 stipulates that a physician in an Army treatment 
facility is conducting a clinical investigation requiring an IND when using an 
approved drug for an unapproved indication "in situations where data on drug effects 
from one or more patients are being systematically recorded by a physician for the 
purpose of substantiating or refuting a claim oftherapeutic efficacy in an unlabeled 
indication for an approved drug." 

AR 40-7 further stipulates that an IND is required unless ALL of the following apply: 
The investigation will not be reported as a well controlled study in support of a new 
indication for use ... nor any other significant change in labeling; the investigation 
does not support a significant change in advertising for a lawfully marketed 
prescription drug product; the route of administration, dosage level, patient population 
or other factors do not significantly increase risks associated with the product; the 
investigation complies with Army requirements for human use review and informed 
consent; AND the drug is not being promoted as safe or effective for the purposes 
under investigation. 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Instruction (BUMEDINST) 3900.6B, 
"Protection ofHuman Subjects," October 4, 2001, Enclosure 2, defines "unlabeled 
use" in research as "any deviation from the indications, dose, route of administration, 
dosage form or treatment population of a drug approved or licensed by FDA." It 
further clarifies that "treatment ofan individual patient" is considered the practice of 
medicine, and "a scientific study using human research participants" is considered 
research, is regulated by the :FDA and usually requires an IND. 
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B.2 Findings 
a. The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) is responsible to protect the public's health by 
assuring the "safety, efficacy and security of human drugs." Specifically, the FD A's Center 
for Drug Evaluation and Research (CDER) regulates over-the-counter and prescription drugs 
to ensure that they are safe and effective for human use. Accordingly, the clinical divisions 
within the CDER offer consultation on IND matters for researchers and research agencies. 

b. Per the FDA, an "Investigator IND is submitted by a physician who both initiates and 
conducts an investigation, and under whose immediate direction the investigational drug is 
administered or dispensed. A physician might submit a research IND to propose studying an 
unapproved drug, or an approved product for a new indication or in a new patient population." 
Furthermore, the FDA stipulates that clinical drug trials require that an IND is reviewed by 
the FDA and the local institutional review board prior to initiation ofthe research. 

c. The research protocol application that was completed by the Investigator, cited in his 
hypothesis that "the administration ofNAC (n-Acetylcysteine) for seven days along with 
observation will result in improved hearing and balance function in individuals who 
demonstrate these disorders after blast exposure when compared to observation alone at the 
seven day time point." The research protocol further stated that the NAC proposed for use in 
this study was in tablet form. 

d. While there are forms ofNAC that are approved as drugs (e.g. Mucomyst Solution for 
Tylenol overdose) under FDA regulations, the substance under examination in this Clinical 
Trial is an antioxidant tablet sold in retail stores as an unregulated nutritional supplement. 

e. Discussion with an FDA representative from the Division ofNeurology Products, at the 
Center for Drug Evaluation and Research identified that the tablet form of NAC is not FDA 
approved. Additionally, he explained that any research protocol that proposes to study a 
product to treat a disease (for example to treat mIBI) could require an IND application. 
Furthermore, he specified that an IND is needed ifthe NAC is used to treat mIBI. 

f. The research protocol application did not indicate that an IND application to use NAC was 
submitted to the BAMC IRB. Additionally, as discussed under Observation A.3, upon the 
questioning by the IRB, the Investigator claimed that "the FDA has repeatedly said that an 
IND is not needed for the dose of medication we are using." 

g. In response to our query, the FDA's Center of Drug Evaluation and Research reviewed the 
research protocol application and provided a written determination that an "IND was 
necessary for FDA review". Additionally, they explained that "any substance intended for 
use in diagnosis, cure, mitigation, treatment or prevention of disease .. .is a drug." 
Furthermore, they added that "if the substance (drug) is not a lawfully marketed drug product, 
it cannot be administered to humans without being the subject of an IND." 

h. The BAMC IRB recommended approval for the Clinical Trial and the Investigator 
conducted research at Camp TQ from December 2008 to March 2009 using NAC (without an 
IND) to treat mTBI symptoms. 
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B.2 Discussion 
NAC in tablet fonn is used as a nutritional supplement and is not subjected to the regulations 
ofthe FDA. However, the NAC tablets administered in the Clinical Trial were used with the 
intent to treat a condition, specifically mTBI, therefore, according to federal and military 
medical research regulations, an IND application was required before the Investigator was 
pennitted to begin the Clinical Trial. When questioned by the BAMC IRB, the Investigator 
explained that the FDA stated that an IND was not needed to use the NAC tablets. The IRB 
accepted the Investigator's response and recommended approval for the study without an IND 
in December 2008. Consequently, the Investigator proceeded to conduct research at Camp 
TQ, beginning in December 2008, using a substance that was not FDA approved or under an 
IND. Therefore, the human subjects in this study received an experimental drug without FDA 
oversight of research quality, treatment effectiveness, and participant safety and were exposed 
to increased risk to their health and safety. 

B.2 Conclusion 
The treatments administered to U.S. Service members through this Clinical Trial did not 
undergo the FDA scrutiny required of clinical trials conducted appropriately with an IND. 
This was inconsistent with military and federal guidelines for medical research and protection 
of human research subjects. As a result, the health and well being ofthese wounded Service 
members may have been jeopardized. 

B.2 Recommendations, Management Comments and Our Response 
Recommendation B.2.1 Allegations ofsub-standard patient care performed by a U.S. 
Navy physician were referred to the U.S. Navy on Febmary 18, 2010 for further 
investigation and a Quality of Care Review. 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Comments 
(F~Q) The Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED 
recommendation and conducted a ualit of Care Review. 

Our Response 

The research was conducted under the authority of MNC-I, a joint-service command, which 
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held the DoD Assurance giving them the responsibility for the oversight of research in Iraq. 
Additionally, the research was conducted on 80 Service members who represented a cross 
section of military services (U.S. Marine Corps - 57; U.S. Army National Guard-13~ 
U.S. Army- 5; and U.S. Navy 5.) 

Consequently, our position is that any additional effort to assess the health of the research 
subjects should be a joint DoD responsibility. Therefore, on February 17, 2011, we requested 
that the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs (ASD[HA]) conduct the necessary 
health assessments ofthe 80 military personnel who participated in the mTBI clinical trial 
(see Appendix H). 

Revised and Added Recommendations 
As a result of BUMED's comments and our review, Recommendation B.2.2 is added as 
follows: 

· · · B.2.l S()nduct heajt11.assessments to de~miine ifthere were any adveJ'$e effedts '.()n 
the ~e~lth ¢'the .u.s. Service m@bers who r.eeeived n,-Acetyl1,1ysteine (NAC) 

· ani;i partictpatedmtlnrmTHI clitli:c~l tt:iaL 

8.3 Medications contraindicated in the treatment of early 
mTBI were administered 

Blast injured Setvice members received seizure and migraine medications 
for headaches, which were contraindicated for headaches resulting from 
concussion. 

B.3 Applicable Criteria 
• 	 MNC-I Operational Orders (Tab G to Appendix 2 to Annex Q) "Mild Traumatic Brain 

Injury (Concussion)" state that narcotics should be avoided in the treatment ofpost­
concussive symptoms. 

• 	 The Joint Theater Trauma System (J1TS) Clinical Practice Guideline (CPG) 
"Management of Mild Traumatic Brain Injury (mTBI)/Concussion in the Deployed 
Setting," November 2008, specifies that only acetaminophen (e.g., Tylenol®) should be 
used to treat a headache as a result of a concussion. Furthermore, the CPG states that 
narcotics are not indicated for the management of post-traumatic headaches. Additionally, 
the "Concussion Patient Information Sheet" included within the CPG clarifies that the 
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treatment of choice for headaches related to a concussion is acetaminophen. Furthermore, 
these instructions clarify that narcotics may cause significant sedation and interfere with a 
Service member's ability to perform. 

B.3 Findings 
a. A member of the Gray Team who visited Camp TQ in February 2009 explained during our 
interview that they observed several Service members who appeared "dazed" and "zombie­
like, possibly due to medications." Additionally, the team acknowledged in their report that 
they had concerns that "he (the Investigator) has given these medications (Topiramate and 
Sumatriptan), by his report, to every single protocol patient" as ''they all have headaches." 

b. The MNC-I Surgeon sent the Deployed Research Team (DRT) to Camp TQ in February 
2009 to conduct a review ofthe Clinical Trial based on concerns raised by the Gray Team. 
The DRT stated in their report that the Investigator was using "Sumatriptan and Topiramate in 
the treatment ofmTBI." The DRT further explained that when questioned, the Investigator 
acknowledged that he only used these medications as ''treatment for patients who have 
headaches and are not given to all patients but rather based on this symptom." 

c. Sumatriptan is a medication used to treat migraine headaches. Side effects include 
drowsiness, dizziness and vomiting, among others. 

d. Topiramate is an anti-seizure medication and can also be used to prevent migraine 
headaches. Side effects include difficulty concentrating, confusion, memory problems and 
drowsiness, among others. 

e. The "Concussion Patient Information Sheet" that is included in the JTTS CPG for 
mTBl/Concussion lists the following symptoms (among others), which are associated with 
concussion: difficulty concentrating, confusion, difficulty remembering, 
insomnia/drowsiness/sleep disturbances, nausea/vomiting, and dizziness. The information 
sheet provides a warning that if these symptoms persist or do not improve within 24 hours, the 
patient should seek additional medical treatment. 

f. During our interview, the senior member of the DRT explained that at the time ofthe 
DRT's visit to Camp TQ, there were no research participants available. Consequently, the 
team did not conduct any patient interviews or health record reviews, nor were there any 
research participants available to observe for any "dazed" behavior. Additionally, he 
explained that medications the Investigator used to treat the Service member's headaches 
were appropriate for headaches. Furthermore, he stated that he felt that the Investigator was 
"aggressive with his treatment ofheadaches" using Sumatriptan and Topiramate. However, 
he further clarified that he was not asked to do a quality of care review to determine whether 
the care provided was appropriate. 

g. The senior member ofthe DRT was a physician with a clinical background in perinatology 
(a medical specialty related to the diagnosis and treatment ofdisorders affecting the mother 
and fetus or newborn during late pregnancy or childbirth.) He stated that in researching 
Sumatriptan and Topiramate he found that these medications were indicated to treat 
headaches; therefore, he felt this was acceptable treatment. Additionally, during the 

34 

POil MP!Cll:\L USE OMUl 



POil OFFl0J.iAL USE ONlsY 

discussion ofhis clinical background, he clarified that the treatment of TBI was not in his 
purview. 

h. We interviewed one ofthe members of the Gray Team (a U.S. Army neurologist) who 
expressed concern whether the appropriate standard of care was delivered to those U.S. 
Service members suffering from mTBI who were participating in the Clinical Trial. 
Additionally, he clarified that "atypical headache medications" were "preferentially used" by 
the Investigator. 

i. "Atypical" in the medical sense, refers to a deviation from normal. Therefore, the U.S. 
Army neurologist, who stated that the Investigator used "atypical headache medications", was 
referring to medications that were not normally used to treat headaches associated with a head 
injury (e.g. mTBI). 

j. According to a Navy official assigned to Camp TQ, the Investigator "aggressively" treated 
research subjects for headaches. 

B.3 Discussion 
The clinical practice guidelines for the treatment ofmTBI in theater specify that only 
acetaminophen (e.g., Tylenol®) should be used to treat headaches resulting from concussion. 
Additionally, these guidelines specifically stated that narcotics should be avoided. 

The Investigator used medications such as Topiramate (an anti-convulsant medication used to 
treat seizures) and Sumatriptan (a migraine treatment) to treat headaches for patients with 
mTBI. These medications were not listed in the MNC-1 approved research protocol, nor are 
they indicated for the treatment of headaches resulting from concussion or a head injury. 
Additionally, the side effects ofthese medications are similar to the symptoms of a 
concussion. Consequently, a Service member may be confused as to whether their continued 
symptoms are related to the concussion (and require medical attention) or to the side effects of 
medications they received due to headaches related to the concussion. 

B.3 Conclusion 
Although some anti-seizure and migraine medications are approved by the FDA to treat 
certain headaches, they are contraindicated for the early treatment ofheadaches resulting from 
concussion, because their side effects (memory problems, drowsiness, and confusion) can 
mask symptoms of a life-threatening intracranial hemorrhage or more severe concussion. 

The DRT did not recognize that Topiramate and Sumatriptan were inappropriate medications 
for the treatment ofheadaches in the U.S. Service members participating in the Clinical Trial. 
Consequently, research participants were exposed to increased risk to their health and safety. 

U.S. Service members that participated in the Clinical Trial received medications that were 
contraindicated for their condition, specifically, mTBI. This was inconsistent with military 
guidelines for patient care. As a result, the health and welfare of the participants may have 
been jeopardized. Therefore, a Quality ofCare Review and health assessment are needed to 
determine whether human subjects were banned as a result ofparticipation in this research. 
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B.3 Recommendations, Management Comments and Our Response 
Recommendation B.3.1 Allegations of sub-standard patient care performed by a U.S. 
Navy physician were referred to the U.S. Navy on February 18, 2010 for further 
investigation and a Quality ofCare Review. 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Comments 
"(:f8'WQ) The Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED 
recommendation and conducted a alit ofCare Review. 

Our Response 

Our position is that any additional effort to assess the health ofthe research subjects should be 
a joint DoD responsibility. Therefore, on February 17, 2011, we requested that the Assistant 
Secretary for Health Affairs (ASD(HA)) conduct the necessary health assessments ofthe 80 
military personnel who participated in the mTBI clinical trial (see Appendix H). 

Revised and Added Recommendations 
As a result of BUMED's comments and our response Recommendation B.3.2 is added as 
follows: 

We recommend th@t th~Asmtant Secretary o[Defense for Health Affairi! 

B.3.2 	Cond.uct he3lth ~$es$111~is to ~eterinin,:e ifthere were: any advers~ effects. Qh . 

the he:alth <lftlle lJ.S. ~eryi9e nrem:b~rs wlrP may }iave received medicationg, · 
that were contraindica;ted while they were participating in :the Clinical Trialand 
undergoing t:r:eatn'ientfor a mTBI .injury. 
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Observation C. Weaknesses in the Process 
used to Review and Approve Medical Research 
in Iraq 

Weaknesses were noted in the process used to review and approve the research protocol for 
the proposed Clinical Trial in Camp TQ, Iraq. Specifically, we identified opportunities for 
improvement in the following areas: 

C.1 Identifying and addressing potential conflicts of interest 

C.2 Compliance with FDA regulations and guidelines 

C.3 Communication during the scientific peer review 

C.4 Selection and assignment ofthe Medical Monitor 

C.5 Identification and protection ofvulnerable populations 

C.6 Investigation ofmedical research misconduct in joint-service environments 

These weaknesses were caused by a lack ofspecificity and consistency in existing processes 
and tools, as well as by a lack ofrigor which medical research authorities exercised during 
their review and approval ofthe research protocol. 

As a result, the research integrity of the Clinical Trial was compromised and the rights of the 
human research subjects were jeopardized. 
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C.1 Identifying and addressing conflicts of interest 


Although two potential conflicts of interest existed, processes used during 
the review and approval of medical research were not effective in 
identifying and addressing them. 

C.1 Applicable Criteria 
• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

18 USC Section 208, "Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest," January 3, 2007, 
provides for criminal penalties for financial conflict of interest violations. 

The Department of Defense's Regulation, DoD 5500.7-R, "Joint Ethics Regulation," 
August 1, 1993, provides that a DoD military employee has a duty to follow ethics rules 
and specifically to disclose potential financial conflicts of interest. 

SECNAVINS1) 3900.39D, "Human Research Protection Program," November 6, 2006, 
defines conflict of interest in section 6.b as "any situation in which financial or personal 
interests may compromise, or present the appearance of compromising,. an individual's or 
a group's judgment in supporting research." Additionally, it mandates that "investigators 
must disclose all conflicts of interest, including any financial interests, to the IRB." 

The Multi-National Corp-Iraq's "Human Research Protection Program" (MNC-1 
HRPP), June 24, 2008, Section 3.2, states that "possible conflicts of interest include a 
proprietary interest in the tested product, including, but not limited to, a patent, a 
trademark, copyright, or licensing agreement." 

C.1 Findings 
a. The Investigator did not disclose his interest in U.S. patents related to NAC, which was the 
drug used in the Clinical Trial (see Observation A.1 "A potential financial conflict of interest 
was not disclosed".) 

b. The BAMC IRB provided a templated form ("Human Use Protocol") for researchers to use 
when completing their application to submit a research proposal. This form included a 
section for each required research protocol element (e.g. Research Plan, Objectives, 
Hypothesis, and Design etc.) Researchers were required to use this temp lated form to ensure 
that all required components of their research protocol application were complete prior to the 
review by the IRB. 

c. The Human Protection Administrator (HP A) ofthe Deployed Research Team (DRT) 
assisted the Investigator during his submission of the research protocol. The HPA reviewed 
the protocol as written and facilitated correspondence between the Investigator (who was in 
Iraq) and the BAMC IRB (which was in Texas) to address specific questions posed by the 
scientific reviewers and the IRB. 

d. 	 The MNC-1 Surgeon requested that the DRT investigate concerns raised by the Gray 
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Team, in February 2009, regarding the conduct of the Clinical Trial at Camp TQ. Two 
members of the DRT, the Medical Director and the Deputy Director ofthe team, visited Camp 
TQ in February 2009. The Deputy Director ofthe team was designated as responsible for the 
Operation Iraqi Freedom Theater Hwnan Research Protection Program and also served as the 
HPA where she specifically was responsible to assist the Investigator during the submission 
of his research protocol. 

e. Our review of Army regulations revealed that the Army regulations lacked specific 
guidance regarding the policy and procedure for Investigators to identify and reveal potential 
conflicts of interest to institutional review boards. Additionally, these regulations do not 
address the purpose ofand process used by deployed research review teams who help to 
provide a level ofoversight for research conducted in-theater. 

C.1 Discussion 
The Investigator did not disclose his interest in U.S. patents related to NAC although both 
research regulations and the Joint Ethics Regulation established a duty to do so. The "Human 
Use Protocol" template used to submit the research protocol to the BAMC IRB did not 
specifically ask the investigator to disclose potential conflicts of interest. This contributed to 
a passive approach by which the IRB relied on the Investigator to fulfill his responsibility for 
disclosure. 

The MNC-1 Human Research Protection Program provides limited guidance on conflicts of 
interest. However, higher-level Army Regulations (AR 70-25 and 40-38) are 20 years old and 
lack specific guidance regarding the disclosure of potential conflicts of interest. Similarly, the 
BAMC IRB's Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) do not specify a proactive process for 
identifying or prompting an investigator's disclosure ofpotential conflicts of interest. 

Additionally, the Human Protection Administrator (HP A), who was involved in the 
application, review and approval ofthe Clinical Trial, also served as a reviewer on the 
Deployed Research Team, which was responsible to investigate potential violations related to 
the same research protocol. 

C.1 Conclusion 
Two potential conflicts of interest existed, which were not identified, nor addressed by 
research authorities. First was the Investigator's non-disclosure of a potential financial 
conflict of interest. Although, it is the researcher's responsibility to disclose financial 
conflicts of interest, the lack of a standardized approach by the BAMC IRB to request 
information on proprietary interests contributed to the board's lack of awareness of any 
potential conflicts of interest. 

Secondly, research authorities did not recognize that a conflict of interest existed when one of 
the members ofthe DR T who investigated potential research misconduct was also involved in 
the review and approval process used during consideration of the research protocol. 

As a result of the failure ofresearch authorities to recognize and address conflicts of interest, 
in addition to the Investigator's non-disclosure of potential conflicts of interest, the validity of 
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the research became questionable, and the rights of the participants were jeopardized. 

C.1 Recommendations, Management Comments and Our Response 
Recommendation C.1.1: We recommend that the U.S. Anny Medical Command review 
and update AR 70-25 and AR 40-38 to clarify requirements for disclosing potential 
conflicts of interest during the conduct of clinical research. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Anny Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. He stated that the Anny would combine AR 70-25 and AR 40-38 into an 
updated consolidated Anny human research protections regulation that clarifies the 
requirements for disclosing and managing potential and actual conflicts of interests that occur 
prior to and during the conduct of research involving human subjects. He expected this 
regulation to be approved by April 30, 2012. Additionally, the Commanding General 
explained that, in the interim, he would be sending a targeted message detailing these 
requirements to all Anny Activities that support research involving human subjects by the 
date of our final report. Furthermore, he intended to follow-up with an official message to all 
Anny Activities by March 15, 2011. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent of the 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.1.2: We recommend that the U.S. Anny Medical Command ensure 
the BAMC IRB's Standard Operating Procedures are updated to clarify requirements 
for disclosing potential conflicts of interest. Additionally, 

Recommendation C.1.3: Implement the use ofa ndisclosure fonn" to be submitted 
along with research protocols for IRB consideration, in order to ensure potential 
conflicts ofinterest are identttied by the Investigator and considered by the IRB. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Anny Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendations. He stated that the Director, Anny Human Research Protections Office will 
ensure that the BAMC IRB Standard Operating Procedures are updated to clarify 
requirements for disclosing potential conflicts of interest Additionally, he explained that 
these procedures will include the use of a comprehensive "disclosure form" to ensure 
potential conflicts of interest are identified by the investigator and considered by the IRB. 
The SOPs will be updated, reviewed and approved by the date of our final report. 

Furthermore, he explained that the Anny has implemented a new process and procedures for 
medical research conducted in theater. Specifically, as of August 2010, the U.S. Central 
Command (USCENTCOM) now holds the Anny approved DoD Assurance which covers 
research conducted in the Joint Operation Areas (JOA) of Iraq, Kuwait and Afghanistan. 
Furthermore, the U.S. Anny Medical Research and Materiel Command (HQ USAMRMC) 
IRB now serves as the IRB of record for research conducted in these areas. Consequently, the 
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Commanding General, U.S. Army Medical Command explained that the current research 
policies and procedures, as developed by USCENTCOM and USAMRMC, meet the intent of 
the DoD OIG recommendations as stated in this report. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent of the 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.1.4: We recommend that the U.S. Anny Medical Command ensure 
that there are policies and procedures in place for individuals or teams that are 
responsible to conduct research study reviews and investigations in a deployed setting. 
Specifically, ensure that individuals involved in the review ofclinical research must he 
independent and not previously involved in the research protocol review and approval 
process. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Army Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. He explained that in March 2009, an independent MNF-1 Human 
Protections Administrator (HPA) position was established to ensure that there was an 
objective review ofresearch conducted in Iraq. Additionally, the Commanding General stated 
that USCENTCOM's Human Research Protection Plan and standard operating procedures 
clearly describes the HP A's responsibilities and that the HPA is independent ofthe now 
"Joint" (formerly "Deployed") Combat Casualty Research Team. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent ofthe 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.1.5: Pending the outcome of the U.S. Navy investigation, we 
recommend that the U.S. Army Medical Command conduct a review of the process used 
during the Deployed Research Team's visit to Camp TQ to identify any necessary 
changes needed to ensure that future reviews are complete and accurate. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments · 
The Commanding General, U.S. Army Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. He identified that the Director, Army Human Research Protections Office, 
would conduct a review ofthe Deployed Combat Casualty Research Team's visit to Camp 
TQ to identify if changes were needed to ensure that future reviews were complete and 
accurate. This report is expected to be completed by May 15, 2011. Additionally, the 
Commanding General stated that once the investigation was completed, they would further 
evaluate if any additional changes were necessary to ensure that in-theater research reviews 
were complete and accurate. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive. No further action is required. 
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C.2 Compliance with Food and Drug Administration 
regulations and guidelines 

The BAMC IRB was not effective in acknowledging or complying with 
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) regulations for the conduct of 
clinical trials using Investigational New Drugs (IND). 

C.2 Applicable Criteria 
• 	 21USC321, Sec. 201, "Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act," January 3, 2007, defines 

and differentiates drugs and new drugs. 

• 	 21 CFR Part 312, "Investigational New Drug Application," April 1, 2008, states that an 
IND is required for the clinical investigation of a drug product that supports a new 
indication for use, or that involves a patient population or other factors that may increase 
risks associated with use ofthe drug. 

• 	 AR 40-7, "Use of Investigational Drugs and Devices in Humans and the Use of Schedule 
1 Controlled Drug Substances," January 4, 1991, defines a drug as investigational "when 
the composition is such that its proposed use is not recognized for the use under the 
conditions prescribed, or its proposed use is not recommended or suggested in its 
approved labeling." 

