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This includes investigating whether government officials, particularly Dr. Anthony Fauci or Dr. 
Francis Collins, exerted any undue influence over Proximal Origin to wrongly downplay the 
theory that COVID-19 is the result of a laboratory or research related incident.   

 
As of July 11, 2023, the Select Subcommittee has received more than 8,000 pages of 

documents from the U.S.-based Proximal Origin contributors and conducted five transcribed 
interviews—resulting in almost 25 hours of testimony.16 This report is the culmination of that 
work.  
 

On January 31, 2020, Dr. Fauci “suggested” directly to Dr. Andersen draft a paper 
regarding a possible lab leak of COVID-19. Dr. Fauci warned that if Dr. Andersen determined 
COVID-19 was the result of a lab leak, then he would need to contact law enforcement. The next 
day, February 1, this time on a conference call with 11 international scientists, and included Dr. 
Collins and Dr. Tabak, Dr. Fauci again suggested drafting a paper regarding a possible lab leak. It 
was these two suggestions that prompted Dr. Andersen to begin drafting. A draft of what would 
become Proximal Origin was completed within hours.  
   

After publication, Proximal Origin was used to downplay the lab leak hypothesis and call 
those who believe it may be true conspiracy theorists. Dr. Fauci and Dr. Collins tracked the paper 
through the review and publication process. And finally, Dr. Collins expressed dismay when 
Proximal Origin did not successfully kill the lab leak theory. He subsequently asked Dr. Fauci if 
there was anything more they could do. The next day, Dr. Fauci directly cited Proximal Origin 
from the White House podium.  
  

On January 31, 2020, Dr. Fauci prompted Proximal Origin, which’s goal was to 
“disprove” the lab leak theory to avoid blaming China for the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Proximal Origin employed fatally flawed science to achieve its goal. And, finally, Dr. Collins 
and Dr. Fauci used Proximal Origin to attempt to kill the lab leak theory.  

 
This is the anatomy of a cover-up.  

 

  

 
16 Transcribed Interview of W. Ian Lipkin, M.D. by Select Subcomm. on the Coronavirus Pandemic Staff (Apr. 6, 
2023); Transcribed Interview of Michael Farzan, Ph.D., by Select Subcomm. on the Coronavirus Pandemic Staff 
(Apr. 21, 2023); Transcribed Interview of Robert Garry, Ph.D., by Select Subcomm. on the Coronavirus Pandemic 
Staff (June 9, 2023); Transcribed Interview of Kristian Andersen, Ph.D., by Select Subcomm. on the Coronavirus 
Pandemic Staff (June 16, 2023); Transcribed Interview of Jean-Paul Chretien, Ph.D., M.D., by Select Subcomm. on 
the Coronavirus Pandemic Staff (June 29, 2023).  
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THE BEGINNING OF PROXIMAL ORIGIN  
 
 The beginnings of Proximal Origin can be traced back to January 31, 2020—one day 
before the now infamous February 1 conference call with Dr. Fauci, Dr. Collins, and nearly a 
dozen international scientists. Prior to discussion of the idea for a paper, it is important to 
establish what Dr. Fauci knew by January 31, 2020.   
 

Dr. Fauci was aware of the monetary relationship between the National Institute of 
Allergy and Infectious Disease (NIAID), the National Institutes of Health (NIH), EcoHealth 
Alliance, Inc. (EcoHealth), and the Wuhan Institute of Virology (WIV), despite claiming 
otherwise on numerous occasions.17 In addition to funding novel coronavirus research at the 
WIV, Dr. Fauci was aware or should have also been aware that: 
 

1. NIAID worked with EcoHealth to craft a grant policy to sidestep the gain-of-function 
research moratorium at the time.18 This policy—designed by EcoHealth and acquiesced 
to by NIAID—allowed EcoHealth to conduct and complete dangerous experiments, with 
very little oversight, at the WIV that would have otherwise been blocked by the 
moratorium;19 

 
2. EcoHealth was not in compliance with the grant that provided funds to the WIV. 

EcoHealth was required to submit its fifth annual progress report by September 30, 2019 
and had yet to done so by January 31, 2020.20 It became clear later, that EcoHealth hid 
this particular progress report to presumably hide a gain-of-function experiment 
conducted on a potentially infectious and lethal novel coronavirus;21  

 
3. The WIV was operating with undertrained technicians and at a substandard biosafety 

level.22 While under these conditions, the WIV was working on novel coronaviruses; and   
 

4. Viral gain-of-function research is inherently dangerous and Dr. Fauci is a proponent of 
this research, previously stating, “…important information can come from generating a 
potentially dangerous virus in the laboratory.”23  

 

 
17 E-Mail from Greg Folkers, Chief of Staff, Immediate Office of the Dir., Nat’l Inst. of Allergy & Infectious 
Diseases, to Anthony Fauci, M.D., et. al., Dir., Nat’l Inst. of Allergy & Infectious Diseases (Jan. 27, 2023) (on file 
with Select Subcomm. Staff).  
18 Sharon Lerner & Mara Hvistendahl, NIH Officials Worked with EcoHealth Alliance to Evade Restrictions on 
Coronavirus Experiments, THE INTERCEPT (Nov. 3, 2021), https://theintercept.com/2021/11/03/coronavirus-
research-ecohealth-nih-emails/.  
19 Id.  
20 Letter from Lawrence Tabak, D.D.S., Ph.D., Principal Deputy Dir., Nat’l Insts. of Health, to Hon. James Comer, 
Ranking Member, H. Comm. on Oversight & Reform (Oct. 20, 2021) (On file with Select Subcomm. Staff).  
21 Id.  
22 AMERICAN EMBASSY BEIJING, CHINA OPENS FIRST BIO SAFETY LEVEL 4 LABORATORY, U.S. DEP’T OF STATE (Jan. 
19, 2018) (On file with Select Subcomm. Staff).  
23 Anthony S. Fauci, et. al., A flu virus worth taking, THE WASH. POST (Dec. 30, 2011), 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/a-flu-virus-risk-worth-taking/2011/12/30/gIQAM9sNRP_story.html.  
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By January 31, 2020, Dr. Fauci knew that NIAID provided funding to the WIV via 
EcoHealth, EcoHealth and the WIV were conducting potentially dangerous gain-of-function 
research on novel coronaviruses, this research was being conducted with lackluster oversight, 
EcoHealth was not in compliance with their grant reporting requirements, the WIV was 
operating at an insufficient biosafety level with poorly trained technicians, and that he had 
previously advocated for gain-of-function research to be conducted on deadly viruses.  

 
Further by January 31, 2020, Dr. Fauci also knew there was a novel coronavirus ripping 

across the world that had never before seen features—some of which could be research 
derived—and that the United States just announced a Public Health Emergency.24 All of these 
facts demonstrate that—if this virus was the result of a laboratory or research related incident—
Dr. Fauci had a lot to lose. The story of Proximal Origin begins in early January 2020.  

 
I. January 2020 

 
According to Dr. Jeremy Farrar,25 the