• 	

• 	

Additionally, AR 40-7, section 4-12 stipulates that a physician in an Army treatment 
facility is conducting a clinical investigation requiring an IND when using an approved 
drug for an unapproved indication "in situations where data on drug effects from one or 
more patients are being systematically recorded by a physician for the purpose of 
substantiating or refuting a claim oftherapeutic efficacy in an unlabeled indication for an 
approved drug." This regulation further stipulates that an IND is required unless ALL of 
the following apply: The investigation will not be reported as a well controlled study in 
support ofa new indication for use ... nor any other significant change in labeling; the 
investigation does not support a significant change in advertising for a lawfully marketed 
prescription drug product; the route of administration, dosage level, patient population or 
other factors do not significantly increase risks associated with the product; the 
investigation complies with Army requirements for human use review and informed 
consent; AND the drug is not being promoted as safe or effective for the purposes under 
investigation. 

BUMEDINST 3900.6B, "Protection of Human Subjects," October 4, 2001, Enclosure 2 
defines "unlabeled use" in research as "any deviation from the indications, dose, route of 
administration, and dosage form or treatment population of a drug approved or licensed by 
FDA." It further clarifies that "treatment of an individual patient" is considered the 
practice of medicine, and "a scientific study using human research participants" is 
considered research, is regulated by the FDA and usually requires an IND. 

43 

FOR OFFlCfAEs UBH ONI:,Y 



FOR: 8FFI@h'1.-L USE 8Nfs.Y 

C.2 Findings 
a. The FDA is responsible to protect the public's health by assuring the "safety, efficacy and 
security of human drugs." Specifically, the FDA's Center for Drug Evaluation and Research 
(CDER) regulates over-the-counter and prescription drugs to ensure that they are safe and 
effective for human use. Accordingly, the clinical divisions within the CDER offer 
consultation on IND matters for researchers and research agencies. 

b. Per the FDA, an "htvestigator IND is submitted by a physician who both initiates and 
conducts an investigation, and under whose immediate direction the investigational drug is 
administered or dispensed. A physician might submit a research IND to propose studying an 
unapproved drug, or an approved product for a new indication or in a new patient population." 
Furthermore, the FDA stipulates that clinical drug trials require that an IND is reviewed by 
the FDA and the local institutional review board prior to initiation ofthe research. 

c. The Investigator hypothesized that "the administration of NAC (n-Acetylcysteine) for 
seven days along with observation will result in improved hearing and balance function in 
individuals who demonstrate these disorders after blast exposure when compared to 
observation alone at the seven day time point." 

d. The form of NAC that was used in the Clinical Study was a tablet. 

e. NAC in tablet form is available as a nutritional supplement sold in retail stores. This 
nutritional supplement is not regulated by the FDA as a drug. 

f. The only forms of NAC that are FDA approved are solutions. Specific solutions approved 
are: 1) hthaled solution for mucolytic therapy (dissolves thick mucus making it easier to 
cough up secretions in certain respiratory conditions such as bronchitis and pneumonia), and 
2) Injectable solution used to treat acetaminophen (e.g., Tylenol®) overdose. 

g. The tablet form ofNAC is not approved by the FDA to treat mTBI. 

h. Federal guidelines describe "drugs" as substances that are intended to diagnose, cure, 
mitigate, treat, or prevent disease. 

i. ht response to our query, the FDA reviewed the research protocol application and 
determined that an "IND was necessary for FDA review". Additionally, they explained that 
"any substance intended for use in diagnosis, cure, mitigation, treatment or prevention of 
disease .. .is a drug". Furthermore, they added that "if the substance (drug) is not a lawfully 
marketed drug product, it cannot be administered to humans without being the subject of an 
IND." 

j. During our interview, the Chairman ofthe BAMC IRB acknowledged that one ofthe peer 
reviewers who conducted the scientific review ofthe research protocol, as well as the IRB 
itself, posed questions to the Investigator whether an IND was needed to use NAC in the 
Clinical Trial. ht response, the Investigator stated than the "FDA has repeatedly said that an 
IND is not needed for the dose ofmedication we are using." (See Observation A.3, "An 
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Investigational New Drug Application was not submitted to the Food and Drug 
Administration".) 

k. Our review ofthe research protocol template used by the Investigator to present his 
research proposal did not have a specific section related to experimental drugs or INDs. 
Additionally, the form used by the scientific reviewers did not have a section specific to 
experimental drugs or INDs. 

l. The Chairman ofthe IRB did not remember ifthere was additional discussion during the 
board meetings specific to the need for an IND, nor could he remember if the IRB members 
considered the scientific reviewer's IND questions artd the Investigator's responses to those 
questions prior to voting to recommend approval for this research protocol. 

m. The Chairman ofthe IRB stated that he had extensive experience using NAC in the 
solution form as an FDA approved medication for Tylenol® overdose, and believed that the 
dosage as proposed by the Investigator fell within the adult dosage range for the drug. When 
asked about the Investigator's intent to use NAC pills (tablets) vice the FDA approved 
solution, he said that the Investigator explained that pills were an approved method. 

n. We reviewed the IRB's minutes specific to this Clinical Study and found evidence of 
documentation of decisions made (e.g. Protocol recommended for approval), however did not 
find a description of discussions that occurred which led to those decisions. Specifically, 
there was limited evidence ofdeliberations/discussions regarding the use of NAC and 
possible need for an IND. 

o. The BAMC IRB's Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) manual identified that a 
representative ofthe Pharmacy Department should be included as a member ofthe 
institutional review board. However, this SOP did not identify specific responsibilities for the 
pharmacy representative, nor did the SOP include any details for consideration ofdrug trials 
or IND requests. 

p. The Chairman of the BAMC IRB acknowledged that they have a Pharmacist who is a 
member ofthe IRB, however, this Pharmacist was not present during the board's deliberations 
regarding the administration ofNAC and the possible need for the Investigator to pursue an 
IND. 

q. The Chairman ofthe IRB stated that he believed the members of the IRB "performed due 
diligence," however, may not have "pursued all avenues" available to the board in rendering a 
recommendation to approve the protocol as submitted without an IND. 

r. The U.S. Army Medical Materiel Development Activity (USAMMDA) Division of 
Regulated Activities and Compliance (DRAC) serves as the U.S. Army subject matter expert 
regarding FDA regulations and IND determinations. An Army official from USAMMDA 
verified that neither the Investigator, nor the BAMC IRB, consulted with the DRAC regarding 
whether the N AC tablets, as intended for use in the Clinical Trial, needed an IND. 
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s. The BAMC IRB recommended approval ofthe research protocol in December 2008. 
Consequently, the Investigator initiated the Clinical Trial in December 2008 and administered 
NAC to research subjects without the necessary IND application. 

C.2 Discussion 
The research protocol that was submitted to the IRB for review and approval hypothesized 
that the Investigator intended to use NAC to improve hearing and balance function for those 
U.S. Service members who were exposed to blast injuries. While there are forms of NAC that 
are approved as drugs under Food and Drug Act (FDA) regulations (e.g. Mucomyst Solution 
for Tylenol® overdose), the substance under examination in this Clinical Trial is an 
antioxidant tablet sold in retail stores as an unregulated nutritional supplement. 

One of the scientific reviewers and the BAMC IRB questioned whether an IND was required 
to use NAC as intended in the Clinical Trial. In response, the Investigator stated that the FDA 
indicated that an IND was not needed. Consequently, without further consideration, the IRB 
approved the research protocol and the Investigator administered NAC to U.S. Service 
members without an IND. 

Although one member ofthe IRB was a pharmacist, that member was not consulted regarding 
the use ofNAC and the possible need for an IND. Additionally, there was no evidence that 
the U.S. Army Medical Materiel Development Activity (USAMMDA) Division of Regulated 
Activities and Compliance (DRAC) was consulted regarding the intended use ofNAC in the 
Clinical Trial. Furthermore, the BAMC IRB's SOP did not specify procedures for subject 
matter experts to be engaged when considering research protocols involving the use of a 
medication that may require an IND or that otherwise might fall beyond the scope of expertise 
ofthe lRB members present at the time ofreview ofthe research protocol. 

Federal and Army regulations provide specific guidance on the factors that trigger the need 
for an IND application in proposed research, as well as the factors that permit exemption from 
this requirement. In addition, Federal guidelines define and differentiate drugs, new drugs, 
nutritional supplements, and the lawful labeling and marketing ofeach. NAC, as it was 
intended for use in this Clinical Trial, is considered a drug because it was used to treat a 
condition, specifically, hearing and balance impairments related to blast exposures. Given 
that the tablet form ofNAC is not FDA approved to treat mTBI, this research was for a 
clinical drug trial that studied the effectiveness of an experimental drug on human subjects. 
Submission ofthe proposal to the FDA via an IND application was required. Additionally, 
the conduct of the Clinical Trial with an IND would provide an additional layer of scrutiny for 
the quality of research and safety ofparticipants. 

C.2 Conclusion 
The FDA confirmed that the Clinical Trial required an IND. However, this requirement was 
not appropriately recognized and addressed by the BAMC IRB during the review and 
approval of the research protocol. Consequently, this study proceeded without required 
FDA scrutiny. As a result, the validity of the research became questionable, and the rights of 
the participants were jeopardized. 
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C.2 Recommendations, Management Comments and Our Response 
Recommendation C.2.1: We recommend that the U.S. Anny Medical Command 
conduct a review into the process used by the BAMC IRB which led to the decision to 
recommend approval for this research protocol without submission ofan Investigational 
New Drug application. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Anny Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. He identified that the Director, Anny Human Research Protections Office 
(AHRPO), will conduct a review into the process used by the BAMC IRB which led to the 
decision to recommend approval for this research protocol. Additionally, AHRPO will 
review the current BAMC IRB processes and SOPs to ensure that the system deficiencies that 
led to the failure to identify the requirement for an IND application in this case have been 
addressed. AHRPO's reports are to be completed by the date of the final report. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent ofthe 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.2.2: We recommend that the U.S. Anny Medical Command review 
and update AR 40-7 to clarify requirements regarding use of investigational drugs in 
medical researc~ to include intended use of nutritional supplements as experimental 
drugs. Additionally, identify the U.S. Anny Medical Materiel Development Activity 
Division of Regulated Activities and Compliance as a consulting agency for researchers 
and institutional review boards regarding interpretation ofFDA regulations and 
Investigational New Drug detenninations. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Anny Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. He stated that the U.S. Anny Medical Materiel Development Activity 
Division of Regulated Activities and Compliance (USAMMDA DRAC) will update AR 40-7 
with respect to clarifying, based on FDA regulations and the latest guidance from the FDA, 
requirements for submission of IND applications for studies utilizing nutritional supplements 
as experimental drugs. Additionally, this update will include identifying USAMMDA DRAC 
as the consulting agency for interpretation of FDA regulations and IND determinations. This 
update is to be completed by April 30, 2012. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent of the 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.2.3: We recommend that the U.S. Anny Medical Command update 
the BAMC IRB's policies and procedures to ensure compliance with Investigational 
New Drug considerations and procedures. Additionally, ensure that these policies and 
procedures prompt consultation with a subject matter expert for FDA-related matters, 
particularly for Investigational New Drugs, as well as for any other matters outside the 
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scope ofmembers of the IRB. Additionally; 

Recommendation C.2.4: Develop a specific checklist for researchers to use at the time of 
protocol submission which identifies the criteria used in making an Investigational New 
Drug determination. Additionally, this form could be used by scientific reviewers and 
institutional review boards to ensure that requirements for Investigational New Dmg 
considerations are met. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Anny Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendations. He identified that the Director, Anny Human Research Protections Office, 
would ensure that BAM C's IRB SOPs are updated to require the comprehensive review of 
clinical research involving the use of medical products and/or devices to ensure compliance 
with FDA regulations regarding INDs and Investigational Device Exemptions (IDEs). 
Additionally, he explained that these SOPs will identify procedures for consulting the 
USAMMDA DRAC for interpretation of FDA regulations and provision of IND/IDE 
determinations. He further explained, the SOPs will include checklists for researchers to use 
at the time ofprotocol submission which identify the criteria used in making an IND or IDE 
determination. These SOPs will be updated, reviewed and approved by the date ofour final 
report. 

Furthermore, the HQ USAMRMC IRB protocol application template currently in use for all 
new research in Theater includes two sections to solicit information from the researcher 
regarding planned use of any investigational or approved drugs, dietary supplements, 
biologics, or devices in the proposed research. This information is used by the IRB in making 
regulatory determinations and/or requesting subject matter expert consultation to ensure that 
all requirements for IND considerations are met. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent of the 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.2.5: We recommend that the U.S. Army Medical Command ensure 
that all individuals involved in the submission, review, and approval of clinical research 
protocols receive training in the use of investigational drugs, Food and Drug 
Administration regulations and the Investigational New Drug process. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Anny Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. He identified that AR 70-25 and AR 40-7 will be updated to include a 
requirement for individuals involved in the submission, review, and approval ofclinical 
research protocols to receive training in FDA regulations applicable to the conduct of studies 
involving the administration ofmedical products and the use ofmedical devices. These 
regulations will be updated by April 30, 2012. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive. No further action is required. 
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Recommendation C.2.6: We recommend that the U.S. Navy Bureau ofMedicine and 
Surgery review and update BUMEDINST 3900.6B to clarify procedures regarding the 
use ofinvestigational drugs in medical research, to include intended use ofnutritional 
supplements and other over-the-counter products as experimental drugs. 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Comments 
(FOUO) The Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED) concurred with our 
recommendation. He stated that the BUMED Special Assistant for Ethics and Professional 
Integrity/Executive Research Integrity Officer will be responsible for the revision of 
BUMEDINST 3900.6B in coordination with the BUMED Office of Special Assistant for 
Medical Research/Director, Navy Medicine Research and Development Center. Estimated 
completion date is December 31, 2011. 

Our Response 
The Chief of BUMED's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent ofthe 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.2.7: We recommend that the U.S. Navy Bureau ofMedicine and 
Surgery ensure that all individuals involved in the submission, review, and approval of 
clinical research protocols receive training in the use of investigational drugs, Food and 
Drug Administration regulations and the Investigational New Drug process. 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Comments 
(FOUO) The Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED) concurred with our 
recommendation. He stated that the Director, Navy Medicine Research and Development 
Center ((NMRDC) and relevant NMRDC subject matter experts will have the responsibility 
to identify relevant professional education programs for incorporation into local command 
education and training curricula by July 31, 2011. This training will be based on the revision 
ofBUMEDINST 3900.6B, previously discussed under recommendation C.2.6. 

Our Response 
The Chief of BUMED's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent ofthe 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

C.3 Communication during Scientific Peer Review 

Existing procedures used during the review of the Research Protocol failed 
to resolve scientific peer reviewer concerns. 

C.3 Applicable Criteria 
• 	 AR 70-25 "Use of Volwiteers as Subjects ofResearch," January 25, 1990, Section 3-2, 

defines a scientific review as a type ofpeer review ''to assure that the protocol design 
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yields scientifically useful data which meets the objective(s) ofthe study." 

• 	 The MNC - I's Human Research Protection Program (HRPP), June 24, 2008, states that 
scientific review and assessment determines whether a research protocol contains 
scientific merit. The HRPP further identifies roles, responsibilities and procedures for 
scientific review, stipulating that the Human Protections Administrator (HP A) is 
responsible for facilitating communication between the investigator and peer reviewers. 
Additionally, the HP A serves as the "central point of contact for coordinating 
communications and effecting individuals to complete their requirements.'' Furthermore, 
the HRPP states that the U.S. Army Institute for Surgical Research (USAISR) is 
responsible for the scientific review oflraq research proposals, and the USAISR Senior 
Scientist's signature on the protocol "indicates a scientific review ofthe protocol has been 
conducted and that the protocol is approved for submission to the BAMC IRB." 

C.3 Findings 
a. The research protocol application, that was completed by the Investigator, specified in the 
hypothesis that "the administration ofNAC (n-Acetylcysteine) for seven days along with 
observation will result in improved hearing and balance function in individuals who 
demonstrate these disorders after blast exposure when compared to observation alone at the 
seven day time point." 

b. Two medical professionals conducted the Clinical Trial's scientific peer review using a 
checklist provided by the IRB. The checklist did not have a specific section related to the use 
of investigational drugs. Consequently, only one ofthe reviewers identified concerns 
regarding the Investigator's planned use ofNAC to treat mTBI and wrote that "an IND 
application for the use of [the] compound [NAC] may be required from the FDA." 

c. Staff from the U.S. Army's Institute ofSurgical Research (USAISR), Regulatory 
Compliance and Quality Management Division collected all information from the scientific 
peer reviewers and forwarded any questions and or concerns to the Human Protections 
Administrator (HPA) in Iraq who served as a facilitator for communication between the 
Investigator (in Iraq) and the research authorities (in CONUS), including the scientific peer 
reviewers and the BAMC IRB. Consequently, the concerns expressed by the peer reviewer 
were relayed by USAISR to the HP A in Iraq, who then forwarded the email listing the 
concerns to the Investigator. 

d. The Investigator provided the answers (noted below) in an email to the HPA in response to 
the peer reviewer's question. The HPA then forwarded the Investigator's emailed responses 
to USAISR for their consideration: 

• 	

• 	

"The reason we picked NAC is the 40 year safety history ofthe medicine as 
Mucomyst® and our MCRD [Marine Corps Recruit Depot] study with Marines and 
NAC with no side effects higher than placebo or background." 

"This medicine has no increased risk over not taking the medicine and the patients will 
be on light duty while taking the medicine so minor things like stomach upset will be 
acceptable." 
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• 	 "The FDA has repeatedly said that an IND is not needed for the dose of medicine we 
are using." 

e. One ofthe peer reviewers stated that she raised the concern whether an IND was needed 
forthe NAC during her scientific review of the protocol. She provided comments about her 
concerns on the checklist that was provided by the IRB. She acknowledged that she did not 
receive any additional follow-up questions, or feedback regarding her concerns about the 
IND. Furthermore, the peer reviewer explained that in comparison between this review and 
scientific reviews that she conducted for other agencies, she felt that she was more involved 
with the other reviews. She expressed her concern that a less interactive review process might 
not take into account the reviewer's concerns and whether the responses adequately addressed 
those concerns. 

f. During our interview, an U.S. Army Official at USAISR acknowledged that one ofthe peer 
reviewers expressed concern whether an IND was needed forthe NAC as proposed in the 
research protocol. He further explained that in his role as "Senior Scientist" for the Clinical 
Trial, he felt that the Investigator's responses to this concern were vague. Additional emails 
were exchanged with the Investigator (using the HPA as the person who relayed the emails) to 
ask for further clarification. The senior scientist, however, believed that there was no 
resolution ofthe expressed concern with the IND consideration and forwarded this 
information to the IRB for their consideration. 

g. During our interview, the Chairman ofthe BAMC IRB explained that he was aware that a 
peer reviewer who reviewed the research protocol prior to its approval expressed concerns 
about N AC, as well as the IRB itself questioned whether an IND was needed to use N AC in 
the Clinical Trial. He did not remember if there was discussion at the board level specific to 
the need for an IND, nor could he remember ifthe board members considered the scientific 
reviewer's IND questions and the Investigator's responses to those questions prior to voting to 
recommend approval for this research protocol. 

h. Our review ofthe IRB's minutes did not reveal any detailed discussions about the need for 
an IND, nor was there any evidence in the minutes that the peer reviewer's concerns, nor the 
Investigator's responses were considered by the IRB. 

i. The IRB Chairman stated that he believed the IRB "performed due diligence" during their 
review of the research protocol, however, may not have "pursued all avenues" available to the 
board in rendering a recommendation to approve the protocol as submitted without an IND 

j. The USAISR official clarified that he was not requested to provide any further consultation 
with the IRB other than forward the scientific peer review checklists, questions asked by the 
peer reviewer and responses provided by the Investigator. 

C.3 Discussion 
Research protocols undergo a scientific peer review prior to consideration by an institutional 
review board. The purpose ofthe scientific review is to ensure that the research protocol 
contains scientific merit and that the protocol design ensures useful data which meets the 
objective(s) ofthe proposed research. 
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Two medical professionals conducted the Clinical Trial's scientific peer review using a 
checklist provided by the IRB. A senior scientist from the U.S. Army Institute of Surgical 
Research (USAISR) was responsible to ensure that the scientific peer review was completed 
and forwarded this information to the BAMC IRB for their consideration. 

During the scientific peer review process, the MNC-I Human Protections Administrator 
(HPA) acted as a facilitator for communication among the parties: the scientific peer 
reviewers, USAISR's Senior Scientist, the Investigator, and the IRB. Specifically, the 
USAISR forwarded questions from the scientific reviewers to the HP A, who then forwarded 
the questions onto the Investigator. Responses were forwarded from the Investigator to the 
HPA, who then relayed the response to USAISR, who eventually forwarded them to the 
BAM C IRB for their consideration. We did. not find any evidence that the Investigator's 
responses regarding a possible need for an IND were provided to the scientific peer reviewer 
who originally posed the question. 

Consequently, the scientific reviewers had no opportunity to respond or ask further questions, 
and there is no evidence that the HP A, the reviewers, nor the Senior Scientist at USAISR 
assessed the adequacy of the Investigator's responses to concerns raised. 

Additionally, our interview with one ofthe scientific peer reviewers revealed that other 
agencies and individual institutional review boards have different expectations for the extent 
of interaction between scientific peer reviewers and the Investigator. Specifically, she 
explained that several boards that she was involved with encouraged direct communication 
between the reviewers and the researcher, as well as the institutional review board itself. In 
this case, neither USAISR nor the BAMC IRB had procedures requiring a dialogue between 
the scientific peer reviewers and the Investigator, or between the scientific peer reviewers and 
the IRB. 

Furthermore, our review ofthe Scientific Review Checklist used bythe peer reviewers 
revealed that the checklist included the minimal requirements for conducting a scientific 
review. However, it did not specifically address the use of investigational drugs. As a result, 
only one ofthe two reviewers identified a concern related to the need for an IND. 

C.3 Conclusion 
The Investigator dismissed concerns regarding the need for an IND, and the procedures used 
during the scientific review failed to resolve the scientific peer reviewer's concerns and 
identify that an IND was required. The lack oftwo-way communication between the 
Investigator and the scientific peer reviewers and the lack of specific IND questions on the 
Scientific Review Checklist contributed to the BAMC IRB approving the Clinical Trial 
without consideration of an IND. As a result the validity of the research was questionable, 
and the rights of the participants were jeopardized. 

C.3 Recommendations, Management Comments and Our Response 
Recommendation C.3.1: We recommend that the U.S. Army Medical Command 
conduct a review into the process used by the HPA and USAISR during the scientific 
review of the research protocol and identity improvements needed to ensure that future 
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scientific reviews are thorough, accurate and address all concerns necessary for a valid 
and scientifically sound research proposal. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Anny Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. On June 19, 2010, the USCENTCOM and U.S. Anny Institute of Surgical 
Research (USAISR) established a revised process for scientific review and approval of 
USCENTCOM research protocols. The current SOP for scientific review includes robust 
procedures to ensure that future scientific reviews are thorough, accurate and address all 
concerns necessary for a valid and scientifically sound research proposal. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent ofthe 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.3.2: We recommend that the U.S. Anny Medical Command review 
and update AR 40-7 to include a more detailed description of the process and procedure 
for communication used during a scientific peer review, to ensure that actions taken are 
adequate to address any of the reviewers' stated concerns or questions. Consider the 
encouragement of an open exchange ofinfonnation among the scientific peer reviewers, 
the investigator, and the institutional review board to resolve any concerns or 
differences of opinion. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Anny Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendations. He explained that although the current AR 40-7 addresses the requirement 
for scientific review, AR 70-25, "Use of Volunteers as Subjects of Research" dated January 
25, 1990 is more specific in its discussion of scientific review requirements. Consequently 
AR 70-25 is the regulation which requires an update according to our recommendation. 

Furthermore, the Commanding General identified that AR 70-25 and AR 40-7 will be 
consolidated into one updated Anny regulation governing the conduct ofresearch involving 
human subjects. Expected completion and approval for the revised regulation is expected to 
be April 30, 2012. This updated regulation will include a more detailed description ofthe 
minimum requirements for the scientific review process and it will address procedures for 
communication used during a scientific peer review. Additionally, this updated regulation 
will encourage an open exchange of information among the scientific peer reviewers, the 
investigator, and the IRB to resolve any concerns or differences of opinion. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent of the 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.3.3: We recommend that the U.S. Army Medical Command update 
the BAMC IRB's Standard Operating Procedure Manual to include a detailed scientific 
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peer review checklist which includes a section dedicated to medications and 
considerations for Investigational New Drug determinations. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Army Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. He explained that it is the fustitution engaged in research (specifically, 
MNC-1) and its IRB (Brooke Army Medical Center(BAMC)) who is responsible to identify 
the FDA regulatory requirements for the conduct ofhuman subject research. Accordingly, the 
Army Medical Command will ensure that checklists outlining regulatory considerations for 
INDs and IDEs will be included in the BAMC IRB SOP, as well as the revised AR 70-25. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent of the 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

C.4 Selection and assignment of the Medical Monitor 

Existing processes and tools used during the review and approval of the 
Clinical Trial failed to effectively leverage the Medical Monitor role in 
protecting research participants. 

C.4 Applicable Criteria 
• 	

• 	

• 	

DoD Directive (DoDD) 3216.02, "Protection of Human Subjects and Adherence to 
Ethical Standards in DoD-Supported Research," April 24, 2007, stipulates that the "rights 
and welfare ofhuman subjects in research supported or conducted by the DoD 
Components shall be protected." Additionally, this directive stipulates that "for research 
involving more than minimal risk to subjects, an independent medical monitor shall be 
appointed by name ... and shall be capable ofoverseeing the progress ofresearch 
protocols, especially issues of individual subject/patient management and safety." 
Furthermore, this directive states that medical monitors ... "shall possess sufficient 
educational and professional experience to serve as the subject/patient advocate." 

AR 70-25 ''Use of Volunteers as Subjects ofResearch," January 25, 1990, defines a 
medical monitor as a "physician qualified by the training and/or experience required to 
provide care to research subjects for conditions that may arise during the conduct ofthe 
research, and who monitors human subjects during the conduct of research." 
Additionally, this regulation requires that a medical monitor is appointed by name ifthe 
(institutional review board) determines the risk as more than minimal. 

Tue BAMC Institutional Review Board's Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) Manual, 
July 7, 2008, specifies that "the Institutional Review Board will appoint a Medical 
Monitor for all research protocols involving greater than minimal risk. The Medical 
Monitor will receive a memorandum of appointment after the protocol is approved. The 
memorandum will review the responsibilities ofthe Medical Monitor." 
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C.4 Findings 
a. The BAMC IRB's minutes dated 5 November 2008 identified the Clinical Trial as "greater 
than minimal risk" due to the fact that there was a "placebo arm in the study that will be 
conducted in a combat zone." 

b. The IRB's policy is that a medical monitor is assigned to research protocols involving 
greater than minimal risk and that there is a memorandum listing the name of the appointed 
individual and their responsibilities. 

c. According to the Chairman of the IRB, he (the chairman) was initially assigned to serve in 
the role as medical monitor, however, this assignment was later changed to a physician 
deployed to Camp TQ, the same location where the Investigator was conducting research. 

d. During our interview, the assigned medical monitor for this research protocol stated that he 
had no concerns regarding the conduct of the study. However, when questioned, he 
acknowledged that he lacked experience with mTBI and was unfamiliar with the clinical 
practice guidelines and tools forthe assessment of mTBI in deployed settings. Additionally, 
he stated that he did not remember receiving an appointment letter as the medical monitor. 

e. Our review ofthe IRB 's did not reveal that a medical monitor was identified by name, nor 
could we find evidence of an appointment letter. 

C.4 Discussion 
According to the transcribed notes ofthe BAMC IRB's meetings, the board identified the 
Clinical Trial as "greater than minimal risk," which required a medical monitor to oversee the 
protections afforded to the research participants, ensuring that the study was conducted 
properly and risks to participants were minimized. Ultimately, a staff physician assigned to 
Camp TQ was identified as the medical monitor. This information was not annotated in the 
IRB's minutes or other correspondence, as required by SOPs. Additionally, during an 
interview, the Medical Monitor had no recollection ofreceiving an appointment letter 
outlining the role's objectives and responsibilities, nor could one be produced. 

Furthermore, by self-report, the Medical Monitor did not have the experience in caring for 
mTBI patients, nor was he familiar with the Joint Theater Trauma System Clinical Practice 
Guidelines which were used to treat mTBI patients. As a result, the Medical Monitor did not 
recognize the concerns related to the Investigator not using the MACE tool when conducting 
neurological assessments as required in the guidelines (See Observation Bl, "Neurological 
assessments did not adhere to clinical practice guidelines for mTBI".) Additionally, possibly 
due to his inexperience in treating mTBI patients, the monitor did not recognize that certain 
medications (specifically Topiramate and Sumatriptan) that were given by the Investigator, 
were contraindicated in the treatment ofheadaches as a result of a head injury (e.g. blast 
related) (See Observation B3, "Medications contraindicated in the treatment of early mTBI 
were administered"). 

C.4 Conclusion 
The designated in-theater medical monitor for the research protocol lacked experience in 
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treating mTBI patients. Consequently, as the medical monitor, he did not have the experience 
necessary to "provide care to research subjects for conditions that may arise during the 
conduct ofthe research" as required by U.S. Army regulations. The BAMC IRB's standard 
operating procedures (SOPs) lacked specificity regarding selection qualifications and 
communication of objectives and responsibilities regarding medical monitors for research 
studies. Finally, the IRB did not adhere to its own SOP in writing a memorandum of 
appointment specifying the monitor's roles and responsibilities. As a result, the medical 
monitor identified may not have been the best qualified individual with the appropriate 
knowledge and experience to ensure that the rights and welfare of research participants were 
protected. 

C.4 Recommendations~ Management Comments and Our Response 
Recommendation C.4.1: We recommend that the U.S. Army Medical Command 
conduct a review into the process used by the BAMC IRB to select an appropriate 
individual to serve as medical monitor for the Research Protocol Additionally, identify 
improvements needed for research studies to involve medical monitors to ensure that 
there are maximum protections ofthe rights and welfare of research participants. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Army Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. He explained that the Director, AHRPO, will conduct a review ofthe 
process used by the BAMC IRB to select an appropriate individual to serve as medical 
monitor for the Research Protocol. Additionally, AHRPO will identify improvements needed 
for research studies to involve medical monitors to ensure that there are maximum protections 
ofthe rights and welfare or research participants. This review will be completed by May 15, 
2011. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent of the 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recomm~ndation C.4.2: We recommend that the U.S. Army Medical Command 
review and update AR 70-25 to ensure there is appropriate detail regarding 
roles and responsibilities, as well as qualifications of a medical monitor. 
Specifically this guidance should require that medical monitor roles and 
responsibilities be provided in writing in the form of an appointment letter with 
clearly stated reporting requirements. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Army Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. He explained that the Anny will combine AR 70-25 and AR 40-7 into an 
updated, consolidated Army human research protections regulation that will included 
appropriate detail regarding medical monitor roles, responsibilities, and qualifications. 
Additionally, the requirement for written designation of the medical monitor will be 
established and included in the revised regulation. This regulation is expected to be published 
by April 30, 2012. 
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Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent ofthe 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.4.3 We recommend that the U.S. Army Medical Command ensure 
that the BAMC IRB's Standard Operating Procedures include procedures and/or 
checklists to ensure all research protocol requirements are met prior to giving approval 
to initiate the research. Specifically, ensure that criteria are developed to document that 
a medical monitor was assigned (if required) and appointed in writing including details 
on their role and responsibilities. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Anny Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. He identified that the Director, AHRPO, will ensure that BAMC IRB SOPs 
are updated to include procedures and checklists to ensure all research protocol requirements 
that are specific to the requirement for a medical monitor are met prior to giving approval to 
initiate the research. These SOPs will be updated, reviewed and approved by the date ofour 
final report. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent ofthe 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

C.5 Identification and protection of vulnerable populations 

Existing regulations and procedures used by the Investigator and research 
authorities failed to identify and appropriately protect deployed U.S. 
Service members as a vulnerable human subject group 

C.5 Applicable Criteria 
• 	

• 	

32 CFR Part 219.111, "Protection of Human Subjects," July 1. 2008 provides criteria for 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval of research, which includes a statement that 
"risks to subjects are minimized by using procedures which are consistent with sound 
research design and which do not unnecessarily expose subjects to risk." Further, 32 CFR 
219 requires "additional safeguards" to be included in research protocols when subjects 
are "likely to be vulnerable to coercion or undue influence" because such safeguards are 
intended to "protect the rights and welfare ofthese subjects." 

U.S. Army Regulation 70-25 "Use of Volunteers as Subjects ofResearch," January 25, 
1990, explains that research using human subjects is to be conducted "in such a manner 
that risks to the subjects are minimized and reasonable to anticipated benefits." 
Additionally this regulation identifies some research participants, such as "persons with 
acute or severe physical or mental illness, or those who are economically or educationally 
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challenged" as potentially vulnerable to coercion or undue influence, and requires that 
"proper additional safeguards will be included in the study to protect the rights and 
welfares ofthese subjects." 

• 	 SECNAVINST 3900.39D, "Human Research Protection Program," November 6, 2006, 
stipulates that "the rights, welfare ... and safety of human subjects sha,ll be held paramount 
at all times," and further emphasizes that "additional safeguards shall be provided for 
subjects who may be considered vulnerable to coercion or undue influence." 
Additionally, this instruction specifies that "Groups warranting additional protection 
include deployed active duty personnel." 

C.5 Findings 
a. The Clinical Trial was conducted on U.S. Service members brought to Camp TQ, Iraq 
within 24 hours of blast exposure. 

b. During a visit to Camp TQ, the Gray Team raised concerns about the conduct ofmTBI 
clinical research on deployed Service members. These concerns prompted the MNC-I 
Surgeon to order an investigation into the conduct ofthe Clinical Trial at Camp TQ. 
Specifically, the MNC-I Surgeon ordered the Deployed Research Team (DRT) to conduct a 
review of the following: 1) Did the research conform to the written protocol? 2) Was the 
mTBI treatment at Camp TQ acceptable medical treatment? And 3) Was there any evidence 
of coercion for deployed Service members to participate in the research (see Appendix E for a 
summary of the DRT's report.) 

c. During our interview, a U.S. Army official from the Office of Research Protections at the 
U.S. Army Medical Research and Materiel Command (USAMRMC) explained that research 
conducted in-theater at the time of the Clinical Trial was approved using a DoD Assurance 
delegated to the MNC-1 Surgeon by the U.S. Army's Assistant Surgeon General for Force 
Projection. She stated that the Brooke Army Medical Center's Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) was named as the IRB of record in this DoD Assurance. She further clarified that this 
IRB had other responsibilities besides Southwest Asia research projects, and was not properly 
resourced for this effort. Consequently, USAMRMC was pursuing the development of an 
Assurance with the U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM). lJltimately, the plans indicated 
that the IRB of record for the CENTCOM Assurance would shift to the Human Subject 
Research Review Board at USAMRMC where there was additional clinical experience and 
multi-service input available for research approval recommendations. 

d. Additionally, the USAMRMC official verified that this Clinical Trial was the first 
interventional (placebo-controlled) study conducted in-theater. She further explained that if 
the IRB had determined that an IND was needed to conduct the research in Camp TQ, that it 
would not have been recommended for approval due to the inability to adequately control the 
extensive paperwork and oversight needed to sustain the IND. The FDA conducted a review 
ofthe research proposal and determined that an IND application was required to use NAC in 
the Clinical Trial. The BAMC IRB did not recognize this requirement and recommended 
approval for the study. (See Observations A.3, B.2 and C.2). 
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e. During our interview, a senior official from the U.S. Army Institute of Surgical Research, 
cited his concerns that military medical research, especially casualty care research, posed 
demands on IRB/research committees who do not have the expertise, nor are able to devote 
the time to conduct comprehensive reviews, including the scientific review process. 

f. A senior official on the MNC-I Surgeon's staff stated, that at the time the research was 
conducted at Camp TQ, there was on-going discussion between U.S. Navy and U.S. Marine 
Corps officials that NAC was considered a "great cure-all" for mTBI and that there was 
support to develop specialized TBI treatment centers in-theater. He additionally explained 
that he felt that these discussions led support to the issuance ofthe FRAGO directing 
movement ofblast victims to Camp TQ. Furthermore, he acknowledged that initiation of the 
FRAGO could be perceived as coercion/undue influence because ofthe potential to force 
patients to become study participants. 

g. Additional interviews with research oversight authorities (Deployed Research Team 
(DRT), MNC-I Surgeon, BAMC IRB Chairman), as well as a U.S. Navy official at Camp TQ, 
did not identify any concerns regarding the potential vulnerability related to research 
participation by wounded Service members, deployed in a combat environment. 

C.5 Discussion 
While U.S. Navy Regulations (SECNAVINST 3900.39D) specifically identify "deployed 
active duty personnel" as a group that require additional protections to ensure their rights are 
safeguarded, DoD and U.S. Army regulations do not specify "deployed personnel" as a 
specific category that may be more vulnerable than others. Interviews with research 
authorities, MNC-I officials, as well as with Camp TQmedical leadership, did not identify 
any concerns regarding potential vulnerability related to research participation by wounded 
Service members, deployed in a combat environment. Consequently, there was no evidence 
ofadditional controls or measures to safeguard the protections offered to this population of 
potential research participants. 

As previously discussed under Observation A.5, the Gray Team expressed concern that 
research participants were unduly influenced to participate in the Clinical Trial due to the 
FRAGO which required the evacuation ofService members with blast injuries to Camp TQ 
for evaluation. The Deployed Research Team (DRT) agreed with this perception, however 
concluded that the Investigator did an adequate job mitigating this undue influence. This 
conclusion may have resulted from the DRT's insensitivity to the increased vulnerability of 
U.S. Service members deployed in a combat environment. 

Additionally, as discussed in Observations A.3, B.2 and C.2, the research participants were 
given a drug (e.g. NAC) that was not under an IND and therefore was not subjected to 
increased scrutiny by the FDA. Consequently, the research participants were potentially 
exposed to unnecessary risks. Discussions with U.S. Army research officials revealed that it 
was unlikely that this research would have been approved ifthe requirement for an IND was 
recognized by the IRB due to the increased complexities ofmanaging research with an IND, 
especially in a combat environment. 
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C.5 Conclusion 
Deployed U.S. military personnel were not properly identified as a population wlnerable to 
coercion, and the guidance in place at the time of the study lacked consistency regarding 
vulnerable groups and additional protections needed to ensure the safety of research 
participants. Additionally, research authorities responsible for the review and approval of the 
Clinical Trial were not sensitive to the potential vulnerability of the military members. 
Consequently, research was conducted that did not adequately protect the rights and welfare 
of deployed U.S. military personnel. 

C.5 Recommendations, Management Comments and Our Response 
Recommendation C.5.1: We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics review and update DoDD 3216.02 to ensure there 
is appropriate reference to identifying deployed personnel as a group or potential 
research subjects that could be vulnerable to coercion or undue influence. Additionally, 
this directive should include a description of additional protections needed to ensure 
that the rights of research subjects that are deployed are safeguarded. 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics 
Comments 
The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering (ASD(R&E)), on behalf of· 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics (USD(AT&L)) 
partially concurred with our recommendation. Although, ASD(R&E) agreed that DoDD 
3216.02 required an update, he stated that there is no evidence that deployed service members 
are more vulnerable to coercion than non-deployed service members or other DoD personnel. 
Therefore, he did not believe that deployed personnel needed to be singled out as a specific 
population more vulnerable to coercion or undue influence. 

Furthermore, ASD(R&E) explained that DoD Directive (DoDD) 3216.02, "Protection of 
Human Subjects and Adherence to Ethical Standards in DoD-Supported Research" was 
currently undergoing a review and would be updated as DoD Instruction (DoDI) 3216.02. 
Completion is expected by May 31, 2011. ASD(R&E) believed that this draft instruction 
better explains the requirements of protection all Military Service members from coercion or 
undue influence. 

Our Response 
Our review ofthe draft DoDI 3216.02, provided by ASD(R&E), shows sufficient detail in the 
requirements for populations needing additional protections from coercion or undue influence, 
including DoD personnel as a particular subset ofthe population. Specifically, the instruction 
requires the IRB to discuss the need to appoint an ombudsman13 to monitor the recruitment 
process to ensure the subject's enrollment is both voluntary and informed. Our position is 
that this instruction as drafted would meet the intent ofour recommendation to ensure that the 
rights of all research subjects are safeguarded. ASD(R&E)'s comments are responsive and 

13 An ombudsman is a person who acts as an impartial and objective advocate for human subjects participating in 
research 
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the actions meet the intent ofthe recommendation. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.5.2: We recommend that the Under Secretary ofDefense for 
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics ensure that in-theater research oversight 
authorities receive training regarding additional safeguards that should be considered to 
protect the rights of research participants who are deployed to a combat zone. 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics 
Comments 
ASD(R&E), on the behalfofUSD(AT&L) concurred with our recommendation. He 
explained that the draft DoDI 3216.02 requires the DoD Components to ensure all DoD 
personnel receive initial and continuing education commensurate with their duties and 
responsibilities, specific to research. Additionally, the DoD Components have informally 
coordinated on a draft framework that lists minimum education topics for different roles that 
personnel have in protecting human subjects and for different types of research. Furthermore, 
ASD(R&E) explained that they would work with the DoD Components as they update and 
implement their policy(s) for protecting human subjects to ensure personnel involved in the 
oversight of in-theater research have appropriate training. 

Our Response 
ASD(R&E)'s comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent ofthe 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.5.3: We recommend that the U.S. Anny Medical Command 
conduct a review into the process used by the BAMC IRB to recommend approval for 
the Clinical Trial. Additionally, review the report provided by the Deployed Research 
Team to ensure it was accurate with appropriate recommendations and actions taken. 

U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Army Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. He identified that the Director, AHRPO, will conduct a review into the 
process used by the BAM C IRB to recommend approval of the trial. Additionally, the 
Director will review the process used during the Deployed Research Team's (DRT'S) visit to 
Camp TQ to ensure their report was accurate with appropriate recommendations and actions 
taken. This report will be completed by April 15, 2011. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent of the 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.5.4: We recommend that the U.S. Anny Medical Command review 
and update AR 70-25 to ensure there is appropriate reference to identifying deployed 
personnel as a group of potential research subjects that could be vulnerable to coercion 
or undue influence. Additionally, this directive should include a description of 
additional protections needed to ensure that the rights of research subjects that are 
deployed are safeguarded. 
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U.S. Army Medical Command Comments 
The Commanding General, U.S. Anny Medical Command concurred with our 
recommendation. He explained that "All" Soldiers represent a unique category of 
vulnerability to coercion or undue influence, however, it was the Anny's position that 
deployed Soldiers will not be considered a subset of this population. Notwithstanding this 
point, he identified that AR 70-25 and AR 40-7 will be updated and consolidated into a single 
regulation addressing Army human research protections. Specifically, he explained that the 
Anny will ensure that the regulation considers vulnerabilities of military personnel to undue 
influence and coercion, and that military-specific protections are included in the regulation. 
Furthermore, the Anny will ensure that the identification ofvulnerable groups and protections 
for military personnel will be consistent with the revision of DoDD 3216.02 (being updated as 
DoDI 3216.02). The revised Anny regulation was expected to be approved by April 30, 
2012. 

Our Response 
The Commanding General's comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent ofthe 
recommendations. No further action is required. 

C.6 Investigation of medical research misconduct in joint .. 
service environments 

A lack ofclear guidance for investigating potential research misconduct in 
a joint-service environment interfered with timely investigation of this 
matter. 

C.6 Applicable Criteria 
• 	 U.S. Navy BUMEDINST 6500.3, "Research Integrity, Responsible Conduct of Research 

Education, and Research Misconduct," June 25, 2009, defmes research misconduct as the 
"fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism in proposing, performing, or reviewing research, 
or in reporting results." Enclosure 5 ofthis instruction further stipulates that "research 
misconduct processes will be performed by the command in which the individual who is 
alleged to have committed the research misconduct is currently assigned." 

C.6 Findings 
a. The Investigator was a U.S. Navy physician, who at the time ofthe study was deployed to 
Camp TQ, Iraq, under the command and control of 1st Medical Battalion, Camp Pendleton 
CA 

b. The Clinical Trial was conducted under the authority ofthe MNC-1 "Assurance for the 
Protection of Human Research Subjects" (DoD A20146) which specified the U.S. Anny 
Brooke Anny Medical Center (BAMC) as the institutional review board (IRB) ofrecord. The 
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BAMC IRB reviewed and approved the research protocol using U.S. Anny regulations and 
guidelines in December 2008. 

c. The Clinical Trial was conducted by the Investigator at Camp TQ from December 2008 to 
March2009. 

d. In February 2009, the Gray Team identified concerns regarding the integrity of the mTBI 
medical research conducted by the Investigator at Camp TQ. The team relayed these 
concerns to the CENTCOM Surgeon immediately after their Camp TQ visit. 

e. The MNC-I Surgeon sent the Deployed Research Team (DRT) to Camp TQ in February 
2009 to investigate concerns that were expressed by the Gray Team. The DRT conducted a 
review and determined that the "actual practice" of the Investigator and his research "both 
appeared to be in compliance with theater and IRB standards." Consequently, the DRT 
recommended that the Clinical Trial be allowed to continue at Camp TQ. 

f The Investigator completed his deployment in March 2009 and redeployed to his parent 
duty station, under the command and control ofthe U.S. Navy's Naval Medical Center, San 
Diego. 

g. A complaint was made to the DoD IG's office in June 2009 regarding the Clinical Trial 
and the conduct ofthe Investigator while deployed to Camp TQ. Consequently, the DoD OIG 
initiated an assessment into allegations of research misconduct in June 2009. 

h. A U.S. Air Force clinical researcher was retained by the DoD OIG to serve as a subject 
matter expert and initiated research into the allegations of research misconduct beginning in 
July 2009. Fieldwork was conducted to gather information on appropriate federal and 
military regulations specific to this research and to frame any potential allegations of 
misconduct by the researcher. In the absence of any applicable joint service regulations, 
additional research was needed to clarify U.S. Anny and Navy research regulations to 
determine the appropriate criteria to apply to this assessment which dealt with a U.S. Navy 
physician who conducted U.S. Army approved clinical research. 

i. One ofthe allegations was related to the use ofan investigational drug, therefore, contact 
was made with the Drug Enforcement Agency and the Food and Drug Administration to 
determine proper jurisdiction for the case. After collaboration with Naval Criminal 
Investigative Services and the Defense Criminal Investigative Services in January 2010, a 
decision was made to refer allegations of researcher misconduct to the U.S. Navy for 
investigation. The DoD OIG continued to do assessment work based on the process used by 
the U.S. Army during the review and approval of the research protocol. 

j. DoD and U.S. Army regulations do not specify procedures to follow in the case where 
more than one military service is involved in allegations ofmedical research misconduct. 
U.S. Navy regulations specify that the command that an individual is assigned to is 
responsible to conduct an investigation into suspected misconduct. 
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C.6 Discussion 
The Clinical Study was approved by the U.S. Anny under a DoD Assurance, however the 
Investigator was a U.S. Navy physician deployed to Iraq. Concerns of potential research 
misconduct were expressed by the Gray Team in February 2009 and subsequently reviewed 
by a U.S. Anny Deployed Research Team (DRT) since the research was currently ongoing in 
Iraq. After completion of their assessment, the DRT recommended that the Clinical Study 
continue. Several months later, concerns regarding the integrity ofthis research were 
expressed to a member of the DoD Inspector General staff who initiated an assessment to 
clarify whether these concerns required investigation. At that time, the Investigator was no 
longer stationed in Iraq, and was redeployed to a U.S. Navy command. Discussion with DoD 
and Navy Criminal Investigative Services concluded that potential allegations ofmisconduct 
should be referred to the U.S. Navy command at which the Investigator was currently 
assigned which is in accordance with the Navy's instruction on research misconduct, 
BUMEDINST 6500.3. Consequently, the DoD IG referred the potential allegations to the 
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery for investigation and any required action. 

C.6 Conclusion 
A review of Anny and Navy regulations identified that the guidelines defining jurisdiction for 
the investigation ofpotential medical research misconduct are unclear when the incident 
occurs in a joint-service environment. Consequently, the lack of applicable policy and 
procedures for investigating potential research misconduct in a joint-service environment may 
have contributed to a delay in the proper disposition of allegations of research misconduct. 

C.6 Recommendations1 Management Comments and Our Response 
Recommendation C.6.1: We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics coordinate with the Military Services to develop, 
update and align DoD and Senice level policies related to the investigation ofmedical 
research misconduct in a joint-senice, deployed environment. 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics 
Comments 
ASD(R&E), on behalf ofUSD(AT&L), concurred with our recommendation. 
Specifically, he stated that DoDD 3216.02 was currently under review and the draft 
DoDI 3216.02, "Protection of Human Subjects and Adherence to Ethical Standards in 
DoD-Supported Research/' included a section addressing non-compliance issues 
related to the instruction. Additionally, he explained that the draft instruction directs 
the DoD institutions to jointly determine and assign responsibilities for responding to 
allegations of non-compliance when the allegations involve more than one DoD 
Component. Estimated completion for this instruction is May 31, 2011. 

Furthermore, ASD(R&E) explained that DoDD 3210.7, "Research Integrity and 
Misconduct" was published to provide guidance on addressing allegations of research 
misconduct. Specifically, this instruction has coverage ofboth the potential need to 
assign joint responsibility, as well as a section on non-compliance by DoD 
Components concerning intramural research. 
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Our Response 
ASD(R&E)'s comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent ofthe 
recommendation. No further action is required. 

Recommendation C.6.2: We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics coordinate with the Military Services to develop, 
update and align DoD and Service level policies related to the conduct of clinical 
research to ensure there is better interoperability among the Services in cases where 
research may be conducted in a joint-service environment. 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics 
Comments 
ASD(R&E), on behalf ofUSD(AT&L), concurred with our recommendation. He explained 
thatthe draft DoDI 3216.02, "Protection of Human Subjects and Adherence to Ethical 
Standards in DoD-Supported Research," encourages commwiication, coordination, and 
reliance to avoid unnecessary duplication 9f requirements for conducting human subject 
research. Additionally, he stated that his office will work with the Military Services as they 
update their policy(s) for protecting human subjects to improve harmonization and reliance 
when reviewing and approving collaborative research. 

Furthermore, ASD(R&E) explained that there are other complementary mechanisms within 
the DoD to promote interoperability and coordination ofjoint research programs, such as the 
Armed Services Biomedical Research Evaluation and Management Committee and the DoD 
Force Health Protection Cowicil. 

Our Response 
ASD(R&E)'s comments are responsive and the actions meet the intent ofthe 
recommendation. No further action is required. 
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Appendix A. Scope and Methodology 

We conducted this assessment from June 2009 through March 2011, in accordance with the 
standards established by the President's Council on Integrity and Efficiency published in the 
Quality Standards for Inspections, January 2005. We planned and performed the assessment 
to obtain sufficient and appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our 
observations and conclusions, based on our assessment objectives. We believe that the 
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our observations and conclusions based on 
those assessment objectives. 

In accomplishing this assessment, we examined several documents and regulations pertinent 
to medical research and mTBI to include (but not limited to) the following: 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) (21 CFR Parts 219, 321, and 355; 32 CFR Part 
219) 
United States Code (USC) (18 USC 208) 
Department of Defense Directives (DoDD) (DoDD 3216.02; DoDD 5230.09; DoDD 
5500.7-R) 
Anny Regulations (AR) (AR 40-7; AR 70-25) 
Secretary of the Navy (SECNAV) Instruction 3900.39D 
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED) Instructions (BUMEDINST 3900.6B; 
BUMEDINST 6500.3) 
Multi-National Corps-Iraq (MNC-I) Assurance for the Protection of Human Research 
Subjects (DoD A20146) 
MNC-I Human Research Protection Program Manual 
MNC-I Standard Operating Procedures 
MNC-I Operational Orders 
Joint Theater Trauma System Clinical Practice Guideline on the Management of Mild 
Traumatic Brain Injury/Concussion in the Deployed Setting 
U.S. Anny Human Research Protection Office Institutional Policies and Procedures 
U.S. Anny Brooke Anny Medical Center Institutional Review Board Standard 
Operating Procedures 
Correspondence from Food and Drug Administration (preIND 108099) 

Additionally, we interviewed individuals who were involved in the review and approval ofthe 
research protocol. Specifically we interviewed the following (positions and titles listed were 
current as of the time ofthe study): 

Chairman, Brooke Army Medical Center Institutional Review Board 
Deputy Director, Clinical Investigation Regulatory Office, U.S. Anny Medical 
Research and Materiel Command 
Senior Scientist, U.S. Army Institute of Surgical Research 
Company Commander, TQ Medical, 1st Medical Battalion Bravo Company 
Research Director, Deployed Combat Casualty Research Team 
Human Protections Administrator, Deputy Director, Deployed Combat Casualty 
Research Team 
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Multi-National Corps - Iraq Surgeon 
Two Peer Reviewers who completed scientific peer review of research protocol 

We also contacted other individuals who were associated with our research of this assessment. 
Specifically we interviewed or had contact with the following (positions and titles listed were 
current as of the time ofthe study): 

Senior Counsel and Intellectual Property Attorney, Naval Medical Research 
Command 
Project Manager, Medical Development, Naval Medical Research Command 
Comptroller, U.S. Navy Naval Medical Center, San Diego 
U.S. Central Command Surgeon 
Multi-National Corps Iraq Deputy Surgeon 
Medical Monitor assigned for the Clinical Trial 
Supervisory Regulatory Project Manager, Division of Neurology Products, Food and 
Drug Administration 
Deputy Director, Clinical Investigations Program, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery 
Deputy Comptroller, Office of Naval Research 
Team Leader, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) Gray Team 
Neurologist Member of CJCS Gray Team 

Furthermore, we interviewed and/or contacted key members of the U.S. Army Medical 
Research and Materiel Command to obtain in depth information on Department ofthe Army's 
clinical research policies and procedures to include: 

Director, Office of Research Protections 
Director, Regulated Activities and Compliance 
Chief, Regulatory Affairs Operations, U.S. Army Medical Materiel Development 
Activity 

This assessment was limited to resources that were available in CONUS. The specific clinical 
trial, "The Use of Anti-Oxidants Used to Treat the Sequela ofmTBI After Blast Exposure," 
was no longer being conducted in Iraq, and all individuals with direct involvement in the 
review and approval ofthis clinical trial were no longer deployed to Iraq. 

Use of Computer-Processed Data 
We did not use computer-processed data to perform this assessment. 

Use of Technical Assistance 
In order to research applicable legislative, DoD, and military specific criteria, review and 
assess applicable documents and correspondence, and participate in interviews with key 
personnel, we obtained the services of a doctorally prepared Air Force nurse researcher. This 
individual had extensive experience in conducting research and in developing and reviewing 
research protocols in a combat zone (Iraq); thus, she was qualified to identify areas where the 
research protocol review and monitoring process may have been inadequate. 
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Appendix B. Summary of Prior Coverage 
No prior coverage has been conducted on traumatic brain injury research integrity in Iraq 
during the past 5 years. 
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Appendix C. Acronyms and Abbreviations 


AHRPO 

AR 

ASD(R&E) 

BAMC 

BUMED 

BUMEDINST 

CENTCOM 

CFR 

CO NUS 

CPG 

DRT 

DoD 

Do DD 

Do DI 

DoDOIG 

DON 

DSN 

FDA 

FRAGO 

HPA 

HRPO 

HRPP 

HSRRB 

IND 

IRB 

JTTS 

MACE 

MCRD 

MD 

MNC-I 

MND-W 

MNF-I 

MNF-WFRAGO 

mTBI 

Army Human Research Protections Office 

Army Regulation 

Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering 

Brooke Army Medical Center 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery 

U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery Instruction 

Central Command 

Code of Federal Regulations 

Continental United States 

Clinical Practice Guideline 

Deployed Research Team (its official title is "Deployed Combat 
Casualty Research Team") 

Department of Defense 

Department of Defense Directive 

Department of Defense Instruction 

Department of Defense, Office of Inspector General 

Department ofthe Navy 

Defense Switched Network 

U.S. Food and Drug Administration 

Fragmentary order 

Human Protections Administrator 

Human Research Protection Office 

Human Research Protection Program 

Human Subjects Research Review Board 

Investigational new drug 

Institutional Review Board 

Joint Theater Trauma System 

Military Acute Concussion Evaluation 

Marine Corps Recruit Depot 

Maryland 

Multi-National Corps - Iraq 

Multi-National Division- West 

Multi-National Forces - Iraq 

Multi-National Forces - West fragmentary order 

mild traumatic brain injury 
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NAC 

OIG 

ONR 

ORP 

OSD 

SECNAVINST 

SIPRNET 

SME 

SOP 

SPO 

TBI 

TQ 

TX 

U.S. 


USAMMDA DRAC 


USC 

USAISR 

USAMRMC 

USD 

USD(AT&L) 

USF-I 
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n-Acetylcysteine 

Office of Inspector General 

Office of Naval Research 

Office of Research Protections 

Office ofthe Secretary of Defense 

Secretary ofthe Navy Instruction 

SECRET Internet Protocol Router Network 

subject matter expert 

standard operating procedures 

Special Plans and Operations 

traumatic brain injury 

Camp Al Taqaddum, Iraq 

Texas 

United States 

U.S. Army Medical Materiel Development Activity, Division of 
Regulated Activities and Compliance 

United States Code 

U.S. Army Institute for Surgical Research 

U.S. Army Medical Research and Materiel Command 

Under Secretary of Defense 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and 
Logistics 

U.S. Forces - Iraq 
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Appendix D. Summary of Process and 
Approximate Timeline 
Following is a summary of the process and approximate timeline used during review and 
approval of the Research Protocol "The Use of Anti-Oxidants to Reduce the Sequela ofmTBI 
After Blast Exposure": 

• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

September 23, 2008 - The Investigator utilized a template provided by the Brooke 
Anny Medical Center Institutional Review Board (BAMC IRB) to submit his research 
protocol. 

Also completed on September 23, 2008 Military Treatment Facility (MTF) 

Commander and the Iraq Research Director (Director ofthe Deployed Combat 

Casualty Research Team) endorsed the Research Protocol. 


o 	 The MTF Commander's endorsement indicates that the MTF Commander has 
reviewed the protocol and the investigator's required credentials including any 
research related training such as the Collaborative Institutional Training 
Initiative Program and approves the protocol to be forwarded for additional 
review. 

The Iraq Research Director's endorsement indicates that they have reviewed the 
protocol and recommend approval for additional review. 

End of September, 2008 - Two subject matter experts identified by U.S. Anny 
Institute Surgical Research (USAISR) to complete the scientific review ofthe 
protocol. USAISR is the designated agency that is responsible for the scientific 
review. 

o 	 The purpose of a scientific review is to ensure that research is scientifically 
sound in its design and methods, so that subjects are not put at risk for a study 
not worthy ofperformance, and that the study will likely produce valid results. 

October 3, 2008 - Scientific peer review checklists completed and 
comments/questions from reviewers collected by USAISR and forwarded to the 
MNC-1 Human Protections Administrator (HPA). The HPA served as a facilitator of 
information between the scientific reviewers and the researcher. 

October 8, 2008 - The Investigator provided responses to the scientific reviewer's 
comments/questions and amended his protocol as necessary. The HPA forwarded the 
researcher's answers and revised protocol back to the USAISR Senior Scientist. 

October 15, 2008 - The USAISR Senior Scientist endorsed the protocol indicating 
that the scientific review was conducted and was approved for forwarding to the 
BAMCIRB. 

October 16, 2008-Multi-National Corps Iraq (MNC-1) Surgeon acknowledged that 
the protocol was approved to forward to the BAMC IRB. 
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• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

October 20, 2008 - Amended protocol and scientific review checklists forwarded by 
USAlSR to BAMC IRB for consideration. 

November 5, 2-008 - BAMC IRB meeting discussing Iraq research protocol. IRB 
identified the study as "greater than minimal risk" and forwarded additional questions 
to the Investigator to clarify whether the substance used in the study as an intervention 
was an investigational new drug. 

November 18, 2008- Iraq HPA forwarded Investigator's responses to IRB questions. 

End of November 2008 BAMC IRB forwarded IRB minutes and Iraq research 
protocol to the Clinical Investigation Regulatory Office (CIRO) for a second level 
review as required for all research conducted in theater. 

December 2, 2008 - CIRO completed their second level review, which was primarily 
administrative in nature. 

December 2, 2008 BAMC IRB approved research protocol and notified the 
Investigator in writing. 

Soon after December 2, 2008 - Investigator began research subject accrual in Iraq. 

73 
P~ll OFPlCIAL USE ONV/ 



Pent OPPleM:L US:E ONLY 

Appendix E. Summary of Deployed Research 
Team Report 
On February 21, 2009, the MNC-1 Surgeon ordered that the Deployed Combat Casualty 
Research Team (referred to as the Deployed Research Team in this report) perform a review 
of the medical research conducted under the MNC-I approved protocol "The Use of Anti­
Oxidants to Reduce Sequela of Mild TBI (mTBI) After Blast Exposure". This research was 
conducted by a U.S. Navy physician from December 2008 -March 2009, while deployed 
with the 1st Medical Battalion Bravo Company in Al Taqaadum, Iraq. 

This review was conducted as a result of concerns expressed during Gray Team visit in 
February 2009. Specifically, the team identified problems related to possible coercion of 
subjects, research protocol deviations, and misrepresentation of research data. 

Questions 
The following questions were asked by the MNC-1 Surgeon: 

• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

Is the conduct ofthe research conforming to the written protocol and meeting the 
standards established by the Human Research Protection Program? 

Is the mTBI treatment being conducted at Camp TQ acceptable medical treatment 
or unproven research? 

Is there an appropriate separation between the medical treatment provided at TQ 
and the conduct ofthe approved research protocol? 

Does the Multi National Forces- West (MNF-W) FRAGO directing evacuation of 
all Marine mTBI patients to Camp TQ for treatment result in perceived or real 
coercion of patients to participate in human subjects research? 

Findings 
The Deployed Research Team_completed its review on 23 February 2009, and provided a 
written response to the MNC-1 Surgeon on 27 February 2009. Their conclusions were as 
follows: 

• 	

• 	

The research protocol was compliant with applicable federal, DoD and Department 
ofthe Army human research protection laws and regulations. 

The mTBI treatment conducted at Camp TQ conformed to the current community 
standard of care, however, the principal investigator (PI), also known as the 
"Investigator" in this report, a U.S. Navy Physician, did not follow the clinical 
practice guidelines established in the .. Joint Theater Trauma System Clinical 
Practice Guidelines for the Management of Mild Traumatic Brain Injury 
(mTBI)/Concussion in the Deployed Setting." Specifically, the PI did not use the 
Military Acute Concussion Evaluation (MACE) as a standardized tool for the 
evaluation of symptoms and cognitive deficits that may follow concussion. 
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• 	

• 	

There was an appropriate separation between the medical treatment provided at 
Camp TQ and the conduct ofthe approved research protocol. 

The MNF-W FRAGO directing evacuation of all Marine mTBI patients to Camp 
TQ for treatment could result in perceived coercion ofpatients to participate in 
human subject research. 

Tue DRT asserted that the absence of the MACE as an assessment tool did not result in a 
decrement in the level of care provided to Service members. Additionally, while the FRAGO 
could be perceived as coercion, the team felt that the Investigator did a reasonable job 
delineating the separation between the patient's referral for evaluation and the early treatment 
proposed in the research study, during the initial evaluation and counseling regarding the 
study. Therefore, they summarized that the perception of coercion was mitigated by the 
Investigator. As a result of concerns expressed by the DRT and U.S. Marine Corps 
leadership, the team relayed that the U.S. Marine Corps leadership was reviewing and 
considering the modification or cancellation ofthe FRAGO. 

Conclusion 
Tue DRT summarized that the "actual practice and research conducted" by the Investigator 
appeared to be in "compliance with current theater and BAMC Institutional Review Board 
standards" and recommended that the research protocol be reopened to the accrual ofpatients. 

Addiuona/Concerns 
While not included in the questions of the original MNC-I tasking letter, the DRT identified 
concerns regarding the Investigator's discussion of his observations regarding early treatment 
ofmTBl Tue DRT reviewed several press releases, as well as a PowerPoint presentation 
given by the Investigator, and noted the following expressions: 

• 	

• 	

• 	

Press Release: 081228-MLG-81871-TBI- " ...Theater TBI Center of Excellence. 
Tue center, a result of (his) two year initiative, is the first of its kind here in 
Anbar" and "Since the center has opened, 42 patients have received treatment. 
Thirty-five have returned to f'mish their deployment." 

PowerPoint Presentation - "Treated over 50 war injured U.S. service members 
utilizing currently accepted medical interventions ...Achieved an overall 66% 
seven day cure rate (for reference the cure rate at 3 months without early treatment 
is less than 20%) ...Recent modification in procedures (addition of active 
rehabilitation) has increased seven day cure rate to 85%." 

Press Release: 090110-MLG-81871-HASC - "(Our methods) are almost 
considered to be policy and these are the people who help influence policy ... said 
he hopes to have persuaded the members to use their leverage to make Camp 
Taqaddum's mTBI treatment method policy for all services." 

Tue DRT was concerned that the above information shared by the Investigator was premature 
given that his research protocol was in the early stages, and conducted as a placebo­
controlled, double blinded study. Additionally, the DRT felt this information could contribute 
to confusion regarding the benefits of the Investigator's protocol in the treatment of mTBl 
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The team discussed these observations with the Investigator, and he (the Investigator) agreed 
to modify his future presentations and press releases. The DRT recommended that specific 
public affairs releases be recalled to avoid confusion. 
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Appendix F. Standards and Criteria 

Standards and Criteria 
The following standards and criteria are used in this assessment: 

Federal 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 

Title 21- "Food andDrugs, 11 April.1, 2008 

Part 312 of21 CFR pertains to the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and specifies 
requirements for "Investigational New Drugs" 

The following portions of 21 CFR Part 312 are applicable to this assessment: 

21 CFR Section 312.2 Applicability 

(a) Except as provided in this section, this part applies to all clinical investigations of 
products that are subject to section 505 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act or to the licensing provisions ofthe Public Health Service Act. 

21 CFR Section 312.3 DefmiJions 

Clinical Investigation means any experiment in which a drug is administered or 
dispensed to, or used involving, one or more human subjects. For the purposes ofthis 
part, an experiment is any use of a drug except for the use of a marketed drug in the 
course ofmedical practice. 

IND means an investigational new drug application. For purposes ofthis part, "IND" 
is synonymous with "Notice ofClaimed Jnvestigational Exemption for a New Drug." 

Investigational new drug means a new drug or biological drug that is used in a clinical 
investigation. 

Sponsor-Investigator means an individual who both initiates and conducts an 
investigation, and under whose immediate direction the investigational drug is 
administered or dispensed. 

21CFRSection312.20RequirementsforanIND 

(a) A sponsor shall submit an IND to the FDA ifthe sponsor intends to conduct a 
clinical investigation with an investigational new drug that is subject to 312. 2( a). 

(b) A sponsor shall not begin a clinical investigation subject to 312.2(a) until the 
investigation is subject to an IND which is in effect in accordance with 312.40. 

Title 32 - National Defense, July 1, 2008 

Part 219 of32 CFR pertains to the "Protection of Human Subjects." This regulation 
applies to all "research involving human subjects conducted by any federal department or 
agency which takes appropriate administrative action to make the policy applicable to 
such research." Accordingly the Department of Defense formulates its policy and 
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regulation accordingly. 

The following portions of 32 CFR Part 219 are applicable to this assessment: 

32 CFR Secti.on 219.101-[policy application] 

(a)(l) 	 Research that is conducted or supported by a federal department or agency... 
must comply with all sections of this policy. 

(e) 	 Compliance with this policy requires compliance with pertinent federal laws or 
regulations which provide additional protections for human subjects. 

32 CFR Secti.on 219.103 -Assuring compliance with this policy 

(a) 	 Each institution engaged in research, which is covered by this policy and 
which is conducted or supported by a federal department or agency, shall 
provide written assurance satisfactory to the department or agency head that it 
will comply with the requirements set forth in this policy. 

(b) 	 Departments and agencies will conduct or support research covered by this 
policy only ifthe institution has an assurance approved in this section, and 
only ifthe institution has certified to the department or agency head that the 
research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) provided for in the assurance. Assurances applicable to federally 
supported or conducted research shall at a minimum include: 

(b)(l) 	 Statement of principles governing the institution in the discharge ofthe 
responsibilities for protecting the rights and welfare of human subjects of 
research conducted at or sponsored by the institution. 

(b)(4) 	 Written procedures which the IRB will follow. 

32 CFR Section 219.107 - IRB membership 

(a) 	 Each IRB shall have at least five members, with varying backgrounds to 
promote complete and adequate review ofresearch activities commonly 
conducted by the institution. The IRB shall be sufficiently qualified through 
the experience and expertise of its members ... to promote respect for its advice 
and counsel in safeguarding the rights and welfare ofhuman subjects ... the 
IRB shall be able to ascertain the acceptability ofproposed research in terms of 
institutional commitments and regulations, applicable law, and standards of 
professional conduct and practice. The IRB shall therefore include persons 
knowledgeable in these areas. 

32 CFR Section 219.111- Criteria/or IRB approval ofresearch 

(a) 	 The IRB shall determine that, among others, the following requirements are 
satisfied: 

(a)(l)(i) Risks to subjects are minimized by using procedures which are consistent 
with sound research design and which do not unnecessarily expose subjects to 
risk. 

(a)(2) 	 Risks to subjects are reasonable in relation to anticipated benefits, if any, to 
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subjects, and the importance of the knowledge that may reasonably be 
expected to result. 

(a)(7)(b) When some or all of the subjects are likely to be vulnerable to coercion or 
undue influence ... additional safeguards have been included in the study to 
protect the rights and welfare of these subjects. 

32 CFR Section 219.116-General requirementsfor informed consent 

No investigator may involve a human being as a subject in research covered by this 
policy unless the investigator has obtained the legally effective informed consent of 
the subject. An investigator shall seek such consent only under circumstances that 
provide the prospective subject sufficient opportunity to consider whether or not to 
participate and that minimize the possibility of coercion or undue influence. 

(a) 	 Basic elements of informed consent include, among others: 

(a)(2) 	 A description of any reasonably foreseeable risks or discomforts to the 
subjects. 

United States Code (USC) 

Title 18 - 208 Bribery, Graft and Conflicts ofInterest, January 3, 1007 

Sec. 208. Acts affecting a personal financial interest 

(a) Except as permitted by subsection (b) hereof, whoever, being an officer or 
employee ofthe executive branch ofthe United States Government, or of any 
independent agency of the United States, a Federal Reserve bank director, officer, or 
employee, or an officer or employee ofthe District ofColumbia, including a special 
Government employee, participates personally and substantially as a Government 
officer or employee, through decision, approval, disapproval, recommendation, the 
rendering of advice, investigation, or otherwise, in a judicial or other proceeding, 
application, request for a ruling or other determination, contract, claim, controversy, 
charge, accusation, arrest, or other particular matter in which, to his knowledge, he, his 
spouse, minor child, general partner, organization in which he is serving as officer, 
director, trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or organization with 
whom he is negotiating or has any arrangement concerning prospective employment, 
has a financial interest, Shall be subject to the penalties set forth in section 216 ofthis 
title. 

Title 11 - 311 U.S. Fednal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act," January 3, 2007 

Section 201 Definitions 

(g)(l) The term "drug'' means (A) articles recognized in the official United States 
Pharmacopoeia, official Homoeopathic Pharmacopoeia of the United States, or 
official National Formulary, or any supplement to any ofthem; and (B) articles 
intended for use in the diagnosis, cure, mitigation, treatment, or prevention of 
disease in man or other animals ... " 

(p) The term "new drug" means ­
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(1) Any drug ... the composition of which is such that such drug is not 
generally recognized, among experts qualified by scientific training and 
experience to evaluate the safety and effectiveness ofdrugs, as safe and 
effective for use under the condition prescribed, recommended, or 
suggested in the labeling ..." 

Title 21 - 355 U.S. Food and Drug Administration 

Section 505 - New Drugs 

(a) Necessity of effective approval of application. No person shall introduce or 
deliver for introduction into interstate commerce any new drug, unless an approval 
ofan application filed pursuant to subsection (b) or (j) is effective with respect to 
such drug. 

Department of Defense 

Department of Defense Directive 5230.09 "Oearance of DoD Information for Public 
Release," August. 22, 2008 

Department of Defense Directive 5230.09 is the Department of Defense's guidance regarding 
the clearance ofDoD Information for public release. Specifically: 

DoDD 5230.09 Section 4. Policy 

4. a. Any official DoD information intended for public release that pertains to military 
matters, national security issues, or subjects of significant concern to the Department of 
Defense shall be reviewed for clearance prior to release. 

Department of Defense Directive (DoDD) 5500.7-R "Joint Ethics Regulation", August 1, 
1993 

DoDD 5500.7-R is the Joint Ethics Regulation for all DoD military and civilian employees. 
Chapter 5 addresses "Conflicts of Interest". Specifically Section 5-410(a) prohibits a member 
from holding conflicting conflicts of interest. 

DoDD 5500. 7-R Section 5-410 (a) - Related Rules 

There is a prohibition on holding conflicting financial interests. See 5 C.F.R 2635.403 
(reference (d)) in subsection 2-100 ofthis Regulation, 18 U.S.C. 208 (reference (c)), and 
5 C.F.R. 2640 (reference (b)) in subsection 5-200 ofthis Regulation, above. 

Department of Defense Directive (DoDD) 3216.02 "Protection of Human Subjects and 
Adherance to Ethical Standards in DoD-Supported Research," Aprll 24, 2007 

Do DD 3216.02 updates policies for protecting the rights and welfare ofhumans as subjects of 
study in Department of Defense (DoD) supported research, development, test and evaluation, 
and other related activities hereafter referred to as "research." Specifically it states: 

DoDD 3216.02 Section 1 Reissuance and purpose 

1.3 	 Supports implementation of32 CFR Part 219, referred to as the "Common 
Rule." 

DoDD 3216.02 Section 4-Policy 
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4.1 	 The rights and welfare ofhuman subjects in research supported or conducted 
by the DoD Components shall be protected. 

4.3 	 Applicability of Federal Policy for Protection of Human Subjects in Research. 

4.3. l 	 The Department of Defense has joined with other Federal Agencies 
to adopt the "Common Rule" Federal policy for protection of 
human subjects in research. (32 CFR Part 219 is the requirement 
for the Department of Defense to implement the Common Rule.) 

4.3.3 	 All human subject research supported or conducted by the 
Department ofthe Defense shall be conducted under an assurance 
ofcompliance acceptable to the funding Agency. Research 
performed at DoD facilities and funded by the Department of 
Defense shall have a DoD assurance of compliance. 

4.4.3 	 For research involving more than minimal risk to subjects, an 
independent medical monitor shall be appointed by name. Medical 
monitors shall be physicians, dentists, psychologists, nurses or 
other healthcare providers capable ofoverseeing the progress of 
research protocols, especially issues of individual subject/patient 
management and safety. Medical monitors shall be independent of 
the investigative team and shall possess sufficient educational and 
professional experience to serve as the subject/patient advocate. 

4.4.4 	 For research involving more than minimal risk and also involving 
military personnel, unit officers and noncommissioned officers 
shall not influence the decisions oftheir subordinates to participate 
or not to participate as research subjects. 

4.8 	 Research misconduct All DoD Components shall establish procedures to 
monitor and review the ethical conduct of research. The DoD Components 
that conduct or support research shall ensure that data and data collection are 
conducted in an ethical manner. In cases in which data are not collected in an 
appropriate manner, the DoD Component shall determine ifthe misconduct 
was intentional or reckless; was an isolated event or part ofa pattern; had 
significant impact on the research record; or had significant impact on other 
researchers or institutions. The DoD Component shall initiate and carry 
through on any actions that are necessary to ensure resolution ofmisconduct 
findings. 

Department of the Army 
Anny Regulations (AR) 40-7, "Use of Investigational Drugs and Devices in Humans and 
the Use of Schedule 1 Controlled Drug Substances," January 4, 1991 

AR 40-7 discusses Department ofthe Army-sponsored, non-Department ofthe Army­
sponsored, and investigator-sponsored categories for Investigational New Drug applications 
and Investigational Device Exemptions. Specifically this regulation contains the following 
guidance applicable to the completion ofthis assessment: 
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AR 40-7 Glossary Section II - Terms 

• 

• 

	

	

Investigational drug - A drug may be considered investigational when the 
composition is such that its proposed use is not recognized for the use under the 
conditions prescribed, or its proposed use is not recommended or suggested in its 
approved labeling. Experts qualified by scientific training and experience evaluate 
the safety and effectiveness ofdrugs to make this determination. 

Investigator-sponsored Investigational New Drug (IND) An IND application for 
which the principal investigator ofthe drug is also identified as the sponsor ofthe 
application 

AR 40- 7 Chapter 4 - Procedures for Use ofInvestigational Drugs and Devices in U.S. 
ArmyMedical Treatment Facilities, Dental Treatment Facilities, and Research Facilities 

4-12 	 Use ofan approved drug for an unapproved indication. In situations where data on 
drug effects from one or more patients are being systematically recorded by a 
physician for the purpose of substantiating or refuting a claim of therapeutic 
efficacy in an unlabelled indication for an approved drug, the physician is 
conducting a clinical investigation, and must adhere to the requirements of AR 40­
38 ... in conducting the investigation. 

Such a clinical investigation of a drug product that is lawfully marketed in the 
United States must be done under an IND, unless ALL of the following apply: 

a. 	 The investigation is not intended to be reported to FDA as a well­
controlled study in support of a new indication for use, nor intended to be 
used for any other significant change in labeling for the drug. 

b. 	 Ifthe drug that is undergoing investigation, is lawfully marketed as a 
prescription drug product, and the investigation is not intended to support 
any other significant change in the advertising for the product. 

c. 	 The investigation does not involve a route of administration or dosage level 
or use in a patient population or other factor that significantly increases the 
risks associated with the use ofthe drug product. 

d. 	 The investigation is conducted in compliance with the requirements for 
human use review and informed consent set forth in AR 40-38. 

e. 	 The drug is not represented in a promotional context as being safe or 
effective for the purposes for which it is being investigated. 

AR 70-25 "Use ofVolunteers as Subjects of Research," January 25, 1990 

AR 70-25 implements Department of Defense Directive (Do DD) 3216.01. It reflects the legal 
requirements pertaining to the use of humans as research subjects funded by Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation (RDTE) appropriations. Specifically, the following 
criteria are applicable to this assessment: 

AR 70-25 Section 3-1 General guidance 

(e) 	 The determination oflevel of risk in a research protocol will be made by a Human 
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Use Committee (a body set up to provide initial and continuing review of research 
involving the use of human subjects). 

(g) 	 RDTE using human subjects is conducted in such a manner that risks to the 
subjects are minimized and reasonable to anticipated benefits. 

(r) 	 A medical monitor is appointed by name ifthe HUC or approving official 

determines that the risk is more than minimal. 


AR 70-25 Section 3-2 -Procedural guidance 

Organization heads conducting RDTE research involving human subjects will: 

(a) (3) Establish a HUC. 

( c X1) 	 A protocol will be prepared for all research requiring approval through the HUC. 

(c)(3) 	 The protocol is submitted to a scientific review committee composed of 
individuals qualified by training and experience, and appointed by the commander 
ofthe unit to evaluate the validity ofthe protocol. The purpose of this peer review 
is to assure that the protocol design will yield scientifically useful data which meet 
the objective(s) of the study. The committee's recommendations and actions taken 
by the investigator in response to the recommendations are submitted with the 
protocol to the HUC. 

AR 70-25 Appendix C -Human Use Committees 

C-1 b. 	 Each HUC will have at least five members. Member will have diverse 
backgrounds to ensure thorough review of research studies involving human 
volunteers as research subjects. Members should be sufficiently qualified through 
experience and expertise. 

C-1 c. 	 Besides having the professional competency to review research studies, the HUC 
will be able to determine ifthe proposed research is acceptable. Acceptability will 
be in terms of Anny Medical Department commitments and regulations, applicable 
law, and standards of conduct and practice. 

C-4 c. 	 Some or all ofthe subjects may be vulnerable to coercion or undue influence such 
as persons with acute or severe physical or mental illness, or those who are 
economically or educationally disadvantaged. If so, proper additional safeguards 
will be included in the study to protect the rights and welfare of these subjects. 

AR 70-25 Glossary Section II - Terms 

• 	 Medical Monitor - This person is a military or Department ofthe Anny civilian 
physician qualified by the training and/or experience required to provide care to 
research subjects for conditions that may arise during the conduct of research, and 
who monitors human subjects during the conduct ofthe research. 

Brooke Army Medical Center Institutional Review Board (IRB) Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOP), July 7, 2008 

This SOP includes the policies and procedures which apply to the development, review, 
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approval, conduct, and reporting of clinical investigation protocols conducted under the 
BAMC IRB. Relevant policies and procedures, specific to this assessment are included 
below: 

2 - Authority ofthe !RB 

2.c. 	 Description of authorities - The IRB will review and approve all research 
protocols to be conducted at the institutions for which BAMC is the IRB of 
record. All submissions will be reviewed for: 

2.c.( I )(i) Compliance with Anny, DoD and federal research regulations. 


2.c(l)(ii) Protection of human subjects. 


2.c(l)(iii) Scientific and statistical review. 


2.c(l)(iv) Determination ofwhich device studies pose significant or non­

significant risk. 

3 - !RB organizational relationships 

3.e. 	 Second-level review ofapproved protocols 

3.e(l) 	 Clinical Investigation Regulatory Office (CIRO) has oversight 
responsibility for all research within the MEDCOM. All human use 
and laboratory science protocols that involve IND or IDE items or 
extramural funding must be approved by CIRO before subjects are 
enrolled. All other human use and laboratory science protocols are 
forwarded to CIRO for review only. 

7 - Clinical investigation protocols involving human subjects 

b. 	 Preparation for application for clinical investigation project 

(i) 	 Greater than Minimal Risk 

d. 	 hnpact Statement The impact statement must be signed by 
the Chief of each service or department which may be 
affected by the research protocol being proposed. If the 
protocol involves use ofdrugs ... the impact statement must 
be signed by the Chief of the Department of Pharmacy. 

c. 	 Processing of research protocols involving human subjects 

(4)(ii) 	 Full Institutional Review Board Conduct of the IRB meeting. 
Members of the IRB shall: 

1. 	 Ensure study is found to have scientific merit. 

2. 	 Determine the level of risk associated with the protocol: 
minimal risk or more than minimal risk 

3. 	 Ensure that risks to subjects are minimized by using 
procedures which are consistent with sound research design. 
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4. 	 Ensure that risks to subjects are reasonable in relation to 
anticipated benefits, if any, and to weigh the importance of 
the knowledge that may reasonable be expected to results. 

11. 	 Ensure that appropriate additional safeguards have been 
included in the study to protect the rights and welfare of 
these subjects, when some or all ofthe subjects are likely to 
be vulnerable to coercion or undue influence. 

d. 	 Requirements for Reporting 

(1) 	 Amendments 

(i) An amendment is defined as any change in the approved study 
protocol 

(ii) All amendments must be submitted to the IRB prior to instituting 
the change. 

e. 	 Medical Monitors The Medical Monitors can be physicians, dentists, 
psychologists, nurses or other health care providers capable ofoverseeing the 
progress ofthe research protocol, especially issues of individual participant 
management and safety. 

e.(2) 	 The IRB will appoint a Medical Monitor for all research protocols 
involving greater than minimal risk. The Medical Monitor will 
receive a memorandum of appointment after the protocol is 
approved. The memorandum will review the responsibilities ofthe 
Medical Monitor. 

Department of the Navy 
U.S. Navy SECNA VINST 3900.39D- "Human Research Protection Program" (HRPP), 
November 6, 2006 

This instruction establishes policy and assigns responsibility for the protection of human 
subjects in research conducted by, with, or for the Department ofthe Navy (DON). Specific 
sections applicable to this assessment are as follows: 

4. a.(1) This instruction applies to all biomedical and social-behavioral research involving 
human subjects conducted by Navy and Marine Corps activities or personnel, 
involving naval military personnel and DON employees as research subjects, or 
supported by naval activities through any agreement (e.g., contract, grant, 
cooperative agreement, or other arrangement), regardless ofthe source of 
fimding, funding appropriation, nature of support, performance site, or security 
classification. It also applies to human subject research using DON property, 
facilities, or assets. 

6.a. - Guiding principles 

The DON uses the ethical principles outlined in the Belmont Report, "Ethical Principles 
and Guidelines for the Protection of Human Subjects and Research," as the foundation for 
its human research protection program. 
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6.a.(l) 	 Respect for Persons -The rights, welfare, interests, privacy, confidentiality, 
and safety of human subjects shall be held paramount at all times and all 
research projects conducted in a manner that avoids all unnecessary physical 
and mental discomfort, and economic, social or cultural hrum. 

6.a.(3) 	 Informed Consent Voluntary informed consent is fundamental to ethical 
research with humans. Informed consent is not simply a document. It is a 
process that begins with subject recruitment. Informed consent includes a 
thorough discussion with prospective subjects and/or their legally authorized 
representatives and continues for at least the duration ofthe research. 

6.a.(6) 	 Vulnerability and Additional Protections. Additional safeguards shall be 
provided for subjects who may be considered vulnerable to coercion or undue 
influence because of their age, health, employment, financial status, or other 
circumstances. . . . Other groups warranting additional protection include .... 
deployed active duty personnel. 

6.b 	 Conflict ofinterest 

Conflict of interest can be defined as any situation in which financial or personal interests 
may compromise or present the appearance of compromising an individual's or group's 
judgment in conducting, reviewing, approving, managing, and supporting research. 
Investigators ....must disclose all conflicts of interest, including any financial interests for 
themselves. 

8.g-Principal Investigators (Pls) 

Pls have primary responsibility for compliance with all human subject protection 
regulations, directives, and instructions. 

U.S. Navy BUMEDINST 3900.6B "Protection of Human Subjects," October 4, 2001 

This instruction applies to all research involving human research participants and offers 
policy regarding the protection ofvolunteer human subjects in research. Applicable sections 
pertinent to this assessment are as follows:· 

Enclosure (2) 	 Research involving the unlabeled use ofdrugs and biologics - Any 
deviation from the indications, dose, route ofadministration, dosage 
form or treatment population of a drug .... Approved or licensed by 
FDA is considered an unlabeled use. The following comments 
pertain: 
(2) 	 If the purpose is not treatment of an individual patient, but 

rather a scientific study using human research participants, this 
is considered research and not the "practice ofmedicine." Such 
activities are regulated by the FDA and usually require filing of 
an Investigational New Drug (IND) and compliance with 
applicable regulations. 

U.S. Navy BUMEDINST 6500.3 "Research Integrity, Responsible Conduct of Research 
Education, and Research Misconduct," June 25, 2009 

This instruction establishes policy for the promotion of research integrity, continuing 
86 

FOR: OFRGIAL USE ONlrY 



education in the responsible conduct of research ,and the handling ofallegations ofresearch 
misconduct. Applicable sections pertinent to this assessment are as follows: 

6.Policy 
It is the policy of Navy Medicine that all personnel will uphold the highest principles of 
ethics promoting research integrity and the responsible conduct ofresearch as discussed in 
enclosure (2): 

Enclosure (2) "General Principles ofResearch Ethics and Integrity." 

1. 	 The principles of research ethics have developed from diverse historical sources, 
but coalesce around four general areas of academic professional commitment: 

l .a. 	 Academic and professional excellence including, but not limited to: 
personal integrity and honesty, maintaining academic/discipline-specific 
standards and methodologies, continuous scholarly and professional 
fonnation, peer review and openness to scholarly critique/quality 
improvement, substantive and effective mentoring, and sound publication 
practices and responsible authorship; 

l.b. 	 Ethical obligations and compliance responsibilities for research protections 
including areas such as, but not limited to: human subject protections, 
animal welfare, environmental protections and safety, sound personnel 
practices, protections against undue influence, and data integrity; 

l.c. 	 The ongoing development ofthe institution and its services including areas 
such as, but not limited to: mission relevance and adaptation/expansion, 
discovery and invention in intellectual property and technology transfer, 
support for the translation of research efforts for public benefit, effective 
research collaborations and academic interdisciplinary, and international 
and cross-cultural enrichment; 

l.d. 	 Responsibility for preserving the public trust including areas such as, but 
not limited to: compliance with sponsor and socio-cultural requirements, 
financial stewardship, appropriate and transparent management of conflicts 
of interest and commitment, refusal to engage in research misconduct and a 
commitment to report all such matters to legitimate authority. 

Enclosure (2) "Requirements for Research Misconduct" 

Lb. 	 Research misconduct is defined as fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism 
in proposing, perfonning, or reviewing research, or in reporting research 
results. 

l .h. Research misconduct processes will be performed by the command in 
which the individual who is alleged to have committed research 
misconduct is currently assigned or employed. 

In-Theater Guidance 

Multi-National Corps - Iraq (MNC-1) Assurance, June 30, 2008 

The OTSG approved the renewal of the MNC-1 "Assurance for the Protection of Human 
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Research Subjects" (DoD A20146) on 30 June 2008. This assurance refers to all U.S. 
Military assets which fall under MNC-1 for organizational and operational control. For the 
purpose of this assessment, the effective date of this assurance was current for the conduct of 
this clinical study. Specifically the assurance states the following that is applicable to this 
assessment: 

Part 1-DoD-Army institutional information 

1.B 	 Name of Institution: Multi-National Corps- Iraq 

Part 2-Ethicalprinciples, compliance, and responsibilities ofthe institution 

A. 	 Ethical Principles ofthe Institution 

A. 	1. The institution will ensure that all of its activities associated with 
research involving human subjects are guided by the ethical principles 
set forth in the report of the National Commission for the Protection of 
Human Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research entitled 
"Ethical Principles and Guidelines for the Protection of Human 
Subjects of Research (the "Belmont Report"). 

A. 3. This Institution acknowledges and accepts its responsibilities for 
protecting the rights and welfare ofhuman research subjects. 

B. 	 Institutional Compliance with Regulations and Policies 

B.1. 	 This Institution will comply with 10 United States Code Section 980; 
32 CFR 219, 45 CFR Part 46, 21 CFR Parts 50, 56, 312, and 812, DoD 
Directive 3216.02. 

C. 	 Responsibilities of the Institution 

C. l.a The Institutional Official will maintain a Human Research Protection 
Program (HRPP) that provides policies and procedures on 
implementing the federal, state, and local policies referenced in this 
Assurance. The Institutional Official will monitor and ensure 
compliance with the HRPP. 

C.1.b. The Institutional Official bears full responsibility for the conduct of 
research covered by this Assurance with respect to compliance with 
applicable federal, state, and local laws. 

C.2.a 	 The IRB will maintain standard operating policies and procedures, as 
part ofthe Institution's HRPP, to comply with the terms ofthis 
Assurance. 

Part 4 -Designation ofInstitutional Review Boards (JRB) 

IRB not considered part of the Institution, but may review research under this Assurance ­
Great Plains Regional Medical Command, Brooke Anny Medical Center, Institutional 
Review Board. (Refer to DoD .. Institutional Agreement for IRB Review between MNC-1 
and BAMC.") 
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Part 6-Institutional Assurance 

6.A. 	 Institutional Official Title: Surgeon, Multi-National Force Iraq 
(MNF-I) and Multi-National Corps - Iraq (MNC-I) 

MNC - I Human Research Protection Program (HRPP), June 24, 2008 

The MNC-I, which is part of Multi-National Force - Iraq is the tactical unit responsible for 
command and control of operations throughout Iraq. MNC-I is covered by the HRPP. 
Specifics ofthis program applicable to this assessment are identified below: 

1.1 Components ofthe institution covered by the HRPP 

• 	

• 	

• 	

This HRPP will monitor research done by individuals or small groups located 
in theater. 

Authority for this HRPP rests with the MNC-I Surgeon, who serves as the 
Institutional Official for the MNC-I Assurance. 

The Deputy Director ofthe Deployed Combat Casualty Research Team 
(DC2RT) is assigned as the Human Protections Administrator (HPA) and as 
such oversees the implementation ofthis HRPP. 

1.2 Goals and objectives ofthe HRPP 

• 	

• 	

• 	

• 	

The HRPP will ensure that all MNC-I research: 

Recognizes the rights and welfare of human research participants and ensures 
these are adequately protected. 

Is guided by the ethical principles of respect for persons, beneficence, and 
justice as set forth in the Belmont Report, and is conducted with the highest 
level ofexpertise and integrity. 

Complies with applicable federal, DoD, and DA laws and regulations. 

1.5 Scientific and scholarly validity review and ethics review 

• 	

• 	

Each human subject research protocol must undergo scientific review and 
assessment to determine ifthe protocol contains scientific merit. 

The HP A evaluates a protocol for the following relevant factors: 

a. 	 Is the protocol relevant to military medicine and can it only be 
conducted in the Theater of Operations? 

b. 	 Is it appropriately designed to yield scientifically useful 
information? 

c. 	 Is the protocol in the correct format, and have all sections been 
addressed? 

d. 	 Is the protocol in compliance with the rules and regulations which 
govern human subject research? 
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• 	 The HP A forwards the protocol to the Hmnan Use Protocol Coordinator 
(HUPC), U.S. Army Institute for Surgical Research (USAJSR) for scientific 
review. The HUPC forwards the proposals to the identified reviewers with an 
accompanying checklist to aid in their review. The HPA facilitates discussion 
between the scientific reviewers and the principal investigator (Pl). All 
correspondence including scientific reviewer checklists, PI responses to 
questions and the revised protocol are submitted to the Senior Scientist, 
USAJSR for final review and protocol signature. The signature indicates a 
scientific review of the protocol has been conducted and that the protocol is 
approved for submission to the BAMC IRB. 

1.6-Primary officers and organizational components carrying out the HRPP 

• 	 The Principal Investigator and other investigators are responsible for reporting 
promptly to the appropriate IRB, through the HP A, any proposed changes to 
the research activity. The changes shall not be initiated without prior IRB 
review and approval, except where necessary to eliminate apparent immediate 
hazards to the subjects. 

2.2-Matching scientific review and !RB resources to volume and types ofhuman 
research 

• 	

• 	

• 	

All protocols to be conducted in theater will undergo two scientific reviews. 
These reviews are to determine if the proposed study has scientific merit, 
proposes to answer a valid scientific question that has not already been 
sufficiently answered, and is constructed in such a manner as to be able to 
answer the proposed question. 

The protocol is sent to two subject matter experts (SME) in the field ofthe 
proposed research. Upon receiving feedback from the SMEs, the HPA works 
with the PI to formulate changes and responses to any questions or concerns 
raised during the review. 

After the scientific review has been addressed, and the MNC-1 Research 
Director and MNC-1 Surgeon agree that the research is appropriate to be 
conducted in theater, the protocol is forwarded to the BAMC IRB for fmal 
evaluation. The IRB evaluates the protocol for human subject protection and 
compliance with the scientific reviewers' recommendations. The IRB holds 
the final authority to declare a protocol scientifically valid and appropriate to 
conduct on human subjects with all required and necessary protections in 
place. 

3.2 Conflict ofinterest and undue influence 

• 	 An investigator is obligated to disclose any possible conflict of interest prior to 
protocol review and approval. Possible conflicts of interest include ... a 
proprietary interest in the tested product, including, but not limited to, a patent, 
trademark, copyright or licensing agreement. 
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• 	 Regarding undue influence, ethical and regulatory requirements prohibit the 
coercion ofhuman subjects to take part in human research efforts. In the 
informed consent process, investigators and research staff will ensure that this 
matter is strictly enforced. 

Chapter 5 - Jnvestigational or unlicensed test articles 

In general, no interventional research is done lUlder the MNC-1 Assurance using 
investigational or unlicensed test articles necessarily regulated by the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA). 

Chapter 9-Participant recruitment and selection 

The HPA will ensure that recruitment of military personnel does not involve any possible 
coercion or reality of conflict of interest, undue influence, or coercion, no matter how 
subtle. 

Chapter 12 -Dissemination ofresearch findings 
Where human research efforts may result either in professional presentations or peer 
reviewed publications, PAO reviews and approvals must be given before such efforts are 
presented or published. Publications involving human subject research must contain 
DoDIDA disclaimers in accordance with federal policy and the policies of publishing 
houses. 

Multi-National Corps - Iraq (MNC-1) Operational Orders (Tab G to Appendix 2 to 
Annex Q) "Mild Traumatic Brain Injury (Concussion)" 

This set ofoperational orders provides theater-specific guidance for the medical evaluation, 
management and documentation of mild traumatic brain injury (mTBI)/Concussion. 

4. Definition. Mild traumatic brain injury (concussion) in military operational settings is 
defined as an injury to the brain resulting from an external force and/or 
acceleration/deceleration mechanism from an event such as a blast, fall, direct impact, or 
motor vehicular accident which causes an alteration in mental status. Related symptoms 
may include: headache, nausea, vomiting, dizziness/balance problems, fatigue, 
insomnia/sleep disturbances, drowsiness, sensitivity to light/noise, blurred vision, 
difficulty remembering and/or difficulty concentrating. 

5. Execution. 

a.l(b) MND/F Surgeons, Medical Officers in separate units, and medical llllit 
commanders will ensure all medical providers are familiar with the Concussion 
Management in a Deployed Setting (enclosure (1) and the Military Acute Concussion 
Evaluation (MACE) (enclosure 2). For the initial in-theater evaluation and 
management ofpossible mTBI (concussion), providers should complete a history and 
physical exam, with focus on the neurological examination. This encounter should 
include at a minimum the MACE history (questions I- VIII). 

b. Coordinating Instructions. 

(3) Providers should follow the guidelines outlined in enclosure (1) (Joint 
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Theater Trauma System Clinical Practice Guidelines) forthe initial 
management ofmTBI. 

(7) Providers will monitor for persistent symptoms and neurological findings. 
Manage post-concussive symptoms as clinically appropriate, avoiding 
narcotics, non-steroidal inflammatory medications and aspirin until cleared to 
return to duty. 

Multi-National Corps - Iraq (MNC-I) Standard Operating Procedures (Tab P, 
Appendix 4, Section Q) "Mild Traumatic Brain Injury," November 30, 2007 

This document provides leaders and medical personnel with MNC-1 theater-specific guidance 
concerning U.S. Military personnel at risk for having a mild traumatic brain injury and 
guidance for the medical evaluation and management of these patients. 

4. Execution. 

A.(l)(B) MND/F Surgeons, Medical Officers in MNC-1 separate units, and medical 
unit commanders will ensure that all medical personnel are aware ofand use the J1TS 
CPG for in-theater evaluation and management ofpatients with a possible mTBI 
(concussion). Do a history-documenting any symptoms; perform a physical exam 
with focus on a complete neurological examination. Additionally, this encounter will 
include the MACE screening results. 

Joint Theater Trauma System (JTTS) Clinical Practice Guidelines (CPG), 
"Management of Mild Traumatic Brain Injury (mTBI)/Concussion in the Deployed 
Setting," November 2008 

This document provides updated guidance for the diagnosis, evaluation, treatment, follow-up 
and return to duty ofmild traumatic brain injury patients. 

5. 	 Evaluation and Management of Concussion in the Deployed Setting 
a. Treatment of concussion in the deployed setting 

2) Headache Management 
• 	
• 	

• 	

• 	

Acutely, use acetaminophen 
Avoid the use ofTramadol, NSAIDs, ASA, or other platelet inhibitors for 
the first forty-eight hours or until neuroimaging demonstrates the absence 
of intracranial pathology 
Avoid narcotics as these are not indicated for the management of 
posttraumatic headaches 
After 1 week, consider nortriptyline or amitriptyline, 25mg po qhs for 
headaches occurring> 2 times/week. It is recommended that only 7-10 
pills are dispensed at a time. 

b. Assessment and Treatment of Acute Mild TBI 

(1) The following three algorithms (Appendices A, Band C), offered as clinical 
practice guidelines, should not be interpreted as a substitute for sound clinical 
judgment. The Military Acute Concussion Evaluation (MACE) serves as a 
standardized tool for the evaluation of symptoms and cognitive deficits that may 
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follow concussion. MACE scores do not diagnose concussion. Concussion remains a 
clinical diagnosis. 

JTTS CPG for mTBI Appendix D: Concussion Patient Information Sheet 

5. Does medicine help? 

The treatment for concussion is limited duty and rest. Ifyou have a headache, you can 
usually take acetaminophen (brand name: Tylenol). Non-steroidal medications like 
aspirin and ibuprofen (Advil, Motrin) may increase the risk of bleeding; therefore 
these medications should only be taken upon the advice of a medical provider. 
Narcotics may cause significant sedation and interfere with your ability to perform; 
therefore narcotics like hydrocodone (Vicodin) or oxycodone (Percocet) should be 
avoided wiless you have another medical reason to take them. Over-use of any of 
these medicines may lead to rebound headaches, making you feel worse. 

6. Warning Signs 

Certain signs and symptoms of a concussion require immediate care. Ifyou experience 
any ofthe following go immediately to the nearest aid station or emergency room, at 
any time of day or night: 

- Progressively declining level of alertness 

- Seizures 

- Double vision 

- Slurred speech 

- Unable to recognize people and places 

- Unequal pupils 

- Repeated vomiting 

- Worsening headache 

- Weakness or numbness in anus or legs 

- Unsteadiness on feet 
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Appendix G. Management Comments 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, 
and Logistics 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3030 DEFENSE PENTAGON 


WASHINGTON. DC 20301-3030 


FE8 G 8 2011 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	DEPUTY INSPECTOR GENERAL. SPECIAL PLANS AND 
OPERATIONS, DoDIO 

THROUGH: DIRECTOR, ACQUISITION RESOURCES AND ANALYSIS ~ \ \ \ \ \ 

SUBJECT: 	Response to DoD IO Draft Report on Allegations Concerning Tmmnatic Brain Injury 
Research Integrity in Iraq (Project No, D2009·DOOOSP0-0242.00) 

Aslt'Qucst:ed, I am providing USD(AT&L) respouses tom:ommendations CS.I, CS.2, C6.I 
and C6.2 contained in the 1ubject report. Eaeh of the respo11SC$ to the four recommendations 
involves updating DoD Directive (DoDD) 3216.02, .. Protection ofHuman Subjects and Adhereac:e 
to Ethical Standards in DoD-Supported Research." This DoD policy is being updated as DoD 
Instruction (DoDI) 3216.02. A copy ofdraft DoDI 3216.02 that was submitted for formal 
coordination is at Tab A. Many of the DoD Components have provided their formal. coordination 
(Mr. Randolph Stone coonlinated without comment on behalfofthe Inspector General on December 
3, 2010.) Ifall the DoD Components concur with the draft, recommend only ml.nor modifications, 
and comply with the established timelines for processing DoD Instructions, DoDl 3216.02 should be 
signed by May 31, 2011. It is anticipated the Military Services will update theirpolicy(s) for 
protecting human subjects when DoDI 3216.02 is signed. My ofriee will nwiew any significant 
changes to DoD Component level policies to ensure the DoD Components remain compliant with 
the DoO level policy. 

Rpmmemtatie c.5.1: The: OIG recommended the US[)(AT&L) ''review and update DoDD 
3216.02 to ensure there is appropriate reference to identifying deployed pmonnel as a group or 
potential reseerob subjects that could be vulnerable to coercion or undue intlueooe. Additionally. this 
directive should include a description ofadditional protections needed to ensure that the rights of 
l'CSelm:h subjects that ate deployed are safeguarded.'' 

Bgpt•: Partially Coocv. I concur with the need to update the DoDD 3216.02 v.ith iespect 10 
obtaining infonned consent by subjects that is free ofcoercion or undue influence. However, there 
is no evidence that deployed service members are more vulnerable to coercion Chan non-deployed 
service members or other DoD personnel. The draft DoDI includes a section describing additional 
lt'QUiremcnts for populations needing additional protections (Section 7 ofEnclosure 3 ofthe draft 
DoDI). One subsection describes additional protections for all DoD persomiel (Paragraph 7.e. of 
Enclosure 3). In addition to retaining requirem.enls in the current DoDD 3216.02 (e.1.. prohibition 
ofsuperiors influencing the decision ofsubordinates to volunteer and prohibition ofsupervisors 
attendingrecndtment sessions), the draft DoDI requires the Institutional Review Board (IRB) to 
discuss the need to appoint an ombudsman to monitor the recruitment process to ensure the subject's 
enrollment is both voluntary and infonned. (The lRB must review and approve all research 
involving human subjects u described in 32 Code ofFederal Regulations Part 219.) The: draft DoDI 
better explains the .requirements ofprotecting all Military Service members &om coercion or widue 
influence. 

•O:R 017.Vl'iHAls USS OUl5Y 
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Resommerulatiop C.S,2: The OIG recommended the USD(AT&L) ..~that in-theat.er mearch 
oversight authorities ~eive training regarding additional safeguards that should be comidm:d to 
protect the rights ofresearch participants who are deployed to a combat zone." 

Bcspowe: Coucur. The drat\ DoDl has sections regarding education and uaining requirements for 
DoD personnel inv-0lved hmnan subject research. The draft DoDI requires the DoD Components to 
en.sure all DoD personnel receive initial and continuing education commensurate with their duties 
and responsibilities (Section S ofF.ndoSW"C 3 ofthe draft DoDI at Tab A). The draft DoDI assigns 
the Assistant Secretmy ofDefense for Resean:h and Engineering (ASD{RltE)) the responsibility for 
developing a framework for educational training requirements (Paragraph I .f. ofEnelosure 2). The 
DoD Components have infomtally comdinated on a draft framework that lists minimum education 
topics for different roles that persomiel have in protecting human suijects and for dift'mnt types of 
research. We expect this action to be complete by June 30, 2011. My office will work with the DoD 
Component as they update and implement their policy(s) for protecting human subjects to ensure 
personnel involved in the oversight ofin·theater resean:b have appropriate training. 

Rscomm,eadation c.6.1: The 010 recommended the USD(AT&L) "coordinate with the Military 
Serviees to develop, update and align DoD and Service level policies related to the imlestigation of 
medical research misconduct in a joinwenicc, deployed environment." 

Bnntme: Concur. l concur with the need to update the DoDD 3216.02 with respect 10 clarifying 
investigation ofresean:h misconduct in a collaborative environment. The :recommendation will 
htctude all the DoD Components supporting human subject research and cover all DoD conducted 
resean:h, regardless ofthe location ofthe research. Since DoDD 3216.02 W11S last signed in 2002, 
DoDl 3210.7, '"Research Integrity Md Misconduct," (Tab B) was published to provide guidance on 
~allegations ofresearch misconduct. DoDI 3210.7 has coverage ofhoth the potential need 
to assign joint responsibility (paragraph 6.2.3 ofTab B), as well as a section on non-<:ornpliance by 
DoD Components concerning intramural mearch (patagraph E3. l.ll ofEnclosure 3 ofTab B). 
Similarly. the draft DoDI .3216.02 has a section about noncompliance with the Instruction (Section 
16. ofEnelosure 3 of the draft DoDI at Tab A). When more than one DoD Component is involved 
io an allegation, the draft DoDI directs lb.e DoD institutions 10jointly delenn"me and assign 
responsibilities for responding to the allegation. This should close any perceived pp between the 
issuances for human subject research and resean::h misconduct as both address this topic. .As long as 
a DoD Component isoomplying withDoDl 3210.7 and DoDI 3216.02 as drafted. no additional 
reqlliremettts are needed ifthe allegation involves personnel at a deployed location. 

Rpmmeodation C.6.2: The 010 recommended the USD(AT&L) "coordinate with the Military 
Services to develop. update and align DoD and Service level policies related to the conduct of 
clinical research to enst1re there Is better interoperability among the Services in caes where research 
may be conducted in ajoinl-ervice environment." 

R.efpome: Concur. When human subject research is being supported by more than one DoD 
Component, the draft DoDI encourages communication, coordination, and reliance to avoid 
unnecessary duplication of requirements for conducting human subject teSeaicll (Section 3 of 
F.ncloaure 3 ofthe draft DoDI at Tab A). My office will work with the Military Services as they 
updaac their Policy(s) for protecting hwnan subjects to improve bannonization and reliance when 
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reviewing and approving collaborative research. In addition there are other complementary 
mechanisms within the DoD to promote interoperability and coordination ofjoint research programs, 
such as the Armed Setvi~s Biomedical Research Evaluation and Management Committee and the 
DoD Force Health Protection Council. 

Please contaQt (Patty Decot at 703-SSS-7402 or patty.decot@o&d.mil) ifadditional 
infonnation is required. 

~,J/ll!/
Zachary J. Lemnios 

Attachment: 
As stated 

mailto:patty.decot@o&d.tnil
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Department of the Army 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFACE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 


MANPOWER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS 

111 ARMY PENTAGON 


WASHINGTON. DC 203TIMl111 


SAMA-MP 

MEMORANDUM FOR Inspector General (IG), Department of Defense (DoD), 400 Army 
Navy Drive, Arlington, Virginia 22202-4704 

SUBJECT: Response to DoD IG Draft Report on Assessment of Allegations 

Concerning Traumatic Brain Injury Research Integrity in Iraq (Project No. D2009­
DOOSP0·0242.00) dated December 22, 201 O 


1. Reference: Memorandum from the Department of Defense Inspector General to the 
Deputy Chief Management Officer, subject: same as above. 

2. I have reviewed the draft Department of Defense Inspector General report assessing 
that the Department of Defense's guidance regarding the performance of research on 
human subjects (in this case deployed, injured U. S. military personnel In Iraq) was 
violated in a DoD approved clinical research trial evaluating a treatment for mild 
traumatic brain injury. The Army concurs with comments to the DoD IG draft report. 
Enclosed are comments from The Army Surgeon General. 

3. The Secretariat point of contact is•••••••lat (703) 692~r 
••••9?1us.army.mll. 

~ 
Encl • SAMUEL B. RETHERFORD 


Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army 

Military Personnel l(i ft!IJ) g..c ll 


http:DOOSPO.0242.00
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MEMORANDUM FOR Inspector General (IG), Department or Defense (DoD). 400 Anny Navy 
DtiYe. Arlnglon, VA 22202-4704 

SUBJECT: Comments In Response to OoD IG Draft Report on Assessment of Allegations 
Concerning Traumatic Brain Injury Researdl Integrity In Iraq (Project No. 02009-DOOSPO.. 
0242.00) dated December 22, 2010 

1. Iappreciate the DoD IG's comprehensive inveatlgallon of this complaint Involving clinical 
research conducted In Iraq with deployed Service members. The U.S. Anny la committed to 
ensuring that research Jnvo1¥1ng human aubjeds adheres to the highestethlc:al standards and ls 
conducted In run compliance with federel, DoD and Anny ragulatory requlrementl. The 
recommendationa Included In this report will assist us In Improving our eft'orls In the pJOtectlon of 
human reaeerch SUbjeclS. 

a. AB requested, I am providing ccrnrnents regarding lhe observations and recommendations 
In the draft report that are directed to the us Army Surgeon Oeneral and the us Army Medical 
Command (USAMEDCOM), apeclftcally Observations C.1 • 5 and Recammendatlons C.1.1·
c1.s: c.2.1-C.2.5; c.s.1-e.s.a: C.4.1-C.4.a; and c.&.a.c.s.4. 

b. Please note thal, although the Recommendations Table on Page 6 of the draft report 
indicates there Is aRecommendation c.1.a. no such Recommendation Is Hated on page so. 
Additional adminislralive correction comments regardlng the document have been proyldecl to 
f\e DoD IG In aseparate communication sent on 9 January 2011 by !he Army POC for this 
action. 

2. Observation C.1. The DoO IG observed lhal •[a)llhough two potential confllcta of Interest 
existed, proceeses used during the review and approval of medical researoh were not effective 
In Identifying and addressing them.• I ccncur with lhls observation. The following are my 
responses to the five recommendations to the USAMEDCOM that accompany this observation: 

a. Recommendation C.1.1. "Review and update AR 70.25 and AR -40-38 to ci.try 
requirements far dlscloeing potenllal c:onflicts of Interest during th& conduct of clinical research.a 

Response: Concur. The Army wlll combine AR·70-25 and AR 40-38 Into an updated 
consolidated Army human research proteetions regulation that darllee lhe requirements for 
dlscloslng and managq polenllal and actual confticls oflnlerests that oceut prior to and during 
the conduct of reaearch Involving human subjects. We expect this regulation to be approved by 
30 April 2012. In the Interim I wlll sand a targeted message detailing these requirements to all 
Anny Activities that support meard'l lnvoMng hi.Wan subjects by 28 February 2011. I wlll 
follow-up with a message to all Arm.y Acllvllles (ALARACT) by 15 March 2011. 
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DASG-ZA 
SUBJECT: Commenla In Response to DoD IG Draft Report on Assessment of Allegations 
Concerning Traumatic Bfl!lln Injury Research Integrity In Iraq (Project No. 0200B-DOOSP0­
0242.00) dated December 22. 2010 

b. RecommendaliOn C.1.2. •ensure lhe Review Board's Standen::! Opentllng Procedurea ara 
updated to clarify requirern8nta for dlaclosing potential conflicts of lntereat. • 

Response: Concur. Note that lhe Brooke Army Medical Center (BAMC) lnstituttonal Review 
Board's {IRB) Is lhe Review Board deecribed in this report. See below for a consolldated 
responee to DoD IG Recommendaton c.1.2. and Rec:ommendalfon c.1.3. 

c. Recommendation C.1.3. 1mplement the Ul8 of a 'dlsclOSUfe form' to be eubmitted along 
wilh reaearch protocols for Review Board conelderalon, In order to ensure pof8ntlal con8lch of 
lnlerast anfl Identified by lh9 lnvelflgator and consfdenKI by the Review Board: 

Response: Com:u. The Director, Army Human Research Protections Office (AHRPO), NII 
ensure that the BAMC IRB Standal'd Operating Procedures (SOPs) ase updated to clarify 
requirements for disclosing potential conflicls of Interest. Thia procedure will Include lhe use of 
acomprehensive "dlsclosore roon· to ensure potenllal conflicls of Interest are ldanlifled by lhe 
Investigator and considered by the IRB. These SOPe will be updated, nMewed and approved 
by 28 February 2011. 

Nole: In Spring 2010, the lnstltutlonal Ofllclals of lhe Multl--Nallonal forces.Iraq (MNF-1) and US 
Forces-Afghanlltan signed Institutional Agre&ments w1th the Headquarters, US Army Medical 
Research and Matertel Command (HQ USAMRMC) adding the HQ USAMRMC IRB to lheir 
DoD Assurances for Protection of Human Research SubjedS rAssurances"). The USAMRMC 
IRB has served as the IRB of record for all new Theatre protocols since 14 June 2010. The HQ 
USAMRMC IRB Policy regarding confliet or lnlentst Is al Tab A. It employs an Investigator 
Disclosure Form (Tab B). 

d. Recommendation C.1.4. "Ensure thal there are pollclea and procedures In place for 
Individuals or teams that are respontible to conduct research ltUdy reviews and iMstlgations 
in a deployed ..utng. Specltlcally, ensure llat lndlvlduals lnvoMKI In the review must be 
Independent and not previously involved In the research prolocOI review and approval proeesa.. 

Response: Concur. In March, 2009. an lndep9ldent MNF-1 Human Pl'Oledlons Administrator 
(HPA) posllion was establlahed. This action was taken In rBCOgnltlon of the polllntiat for conftlct 
of inteftat that occurred in requiting lhe Deputy Direclor of the Army-aponscnd Deployed 
Combat casualty Researdt Team (DC2RT) charged with the facilitaliOn or1'8888rch 1n Iraq to 
also serve as the lndl¥ldual wllh on-11le responslblllty ror ensuring an cbjecllve review of the 
research for compllance with human subjecls protectk)n regulatory requirementa. The MNF-1 
HPA reported to the lnstltUUonal Official (MNF-1 Command Surgeon) and was responalble for 
lhe compllance oversight or all human research conducted under the Army approved MNF·l 
COO Asaurance. An Army Medical Service COrpa COionei waa the first offtcar assfgnecl to that 
position for one yew. That poslUcn remained an anential component of the MNF-1 Human 
Research Proteetion Program (HAPP) until the MNF-1 Assurance was replaced In August 2010 
by lhe US Central Command (USCENTCOM) Aaauranc8 that now covers the Joint Operating 
Areas of ltaq, Kuwait and Afghanistan. 

The USCENTCOM HRPP Plan (Tab C) serves EIS the foundation ror the currant USCENTCOM 
Army-approved DoD Assurani:;e {Tab D). This HRPP desa1bes lhe HPA's responslbilltle. The 
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DASG-ZA 
SUBJECT: Comments In Responee to DoD IG Draft Report on Assessment of AHegaliona 
Concen'ing Traumatic Brain lnjufy Research Integrity In Iraq (Project No. D2009-D00SP0­
0242.00} dated December 22. 2010 

HPA Is Independent of the now•Jolnr (formetly "Deployed1 Combat C8suafty Resaan:h Team 
(JC2RT) and reports dlreotly to lhe In-theatre lns6tutlonal Official. The SOP for USCENTCOM 
HPA monitoring of hurmm researd1 studies was originally developed and lmplemenled Jn 
Oclober 2009. The tide of the SOP was revised In January 2011 lo better l'8flecl Its operallonal 
Independence hm the JC2RT (Tab E). HPA monitoring and m.ldlt reports ere pnMdod to the 
Institutional Oflicial and to the Dlreclor, HQ USAMRMC IRB. 

e. Recommendation C.1.5. "Pending the outcome of the U.S. Navy investigation, conduct a 
review of the procesa used during the Deployed Research Team's vlalt to camp TQ to ldentfy 
any neceaaary changes needed to 9118ure 1hlt fl.II.Ure reviews are complete and accurate.• 

Response: Concur. The Dlreclor, AHRPO, wlU nwiew the process used during the DC2RT's 
vlalt to camp TQ to identil'y any necessary changee needed to ensure that future revlew8 are 
complete and accurate. The AHRPO report wlU be completed by 15 May 2011. These results 
wlll be further evaluated upon receipt of the outcome ofthe U.S. Navy lnvestlgallon. 

a. Oblel'vallon C.2. The DoO IG observed lhat 1t]he Reaearch Review Board was not effective 
In acknowfedglng or oomplylng With Food and Drug Admlnlslratlcn (FDA) regulations for the 
condUct of clnical trials using lnvestigattonal New Drugs {IND): I ooncutWllh thla observation. 
The followlng are my responses to the five racommendallonl to the USAMEDCOM that 
accompany this observallon: 

a. Recommendation C.2.1. "Conduct e review Into the process used by the Review Board 
which led to the decision lo recommend approval for this rasearch prolOcol wilhout 8Ubmisslon 
of an lnvestigatlonal New Drug appleallon: 

Response: Concur. The Dlreclor, AHRPO, wlU conduct a review Into the process used by the 
BAMC IRB which led to the decision lo recommend approval for this rese.trch protocol Mthout 
submission of an IND. AHRPO WID alao review the current BAMC IRB processes and SOPa to 
ensure that the aystem deficiencies that led lo the failure to Identify the requirement for an IND 
apploatlon In thla case have been addresaecl. This AHRPO review and report lo me wlU be 
comple'8d by 28 Februafy2011. 

b. Recommendation C.2.2. "Review and update AR 40-7 to clarify requirements Rlg8lding 
use of lnvestigatlonal drugs In medical research, lo Include Intended un of nulritlonal 
supplements as experimental drugs. Additionally. Identify the U.S. Army Medical Materiel 
Develcprnent Ac:tlvity Division of Regulated Al:ftMlles and Comtlllance at a consulting agency 
for researchers and Institutional review boards regarding lnterpretaUon of FDA regulations and 
lnvestlgaUonal New Drug determklatlons: 

Response: concur. Army Regulation 40-7, •uae of v.s. Food and Drug Admlnlslration­
Regulated lnvestlgational Products In Humans Including Schedule I Controlled Substances" was 
updated on 19 October 2009 (Tab F). The US Anny Medical Materiel Development AclMly 
Division of Regulated ActMtles and Complianee (USAMMDA DRAC) wil update AR 40-7 with 
reapect to darll'ylng, baled on FDA regulations and lhe latest guidance from FDA. requlremenb 
for submission of IND applicatlons for studies utllizlng nulrilfonal supplements as experimental 
drugs. The update will include Identifying USAMMDA DRAC as lhe consulUng agency for 
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OASG-ZA 
SUBJECT: Comments in Responae lo DoD IG Ot1lft Report on Assessment ofAllegations 
Concerning Traumatic Brain lnjUly Research Integrity In Iraq (Project No. 02009-000SP0­
0242.00) dated Decambar 22. 2010 

researchera and lnslitullonal review boan:ls lorinterpretalion of FDA regulations and IND 
datermlnatlons. Elcpected completion ofthe updated AR 40-7 ls by 30 Aprl 2012. 

c. Recommendation C.2.3. "Update lhe ReWJw Board's pollcles and proc:edures to ensure 
compliance with lnvesllgatlonal New Drug conaklelatlons and procedures. Additionally, ensura 
that these polldes and procedures Include prompt consullallon with a subject maier expert for 
FDA-related matters, pertlcularly tor lnw&tlgatlonal New Drugs, as wen as for any ottier matters 
outside the scope of Review Board members' expertlst: 

Response: Concur. The Dlreclor, AHRPO, wlll ensure that BAMC IRB SOPs are updated lo 
require !he comprehensive review of clinlcal research invoMng the use ofmedical product& 
and/or devices to enue compliance with FDA regulallona regan;Dng INDI Md lnvestlgatlonal 
DeW:e Exemptions (IDEe). These SOPs wlll Identify procedures for consulting theUSAMMDA 
DRAC for lntetpretatlon of FDA regulaUons and provision of IND/JOE determinations. The SOPs 
wlll Include d'lecklists for researchers to use at the time of protocol eubmisslon which ldentfy 
the criteria Used In making an IND or IOE determination. These SOP& will be updated, nMewed 
and approved by28 February 2011. 

Note: The HQ USAMRMC IRB protocol applk:aUon (Tab G) template currenUy In use for all new 
research In Theatre i1dudes two aectlons lo aolldt lnrarmatlon from the resean:her reganllng 
planned use of any lnvetUgatlonal or approved drugs, dietary aupplernents, biologics, ordevices 
In the proposed research [one In Part A (Section 8) and one In Patt C (Section 7.2D. The IND 
and IDE Checklis1s Used by 1he HQ USAMRMC IRS support staff In preparing the prOloeall!: for 
IRS review arv Included at Tab H. This information hi used by the IRB In making regulatoiy 
determinations and/or~ subject matter expert consultation to ensure that all 
requirements for IND conaldenlllons are met. 

d. Recommendation C.2.4. "Develop a specific checklist for researcherl to uae at lhe time of 
protocol submission which ldentlfiea the criteria Lll8d In making an lrwesllgatlonaJ New Drug 
determination. Additlonally, lhls fonn could be used by scientific reviewers and the Review 
Board to ensure that all requlremenla ror lnvestlgelional New Drug considerations are met: 

Response: COncur, see response to Recommendallon C.2.3. In addition, please note lhat It Is 
lhe Institution engaged In research and the lnstilutlon'a IRB'a responslbllly to ldenUfy the FDA 
regulalory requlremenla for 1he conduct ofhuman SUbjeds reaeard'I. The Selentiflc Review 
Committee's primary responslblllty Is to a&88IS the scientific Integrity of a proposed study. Thus 
we will not add these FDA regulatory checklsts to the Scientific Review Commlllee SOPS. 

e. Recommendation C.2.6. "Ensure that all Individuals lnVolvecl in lhe submission. review, 
and appoval of cllnlcal research protocols receive tralnlng In the use of lnvesligallonal drugs, 
Food and Drug Administration regulation& and Iha lnvestigatlonal New Drug proc:eu." 

Response: Concur. Bolh AR 70-25 and AR 40-7 will be updated to Include a requirement for 
Individuals Involved In the submission, review, and approval of dlnlcal research protocols to 
rec:eMt training In FDA regulalions appllcable to tha conductof alUdles Involving U1e 
admlnlstrallon of medical products and lhe use of medical devices. We expect lhese 
regUlallons to be updated by 30 April 2012. 
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4. Observation C.3. The OoD IG observed lhat "(e]xl&tlng procedures used during the review of 
the Research Protocol railed to resolve aclenllflc peer reviewer concems.• I concur with this 
obseMdlon. The following are my raaponses to the three recommendations to the 
USAMEDCOM that accompany this observalion.: 

a. Recommendation C.3.1. "Conduct a review Into the process used by the HPA and 
USAISR dulfng the tclentlfic review of1he research proloc:ol and Identify Improvements needed 
to enswe that fulure adenllfJc ravtews are thorough, aa:urate and address au concema 
necessary for a valid and sdenliflcally sound reaearch proposal." 

Response; Concur. Please note that, at the time this event occurred, It was the Deputy 
Dlreclor, DC2RT'I, responslbllit)' lo forward research protoc:ols from the MNF-1 to the USAISR 
for scientific review. The Deputy Director had assumed an additional dLily of .ervlng as the 
HPA. On 1gJune2010, the USCENTCOM and US Army lnstlute d Surglcal Research 
USAISR) eslabllshed a revised process fer aclen1lflc review and approval d usceNTCOM 
research protoc:ols. The current SOP fer scientific review (Tab I) Includes robust procedures to 
ensure that fUlure scientific revfews are thorough, accurate and address an conc•ns neceesary 
fer avalid and scltnUflcally sound research proposal,. 

b. RecommendaUon C.3.2. "ReYiew and update AR 40-7 to Include a more detailed 
de8cflption Of the process and procedure for communication used during a scientific peer 
review, to enaure that actions taken are adequate to address any of the reviewers' stated 
concems or questions. Conakler the encouragement of an open exchange of lnfolmatlon 
among the sclentllc peer reviewers, the Investigator, and the mlew bo8ld lo resalve any 
concems ordifferences of opinion." 

Response: Concur. however regulation to be updated is AR 70..25. AR 70-25, "Use of 
Volunteers as Sub)acla Of Research" dated 25 January 1990; AR 40-38; "Cllntcal Investigation 
Program", 1 September 1989: and AR 40-7, "Use of U.S. Food and Drug AdmlnlatratloQ­
Regulalsd lnvesllgatlonal Productl In Humana tncludlng Schedule I Cantrdled SUbatanc:ea", 
1oOc:tober 2009. are the current regulation11 governing the Jvmy GOnduct of research Involving 
human subjects. AR 70-25 and AR 40-38 wll be consolidated Into one updated Mn'/nigulatlon 
govemfng the conduct of research Involving human subjects. This updated regulation will 
include a more delalled descripUon of the minimum requinm'lents for the &dentiflc review 
PRJC8$S. ll will addr9ss procedures for communication used durlng a aclantlfic peer review. We 
wlU al$o encourage an open exchangedInformation among the scientific peer reviewltrs, the 
Investigator, and lhe IRB to resolve any concerns or dlfferel1Cef of opinion. The cunent AR 
40-7 addre$ses the niqulrement for aclenllftc review and references AR 70-25 in lta dlscusalon 
of review requirements. 

c. Recommendation C.3.3. •Update lhe Review Board's SOP to Include a detailed scientific 
peer review checldlat which Includes a tectlon dedicated to medications and conlldaratlons for 
lnvestigattonal New Drug determlnallon&.• 

Response: Concur, hoWever, It Is the Institution engaged In research and its IRB's responsibility 
to Identify the FDA regulatory requirements for the conduct of human subjects researm, the 
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checklists outlining regulatory con11deratlons for INDund IDEs will be lnduded in the BAMC 
IRB SOPa as well as the revised AR 70.25. Please note that Iha scientific review proceea la 
generally a separate activity that Involves lhe assessment of the sdentlfic validity of a proposed 
study. 

5. Obael'vJUon CA. The OoD IG oba8rved thal 1e]xisting processes and tools used during the 
review and epproval of Iha Cfinlcal Trial failed to effecttvely lewrage the Medical Monitor role in 
protecting ruearch participants: I concur wfth this obnrvatlon. The ftlllowlng are my 
raaponses to the lhree recommendations IO the USAMEDCOM !hat accompany this 
obsarvaUon. 

a. Recommendation C.4.1. "Conduct a review Into the process used by the Review Board lo 
select an appropriate Individual to serve as medical monlor for the Research ProlOCOI. 
Additionally, identify lmprovemenls needed for reeearcl1 studln to Involve medical monitors lo 
ensure that there are maximum proleellons of the rights and welfare of research participants.• 

Response: concur. The Dlrecklr, AHRPO, will conduct a reViaW of the process used by the 
BAMC IRB to aelecl an appropriate Individual to serve as medical monitor for the Research 
Protac:ol. AddlUonally, AHRPO will Identify Improvements needed for l'9Se8l'Ch studies to 
Involve medical monitors to ensure that there ere maximum protections of the rights and welfara 
of research participants. Thi& review will be comple.ted by 15 May 2011. 

b. Recommtndallon C.4.2. "Review and update AR 70.25 lo ensure there is appropriate 
detail regarding roles and raapanslbllltles, as well as qualifk:atlons of a medical: monitor. 
Spedflcally this guidance lhould require that medical monttor rotes and responsibilities be 
provided In writing In the fonn of an appointment letter with clearly staled rapotting 
requirements.• 

Response: Concur. The Atrwt wlll combine AR·70.25 and AR 40-38 lnto an updated
consolldated Nm/ human reaearch protections regulaUon that wilt Include appropnate delall 
regarding medlcal monitor rotes, responsibilities, and qualiflc:allons. In addition the requirement 
for written deslgnatlon of the medical monitorwill be established. We expect this regulation to 
be published by 30 Aprl 2012. 

c. Recommendation C.4.3. "Ensure that the Review Board's Standard Operating Procedures 
Include procedures and/or cheddlsts to ensure all research prolocol requirements a..met prior 
to giving approval to Initiate the research. Spedfically, ensure that criteria are d8Veloped to 
document. that a medical monitor was assigned flf required) and appointed In writing Including 
details on their role and raaponsiblllties.• 

Response: Concur. The Director, AHRPO, wlll ensure that BAMC IRB SOP& are updated lo 
Include procedutea and checklists to ensure all reuarch protocol requirements are met prfar lo 
gMng approval to Initiate the research. Spedflcally, AHRPO wll ensure that criteria Include 
doa.menlatlon that a medical monitor was assigned (If required) and hl9'her rolta and 
responslbilltles were delineated. These SOP8 will be updated, reviewed and approved by 
28 February 2011. 
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6. Observation C.5. The OoD IG obeerved that 1e)xlstlng regulations and procedures used by 
Iha lnvesllgator and research authorities faied to Identify and appropriately proted deployed 
U.S. seMce members as a vulnerable human subject group! I concur that the procedures 
used by lhe Investigator and research autharttles failed to adaqualely ldanlt'y and approprialely 
protect the subjects of Iha reaaarch study ravleWed by the DoD IG. However. to the extent that 
lhese subject& wara wlnamble to undue lnfttlence «coercion, luch wtnereblllly was not 
because of their status as deplOyed US seMce Member&. Their wlnerabillty wn due to lhe 
nature of their Injuries and the FRAGO directing movement of patients to Camp TO. Deployed 
us St.vlllce Members Wl'IO may patlleipate In research er& not Inherently more wlnetable to 
undue Influence or coardon than non-deployed US seMce Members, and should not be 
expressly ldenllfled as membets of a vulnerable group. 

Exlallng regulalionl (32 CFR 219. DoDD 3216.02 and AR 70-25) Identify appropriate 
"vulnerable" groups (e.g., children, prisoners, pregnant women, mentally or physically disabled 
persons, and economlcally or educationally dieadvantaged parsons) for Whom adrfdlonal 
safeguards are usually needed, and req"*9 additional safeguards to protect righla Sid welfare 
of other atJbiects who do not belong to named wl~groups, but who are naverlheless 
recognized to be vulnerable. The recognition of lhe potential for participants to be wlnerable to 
undue Influence °' coardon la baaed upon aeomprehensive review of all aspects of the 
proposed study. The IRB ia Charged wl1h ensuring that safeguards ara In place lo addrals any 
IUd"t wlnerablllty. In eddltion, OoDD 3218.o2 and AR 70-25 discuss protections for all mllllary 
panonnel, deployed and norHleployed. to minimize llkallhood of undue Influence and coerdon. 

The following are my responses to lhe two raco1nmendetions to the USAMEDCOM thal 
accompany thla obSerVallon: 

a. Recommendation C.5.3. "Condud a review Into the process used by the Review Board to 
recommend approval for lhe Cllnlcal Trial. Additionally. r&Vlaw the report provided by l'le 
Deployed Research Team to ensure It was accurate wl1h appropriate recommendallons and 
acUDns taken." 

Response: Concur. The Director. AHRPO, will conduct a review loto the pmcesa used by the 
BAMC IRB to recommend approval of the trial and will review the process used dwfng the 
Deployed Research Team's visit lo Camp TQ to ensure It was accurate wl1h appropriate 
recommendations Sid actions tak1n. The report wlD be completed by 15 April 2011. 

b. Recommendation C.5A. ·Review and updale AR 70.25 to ensure there la appropl'late 
reference to ldenUfylng deployed personnel as a group ofpotential researdl subjects that could 
be vulnerable lo coercion or undue Influence. Addllionally, lhla directive should Include a 
desoription of additional protections neaded to ensure that the rights of research subjects that 
are deployed are safeguarded.• 

Response: Concur. All Soldiel's represe11I a unlqul,t category of vulnerabWly to c:oerclon or 
undue fnftuence. It ls IhaArmy's position that deployed Soldiers win not be consld81'8d a subset 
of thts pcpulation. The Almy ls In the early process of coml:llnlng AR-70.25 and AR 40-38 into 
an updated consolidated Army tunan research protections regulation. Tha Army wlD ensure 
lhat the regulation considers wlnerabllllles of all mlltary personnel to undue Influence and 
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coercion, and that mlUtary-speclfic protections are lnduded. Identification or vulnerable groups 
and proleCUona for military peraonnel will be con818tent with the mlslon of DoDD 3216.02 
(being updated as DoDI 3216.02). It Is anticipated that protections for mllltary personnel Jn lhe 
DoOI will Include prohibition of superior& lnlluenclng the deci&lon ofsubordinates lo volunteer, 
prohibition of eupervlsora attending recruitment session$, and a requirement that lhe IRB 
dlscUss ths need to appoint en ombudsman to monitor lhe recruitment process. ThUs this 
updated regulation wtn not ldaitify deployed personnel es a uniquely vulnerable population and 
will not deacribe special aafeguarde applicable to deployed parsonnel. We e>epect tha Mftl/ 
regulallon to be approved by 30 April 2012. 

7. ~·~.AnnrHumanResearch Proteclfons
Office, .army.mil, ~(DSN ifadditional Information is 
requi . 

ERIC B. SCHOOMAKER 
Lieutenant General 
The Surgeon General and 

Commanding General, USAMEDCOM 
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5041/201000537 
Ser N64/0071i 
03 Feb 11 

From: Naval Inspector General 
To: Inspector General, Depart111ent of Defenae (Attn: Special

Plans and Operations) 

Subj: 	 DRAFT aEPORT: DODIG ASSESSMENT OF TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 
RESEARCH INTEGRITY IN IRAQ (PROJECT RtlMBBR 2009-DOOSP0­
0242-00) 

Ref: (a) DODIG Memorandum of 22 December 2010 

Encl: (1) BUMED ltr 7602 Ser M09/0N093DOD092 of 28 Jan 11 

1. Per reference (a), enclosure (1) is forwarded on behalf of 
Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery. 

•2l.lllMly•peliiiniiitlof contact for this 
• • • United States Navy.
contacted at commercial (202) 433 
mail at ena 

Copy to: Cw/o enclosures) 
BUMED (M09) 

I 
A!WaEA E, BROTHERTON 
Deputy 
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From: Chief. Bureau of Medicine lllld Surgery 
To: Office of the fnliJll:CIOr General, Depamnen1 of Defense CAun: Special Pl11ns lllld 

Opmi.tions} 
Vin: Naval Inspector Oencr11l 

Subj: 	 DRAFT REPORT: DOD IG ASSESSMENT OF TRAUMATIC BRArN INJURY 

RESEARCH INTEGRITY IN IRAQ (PROJECT NUMBER 2009-DOOSPO.Ql42.00J 


~er: 	 (a} DOD IO Momorandum of 22 Dec 20l0 

I. Per refemnce (a) aqd In accordance with DoI>D 7650.3, lhe fOUowing eommenlSI 

recommandalions are forwarded for your CQRSkferation prior lO finalmng Ule. suJtjeet nipon. 


a. Genera'! C~s: Areview of the dnl.l't report identified t.enninology rbat was used 

inc:orrec«ty. Specifically, on page 6 of the report and throughout the d~ tho tern! 

''resl:ardl misconduct" is iDcorRclly used. The maum discussed do not meet fedentl-wide and 

agency-specific definitions or l\ISlllll'Ch miscondllet. OSTP 2000 Federal Policy on Rc.seim:h 

Mi~. 42 CfR SO lllld 93. and DoDI 3210.7 strictly define resean:h millconduct as 

falsification, fabrication, or p18Jiarism. Recommend the following oorrections be made: 


A. I. I, delete "lvllean:b misconduct;" substitute with "Violatinn of resean:h integrity and 

elhics stlllKlaMs." Correct section throughout. Comict remainder ofdocumcat M relcVlllL 


A.2.1. cie.iece "Jesearcb miscol'lduet:.. substitute with "!egulatory non-compliance... 

Correct sec1ion rbroughouL CoMCt remainder of document as ldevant. 


A.3.1, delete ~hmisc:oaduct;" substitme with ''regulatory non-compliance and 

viol8'ions of human -.n:h pmtecti00$.ft Correct secrioo throughout. c~ remainder of 

document a:s relevant. 


A.4.1. deleu: "research misconduct:" substitute with "negulatory llOll<ompiiance lllld 

violations of bu1111111 n:.searcb prolC:Cliom... COITl!Cl .seclion dJrou&hout. Com!C( remainder of 

documenc as relevant 


A . .S. I, delete"~ mi.~ndud;" substitute with ~v1olalions or RSl!lll'Ch ethics and 

human research proteciiom. Correct sel.'tioo througOOUL Correct remainder ofdocument llS 

relevant 


Regarding A.6/A.6.1 and the lelm research ~ The IS$11e of eugpratlon of 

claims indeed may be interpreted as falsi liClltion since rile claim or h'ins" wa..; nor verifiable. 

The tenu ~research mi.'lCOllducl.. should be retained, in this case ak>nc. in the recommendation 

lllld throughout. Olhcr direction reptdlng A.6 is found below. 
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Ob5el'Yation A Tille on page 6 sboukl be n1worded as: "Porenlial Research Eddcs 

Violations.~ Cotm:t mnainder ofdocumenc as relevam. 


b. The following COllUllClltsln::commcndatioos ~specific~ons and 

ob.'lel'VllliOllll 15Signed to U.S. Navy Surgeon Oeneral; 


For the, Recommll'ndation A.I. I. "Allegations of~tialmedkwl rruan:h mlsamdur:t 
by a U.S. Navy ph}-sickm werr referredto thl! U.S. Nm,· forfWtlu!r l1n-enlgatim1 ": Non~. 
RC¢0!1l.lllC1ld lbll this be remigne4 to U.S. Army Mfdical Command. 

Ratkmale: TboufJh a Navy physician. die invescigator was deployed ou~die 
conlilll!ntal Uniled SblleS (OCONUS) during die cntin: cour.;c of lho scudy undli:r U.S, Coatral 
Command (CENTCOM)IAnny 611thoriry. He did llOl conduct die project under Navy human 
resea.ich orcestalCh ethb 11Ulhorities. The Navy physician conducted bis efforts under Ille 
Anny human research assurance Issued m CENTCOM served bythe Army's lhc:n lnsl.inaional 
Review Boan:! I!RB) of f'\'lCOl'd forlbll localion. namely BIQOke Anny Mddii:al Coater (BAMC) 
with subsequent headquarters level administrative review by U.S. Anny Medical Resean:b and 
Materiel Command (USAMRMC).. Navy bad no authoril)' n:pntins diis specific project nor­
would it have bad uny copiunce of iL, amduci or PlOJ"'SS· The project was under lhe aolc 
direction and authority of the Army BAMC 1RB and USAMRMC. 

Recommend inveiitiption ofdie:ie allegations be 11SSip!d to U.S. Anny Medkll 
Command who bad !hi:: iaponsibility for approvals and ~gilt. 

For lbc Recommendation A.2. l. "Allqati011:s ofpotmtlal 1111Jical raemrh mlscoodu.ct 
by a U.S. Na"Tplt.\•slt:ian 'ffn nferrrd10 thr U.S. Nall'Jl fiw fllrthtr in~stigatinn ": Com;ur, widi 
comment. 

COllllllOlm: .Naval Medical Center San Diego (NMCSD) initialed an iavestipiion 
inlO allegatiOl'l.'I SW'IOUllding the SOlll'Ce of funding for researeh study MNC-haq-08-040 on 28 
July 2010. The invesdgation n:sults are cum=ndy pending and are ex.p:cMKI 7 February 201 J. 

Recommeadalion: his m:ommended tfllll U.S. Anny Mediad Command also 
conducr an investigation into die runding source ror Ibis research projec1. They alone would 
have access to specific infonnalion n:garding use of time, effort or Rsource.9 in the CENTCOM 
area of responsibility (AOR). 

Far Recommemlarion A.3.1. "Allegations rlf Pfllmtla/ ~dir:ul mearch.mi.tt:t»lduct by a 
U.S. Nal')' pliysician were nferl'td to tht U.S. Nat'}'far fiuther Ut\~Oll p: Non-conair. 
Rcas~ign to U.S. Army Medical Command. 

Rationale: Though a Navy pbysician. lbc invemgator was deployed OCONUS 
during the enllre course of the study under CENTCOM/Army 11ulhority. He did not conduct the 
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prQjcct under Navy human ~or research ethics authorities. The Navy phy$k:ian 
conducted bis efforts under the Army human research wurance issued to CENTCOM served by 
!he Army's then IRB of recoid for Iha! loattiOl"I. nnmely BA.MC with subsequent headquarters 
level admlnistrati~ review by USAMRMC. Navy bad no authority regarding this specif«: 
project nor would it have bad any cognizance of its conduct or progress. The projccl wa.' under 
the sole di:eclion and authority oflbc Army BAMC 1RB and USAMRMC. B.ecomml:nd 
investigation of these allcgatiOQl be assip:d to U.S. Army Medical Command who had the 
~sponsibility ror approvals and oversisJit. 

For Recommendation A.4.1. "All11gatlMS ofpoten1lal medit-al research misr:ontluct by a 
U.S. Navy physician wttTI! re,fert'e4 ID rhe U.S. Navyfwfunhtir inwstigatiM 8 

: Noa-concur. 
Reassip to U.S. Anny M«lieal Command. 

Ratioaale: Though a Navy physician. Ille investigator wu deployed OCONUS 
dllfing tfle enlife - of the s1udy under CENTCOMfArmy authority. He did not conduct the 
project under Navy hUlllllll iuean:h. or resemdl ethics authorities. The Navy physician 
conducted his efforts undet rhe Army human n:sean:h assurance issued to CENTCOM served by 
lhe Army's tflen lRB of recotd for tha& IOC'lWon, namely SAMC with subseq\lllllt headquarters 
level adminlsttative review by USAMRMC. Navy had no authority .regarding this specific 
project nor would it have had any coan~of its conduct or progress. Further, consistent widl 
1ht: informatio11 provided to the subjects d!.lriog informed consent and he)'Ond as well as elements 
of information c:oatrol reqund by all Fodera! apncics by Tho Common Rule, !here are 
promi.~ iatrictions in regard to wtto ba.~ access to the recotds of dal8 and documenladon 
developed 1111 part of the study. Thcae dala and the guidance provided by the IRB m: part of 
tteords that are not available ro the US Navy. but rue approprialely available to and rcposit with 
the IRB ofrecoid, The project was under the sole dimction and authority of the Army BAMC 
The prqject was under the sole dircctian and authority of !he Anny BAMC IRB and 
USAMRMC. Recommend Investigation ofdwic. allcptioos be assigned to U.S. Anny Medie&I 
Command wflo had the re!ipOllSibility for appmvals and ove.rsi,ght. 

For Recommendation A.5.1. "Allegado1u o/ptlfeltlial medkal TeS10rch llU~ by a 
U.S.. Novy phymchul ll'ett referred toth# U.S. Nall)!forfurthi!r investigolion": Non-concur. 
Reassign to U.S. Anny Medical Command 

Ralionale: Though a Navy physician, 1he in~igetor war, deployed OCONUS 
during rhe entire courr.e of tfle study under CENTCOM/Amly authority. He did noe conduct tho 
project under Navy lluman research or reseamh ethics authorities. The Navy ph~ician 
ronduc1ed his efJons under1he Army human resean:h wurance is.~ued to CENTCOM served by 
rhe Anny's then JRB of record fur that locatiou, namely BAMC wirb subsequent headqWU1en 
level administrative review by USAMRMC. Navy had no at.lthoricy iegaidiug this speciric 
project DOt would 11 baVi: had uy copizance of its comllll:l or progm1$. FUrther. consistent with 
too information provided ro the mbjcc:IS during informed consent and beyond as well as elements 
or information control required by all Federal agencies by The ComMon Rule, there are 
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Subj; 	DRAFT REPORT: DOD 10 ASSESSMENT OF TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

RF.SEARCH INTEGRITY IN IRAQ {PROJECT NUMBER 2009-DOOSPQ-0242-00) 


promi'ied te51rictions in rqud to who bas access to the records ofdata and documentation 
developed as part ofthe study. ~data and the p11dance provided by the IRB are part of 
records ihat are net available 10 the US Navy. bur an: appwprialdy available IO and R:posit with 
the JRB oftw:eotd. The project was under the sole direction and authority of the Anny BAMC 
JRB and USAMRMC. Reoommend investigation of1hese aUegadons be assigned to U.S. Army 
Medical Conunand who had rhe ~billty for approvals and ovemgbt. 

For Recommendation A.6.1. "All111arinn1 ofpotll!llliol medical re.'felln.11 misconduct bya 
U.S. Navy pl1.v1ician M-'er11 ref11rnd ru the U.S. Navyfarfunhtr illl-esrisalion w: Non-eoacur. 
Reassign IO U.S. Army Medical Command. 

Rationale: Though a Navy physician, the investiptOr was deplo)'ed OC'ONUS 
during die entire course ofthe midy under CENTroWAnny euthorky. He did not C01lduct the 
pwjeet under Navy human research or n:sean:b etb1cs authorities. The Navy physician 
«mduc:tcd bis dorb under the Army human rei'lelld1 ~mued to CENTCOM llll'VCd by 
the Anny's rbcn lRB orrecord for lhal localiol1, namely BAMC with subsequent hcadqumteni 
level administrative review by USAMRMC. Navy had no authority regarding this specific 
project nor would it baVll had any cognizanco of ilB conduce or progress. Further, CODSistent whb 
the information provided to the subjects during inrormed con.'lelll and beyond u well as elemerus 
of information control requited by all Federal agencie5 by The Common Rule, tbeic a.ie 

promised~ in rep.rd to who bu access IO lbre rr:cords ofdata and docume11ta1ion 
dcvdopcd as part of lbre study. These data and lbre guidmo: provided by lbre JRB UC part of 
records !bat arc ftOl available to lbre US Navy. bur are approprialdy available to and rcposit with 
the JRB of record. The project was under the sole direction and authority of the Army BAMC 
tRB and USAMRMC. Recommend investigation or these alleg.arions be assianed to U.S. Anny 
Medical Command who had the: responsibility for approvals and oveBight. 

Additional Remarks for Observation A: Regarding c:laims, data disclOlilll'el'O, etc. 
di.-.cu.~ speclfi.cally in A.6, but throughou1 all ofObservatioos A. then: is a need to ascertain 
whether the invcstiJatDr rontlnued 111y pmjec1-ndated activit~ iUter returning from deployment. 
Such continualions would fall under lhe autborl1y, n:spon1ibility and liabiJity ofhis pan:nt 
command and Doi> Component, namely Navy. Specifk:aUy. and as may be relPant. it mu.st be 
t:fuc:overed whether lbre invmigacor notiried and m:eived approvals from his regular NMCSO 
IRB and other authorities for such continued actMties after bis return. It mu.st also be 
ascertained whether any relevant presentation muteriah1. llUlllUSCriprs tor pubticarloo. or other 
i.imilar materials Tl!Ceived requisite wviews and approwls from his Navy chain ofcommand 11110 
from Navy Medicine Public Affail'!l Ofrlcials per regulations. CommanderNMCSD will lake this 
for action with oveisight by appropri111e Bureau of Medicine and Surgef)' (BUMED) 5!.lbj«t 
matwr ex.peni;. 

For Obscrvaliol!. B. I. Wt11rolugical tJSGf!l!IMltt.r did 1101 adhere to clinical pracrict 
g11id,lillt:$for mTBr! D.lncur, with comment. 
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Subj: 	DRAFT REPORT: DOD lG ASSESSMENT OF TRAUMATIC BRA.JN INJURY 
RESEARCH INTBGRlfY IN IRAQ !PROJECT NUMBER 2009-D00SP0-0242-00> 

"Tile infonnalion pro\'ided he.n:in was Obtained from record$ maintained as pan or 
Navy Medicine's Qtiality Assunmce Program and is suic:Uy confidential and privileged. No pan 
of this i11f01mali011 may be discloscd. liUbjccl 10 discovery, oradmiued inro evidence in any 
judicial or adminilltrative ~ng. except in accordance with 10 U.S.C. Jledion I!02." 

i=or Ob$crvatioo 8.2. "Thi! exptrlmento.l dmg lt'W 1101 approwdby lire Food tmd Drns 
Adminlstrati""for t:linlcol 1tudy": Concur, with comments. 
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Subj: DR.APT REPORT: DOD lCl ASSESSMENT OF TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 
RESEARCH INTEGRITY JN IRAQ <PROJECTNOMBER 2009-DOOSro-0242-00) 

! ... tUH t• tl 

"The infonruition ptoYided herein was obtained from l'l.lCOid5 mainlllined a.<; par1 of 
Navy Medicine's Quality As.wrance Program and is suicdy cont'idential and privileged. No part 
of lhU information may be disclosed. subject to discovery, or admium into evidence in any 
judicial or admini!llnllive proceeding, excepr in accordance with 10 U.S.C. secdon 1102.~ 

For Observation 8.3. "MIJlictllitmS a.mtmindicattd in the ttWllment ofearly 
mTBT wen administered": CoDCUr. \llhh commenrs. 
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Subj: 	DRAFT REPORT: DOD JG ASSESSMENT OF TRAUMATIC BRAlN INJURY 
RESEARCH INTEGRrrY 1N IRAQ (PROJECT NUMBER 2009-DOOSP0-0242-00) 

"The il!formarion provided hetein WU obtained frolll n:icotds meinlained a.~ part Of 
Navy Medicine's Quaticy Assutance Proaram and is !ltrictly confidential and priYileaed. No pan 
or 1his infmmmion may tie disclosed. subjec:t to discovery. or admit.led tmo evidace la any 
judlclaJ or administrative proceeding. cxcepr in ll¢COrdance with IO U.S.C. section l 102: 

f« recommendation C.2.6. •Review tmd rlp(/at.e BUMEDINSTJ900.68 to t:larifY the we 
ofinvestiQOlltinal dl'ltgs in -dical res«Uch, ro include lnte1uled use ofmllrlltonal supplnnmu 
a111:I other OlleNh('-comrlerprotiuds as experimental dT11g.t0 Concur: 

Action: The BUMED Special A.'l.<tistant for Ethics and Professional Integrity/ 
Executive Research lJ:lu:grlty Offia:r will be raponsible for revision or BUMEDlNST 3900.68 
in coomination with~ BUMED Office ofSpecial Assislllllt for Medical Rl!'lleaR:h/Dircctor. 
Navy Medicine Resean:h and Development Center. Estimau:d completion date is 31 Occcmbct 
2011. 

For recommendation C.2.7. -&sun that all intlividuuls lnvah1rd in the submissi011. 
review. and appr011al ofdiniNI nsean:h protOt:(lfs nttiw trainins ;,, the use qfinvestJgatimwl 
drugs, Food and Dmg Administration resulatimu and Jl1e lnvn1igat/ol1al New DT111 prOl:u:r": 
Concur 

Action: Pumllutt io the revision ofBUMEDJNST 3900.68, relevant professional 
education pn:igram$ wilt be idmnif'led for incorporation Imo looal command education and 
lnlinlng CUJ1'.lcu1a by 31 July 2011. The Dire<:tor. Navy Medicine Research and Development 
C~ler (NMRDC) and relevant NMROC subject manerexperts win have responsibility ror this 
ad{Oll. 

2. IMlylll()lilnalof eontact in di.is matter is11	 I • orbyc-mailat··· 
A. M. ROBINSON, JR. 

Copy to: 
MEDKl 
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5041/201000537 
Ser NH/0122 
23 MA:r .aou 

From: Naval. Inspector General 
To: Department of Defense Inl!lpector General 

(Attn: Special Plans and Operation•) 

Subj: 	 BUMED ADDENDUM TO DODIG ASSESSMENT OF TRAUMATIC BRAIN 
INJURY RESEARCH INTEGRITY IN .IRAQ (PROJECT NUMBER 
2009-DOOSP0-0242-00J 

Ref: 	 (a) OODIG Memorandum of 22 December 2010 

Encl: (1) 	Bt:IMBD letter 7502 Ser M09/ll UN093000143 of 
23 Mar 2011 

1. Per reference ta), enclol\Nre (l) i• foxwanied on behalf of 
Chief, Bureau of Medicine· and surgery. 

2. tf you have any questions or concerns regarding this 
matter, please do not hesitate to contact me or point of 
contact for this case U.S. Navy. 

may be reached l::ly telephone at (202) 433­
- or via e-mail at • &uaw.mil. 

J. A 
Dep 
Acting 
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23 Mar2011 

From: Cbi~ Bureau of Medicine and Surgery 
To; OfficeofthelnspectorGenerat, Department of Defense, Attn: Special P.lans and 

Operations 
Via: 	 Naval Inspector General 

Subj: 	 ADDENDUM TO CHIEF, BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY (BUMED) 
RESPONSE to DRAFr REPORT: DOD mASSESSMENT OF TRAUMATIC 
BRAIN IN.JURY RESEARCH INTEGRITY IN IRAQ (PROJECT NUMBER 
2009-DOOSP0-0242-00) 

Ref 	 (a) DoD IO memo of22 Dec 2010 
(b) BUMED memo of28 Jan 2011 

I. This document is submitted to provide additional information in response to reference (a) and 
as further outlined in reference (b ). 

2. For the Recommendation A.2.1. "Allegations ofpote11.tial medical research misconduct by a 
U.S. Navy physician we.re referred to the U.S. Navyfor further investlgalf.on ": Concur, with 
additional comment 

Comments: Nava,! Medical Center San Diego (NMCSD) completed an investigation into 
allegations swmunding the source of funding for research study MNCIR.AQ.08·04 on 
4 FcbNary201 I. Below is a sum.mazy offindings andrecommandations: 

A.2•.Ymdiugs 

• The U.S. Navy physician, Principal lnvestigetot, did not have Office of Naval 
Research (ONR) funding for the research study MNC-lRAQ-08-04. 

• The U.S. Navy physician received Research, Development, Test & Evaluation 
(RDT&B) 6.4 funds for the project "The Use ofAnti..OXidants to Augment Outcome 
in Patients with Balance Disorders After Blast Injury and Bllmt Head Tnruma." This 
funding came from the BUMED via Naval Medical Rcscareh Center to Naval Health 
Research Center to the Principle Investigator. He used these funds to support the 
conduct ofMNC-IRAQ-08-04 in theater. 

• The investigation into the use ofrhese funds for the tesearCh study MNCIRAQ­
08-04 revealed a lack of adequate program oversight and financial accoun!alnlity. 

http:investlgalf.on
http:IMl�.l.tJ
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Subj: 	 ADDENDUM TO CHIEF, BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY (BUMED) 
RESPONSE TO DRAFT REPORT: DOD IG ASSESSMENT OF TRAUMATIC 
BRAIN IN1URY RESEARCH INTEGRITY IN IRAQ (PROJECT NUMBER 
2009-DOOSP0-0242-00) 

A.1. Concluioo 

As strictly defined under federal reaulations, research misconduct perse was oot 
discovered. Disciplinary action for any individuals identified in this specific funding 
investigation is not warranted. However, the initial inquiry inro the source of funding fur 
MNC-IRAQ-08·04 has identified a TeqUirement for further and more detailed 
investigation to ascertain the scope and depth ofpotential reaulatory violations or non­
compliance with research finll.lleial standards. 

A..2.1.Reeommendation.s 

• BUMED will direct further investigation u111izing extero.al $Ubjeet matter expertS 
to more thoroughly detail compliance/noncompliance with Researeb Administration 
and Management processes to include financial management standards. This shall 
coaunence no later thll.ll 31 March 201 t. 

• 8UMED wllJ issue reaulations for financial management ofreseardl fimds for 
immediate local implementation by 30 June 2011. In addition, BUM.ED will 
establish a comprehensive Navy Medicine policy and regulation on research 
administration 11nd management lO include tinancia1 management standards and 
ov1m1ight. This shall be completed by 31 October 201 t. 

• BUMED will design, direct and implement comprehensive education and training 
confi:rcnccs in research administration and mruiagement for research related 
personnel ofall disciplines. A variety offorwns may be utilized such as conferences, 
webinats, and video teleconferences. This shall be C(lmpleted within 60 days from 
the establishment ofNavy Medicine policy and regulation on mxwch administration 
and management. 

l. My ~int ofcontact in this~ and she can be reached at 
(301) 2!>5-orby e-mail al~. 

K.~!:L°/:16
Deputy Chief 

Copy to: 
MEDIG 
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Appendix H. DoD Inspector General Correspondence 

Letter to U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, 
February 18, 2010 

INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT Of DEFENSE 

400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE 
ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22202-4704 

February 18, 2010 

FOR: Chie£, Bureau ofMedicine and Surgery 

FROM: Deputy Inspector General for Special Plans and Operations 
Department of Defense 

SUBJEC.'T: Mild Traumatic Brain Injury Clinical Research in Iraq 

ln Rfecence to the attached com:spondeooe, dated June 11, 2009 and January 15, 2010, we provided 
a briefing to Rear Admiral (RADM) Thomas Cullison, United S1ate& Navy (USN), Deputy Surseoo 
General on January 19, 2010 and identified three ateaa ofeoncem: pot'ential clinical research 
misconduct; powible aub-standard patient care; and weaknesse11 in the research oversight process. 

As di&C\'1$$ed~g any po.!emial misconduct ofthe phy,ieian 
researcher.---- and pivviding relcvaut documenlation to you for 
investigation and appropdate action. 

I want to underscore our concern for the Sllfety and health ofthe service members who participated 
in the iesearch study entitled, "The use ofanti-oxidmru; to redllC¢ sequela ofMild Traumatic Brain 
Injury (m'IBI) after blast eitposlll1:", condllllled at Al Taqaadum, Iraq from November 2008 to March 
2009. ln the bri.efing, we specifically requested that you identify the tesearch participants and 
ped'onn 11 quality ofcare review to ensure that these service members m:elved appropriate medkal 
care. Additionally, we recommended that each research. subject undergo a health assemnent to 
detecminc: that lhcre were no negative medical outcomes that occurred as a result or their 
participation in Ibis clinical. trial. 

Jn the meantime, we are completing a review ofthe research process used by the Department ofthe 
Anny to approve this clinical trial in order to 11ssess potential wealcnesses in clinical nise1m:h 
oversight. 

Please provide a response regarding any preliminary investigative results and a swnmary ofother 
actions 1aken within 30 days of receipt ofthis letter. 

at {703) 604.DSN 664·=ha::.mm~· ~~~-conlllct 
-or~. 

~.\.1~7AAof)(<7~LL
Kenneth P. Jo;:cneld 

Deputy Inspector General 

Special Plans & Operations 
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Memorandum for Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Health Affairs, February 17, 2011 

INSPECTOR GENERAL 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22202-4704 


February 17,2011 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFBNSE FOR HEALTH AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT: Mild Traumatic Brain Injury Clinical Research Trial in Iraq 

We are requesting your assistance In establishing criteria for and coordinating the 
implementation of health assessments for 80 U.S. military service members who were 
participants in a clinical trial conducted in Iraq during the period December 2008 - March 2009. 

On May 15, 2009, the Office oflnspeetor Geneml Defense Hotline received an allegation of 
suspected medical research misconduct related to this clinical trial. The complainant alleged that, 
while deployed to Iraq,, a lJ.S. Navy physician conducted sub-standard resei,m:h in conducting a 
clinical trial at U.S. military personnel who bad suffered mTBI. The purpose was to examine the 
effectiveness ofthe substance n.Acetylcysteine (NAC), an over-the-counter nutritional 
supplement. used in the trial as an experimental drug in treating mTBI. 

We initiated an assessment of these allegations in 2009. The results indicated potential research 
misconduct and possible substandard medical care. In addition, there were concerns identified 
regarding various medical research oversight matters. Subsequently, we briefed the U.S. Navy 
Deputy Surgeon General, Bureau ofMedicine and Surgery (BUMED), on January 19, 2010, 1111d 
requested that BUMED conduct an investigation into the various issues. 

Fwtherrnore, we i:eeommended that lhe miearch participants receive a health assessment to 
determine whether they had experienced any negative medical consequences as a result oftheir 
parti.clpation in the clinical trial. BUMED completed their Quality ofCare Review in December 
2010. 

ln their response to our draft report which was released December 23, 2010, BUMED concluded 
that treatments provided to the research participants were oot v.ithin the standanl ofcare for the 
treatment ofmTB!. They did oot. however, conduct any ofthe health assessments ofthe service 
personnel, which are now necessary to determine ifthere were any adverse medical effects as a 
result oftheir participation in the study. According to infumration collected and reviewed by the 
Navy during their initial inquiry, there were 80 service members who participated in the mTBI 
research. These 80 individuals represented a cross section of military services {U.S. Marine Corps ­
57; U.S. Army National Guard - 13; U.S. Anny- S; and U.S•.Navy- 5.) 

Addressing the challenge now presented with respect lo identifying and treating any health 
problems associated with the cUnical trial would appear, therefore, to be a joint DoD responsibility. 
Moreover, DoD and military service regulations are not clear In regards to the authority and 
responsibilities for conducting a review ofmedical resean:h and care provided to U.S. service 
members which occurred in a jaint-service environment, as in this case. Our report identified thii 
lack ofclarity. 
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We therefore request that your office conduct health assessments of the 80 military personnel 
who participated in the mTBl clinical trial. To assist you in conducting this important review. 
we have provided your office with a oopy ofour draft report, and our respective staftS have had 
extensive and productive discussions about this matter, to ensure that your staff has the neces.~ 
information lo initiate this review. We appreciate the assistance your staffhas provided, and 
their willingness to conduct this review. Because BUMED has further information regarding 
the identities of the 80 service members and their medical treatment files, we recommend that 
your staff wntact BUMBD directly to obtain this information. 

We believe you will agree it is essential to conduct accurate, objective, and timely health 
assessments of these 80 service members, and that such action reflects our Department's strong 
commitment to take every step neteSSllcy to support the health and well-being of these service 
members. 

We would appreciate an estimated timetine for the completion of the f ted < CA'.. u ! 

at your earliest eonven~~ce. ttyou ~!ons, please contact 
(703)6049DSN or at~. 

l
th 
~~J/2 

P. Moorefield (Ret) 
General 

Plans & Operatiom 

2 
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Memorandum for U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine and 
Surgery, February 17, 2011 

INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


400 ARMV NAVY DRIVE 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22202-4704 


February 17, 2011 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHIEF, BUREAU OF MJIDICJNB AND SURGERY 

SUBJECT: Mild Traumatic Brain Injury (mTBI) Clinie11l R~h Trial in Iraq 

We appreciate your comments in response to our draft report •Assessment ofthe Defense 
Hotline Allegations Concerning Thmmatic Brain Injury Re.search Integrity in Iraq (Project No. 
D2009-DOOSP0-0242.00)." 

As discussed in Observation B ofour draft report, we recommended that the Navy conduct a 
Quality ofCare Review based on our findings ofpossible substandard patient care for those 
service members participating in the mTBI clinical trial at Camp Al Taqaadum, lraq. The 
CQm.menta to our repon acknowledged that the treatments provided to reseacoh participants did 
not meet the st~ard ofcare :lbrthe treatment ofmTBI. Your comments indicated that based on 
the Quality ofCare Review, health assessments ofthe researoh participants were needed to 
detennine whether tho.se service members were banned as a result oftheir participation mthe 
researoh. 

Information previously provided by Navy Medicitte West indicated that there were 80 
individuals who participated in this clinical trial, which represents a cross section ofmilitary 
services (U.S. Marine Corps- S7; U.S. Anny National Ouard-13; U.S. Anny-S; and U.S. 
Navy- 5.) Due to our immediate concem for the health and wellbeing ofthe affected ~ 
participants, we have requested that ASD(Health Afiaira (HA)) conduct the required health 
assessments. We asked that Health Affahs contact you to obtain the identities ofthe research 
participants and the related medical lreatmenl files used to conduct the Quality ofCare Review 
to aid in Health Affairs' efforts to COlllplete the health ilssessments. 

~~!?M•P.leasecontact······at (703)604-DSN 
or~ 

669 

~.~)
Deputy Inspector General 

Special Plans&: Ope.rations 
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Memorandum for U.S. Army Medical Command, 
March 7, 2011 

INSPECTOR GENERAL 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


400 ARMY NAW DRIVE 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22202-4704 


March 7, 2011 

MEMORANDUM FOR THB COMMANDING GENERAL, U.S. ARMY MBDJCAL 
COMMAND 

SUBJECT: Mild Traumatic Brain JI\iury Clinical IWsem Trial In Iraq 

l am requesting your assi.st1111ce in compledng an Investigation into the allegations of 
potential research misconduct that~ identified in our draft .report, ..Assessment ofAllegations 
Co!lCeming TraUtnAtlc Brain Injury Research Integiity," which WBS released for management 
coillllletlts on December 23, 2010. 

As you are already aware, our use98ntenl identified issues specific to possibleresea.roh 
millconduct by a Navy physician, conccm for the health ofthe research subjeets. as well as 
weaknesses in the proceu used to review and approve the mTBI clinical trial conducted at Camp 
Al Taqadumn (Camp TQ), lraq. 

In response to ourrequest, the U.S. Navy Chief, Bureau ofMedicine and Surgery (BUMBD) 
conducted a Research Misoondu.ct Preliminary Inquiry. As a result oftheir review, BUMBD 
agreed to further investigate the circumstances related to the source off\mding which the 
investigator used to support his mearohin Iraq (Observation A.2 in our draft report). Also, 
BUMBD has already carded out a Quality ofCare Review on thl)Se Service personnel who 
participated in the trial, and the Assistant Sccretmy ofDcfense for Health Affairs bu agreed to 
conduct health assessments ofthe 80 research subjects to determine whether their health was 
lldversel;r affected by participation in the cllnical trlal. However, BUMEO deolinecl to 
investigate the remaining allegations ofpotential retearch misconduct identified in Observation 
A, due in part to the faot that the clinical trial was approved under the authority ofthe Army as 
was 1he performance ofthe research conducted at Camp TQ,. lraq. 

Our assessment determined that the U.S. Army Brooke Army Medical Center 
Institutional Review Board QRB) was responsible for the review ofthe clintcal trial and 
therefore was responsible for any oversight ofthe research In Iraq. Coosequently, we believe 
that the Army ill the appropriate authority to conduct the additional investig&'tion needed to 
detennine ifresearch misconduct occurred. 

Therefore, wie aie requesting that you ts.Ice the lead on the behalfofthe Army to investigate 
Dt1'tters assoohrted with potential research misoonduct. These matters and supporting 
information regarding finllncial conlliefs ofin~. uso ofinvosligational drugs, coercion and 
undue influence, among others, are fully explained in Observation A. l and A.31brough A.6 of 
our draft report. We will remain in contact with your staff to provide any additional information 
required. 

FOR: OFFIC:b\15 USE ON15Y 

http:Misoondu.ct


'fi'OR: OFFICMt USE OHrlf 

Please provide your response by March 14, 2011 snd indicate whether you will conduct the 
requested investigation. 

t: (703) 604-DSN•you~~~~~contact
664 or~. 

~,,.~AA--o . .. ~dQ__.. 
dAm~l~~~oorefield(Ret)

Deputy lDSpector General 
Special Plans &Operations 

Copy to: 

Assistant Secretary ofDefense for Research and Engineering 
Assistant Secretary ofDef- for Health Aftair1S 
The Inspector General ofthe Army 
Naval Inspector General 
Chief, Bun:au ofMedicine and Sur,gery 
Departmoot ofDefense Hotline 
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Special Plans & Operations 

Provide assessment oversight that addresses priority national secudty 

objectives to facilitate informed, timely decision-making by senior 

leaders of the DOD and the U .S . Congress. 

General Information 

Forward questions or comments concerning this assessment and report and other 

activities conducted by the Office of Special Plans & Operationstospo@dodig.mil 

Deputy Inspector General for Special Plans & Operations 


Department of Defense Inspector General 


400 Army Navy Drive 


Arlington, VA 22202-4704 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

h f"+111!9__m_a_k_e_a_d_iff_e_re_nc_e 

I I V L1:fll::l3 800.424.9098 

Defense Hotline, The Pentagon, Washington, DC 20301-1900 

Report www.dodig.mil/hotl ine 

Fraud, Waste, Mismanagement, Abuse of Authority 
Suspected Threats to Homeland Security 
Unauthorized Disclosures of Classified Information 

www.dodig.mil/hotl
mailto:Operationstospo@dodig.mil
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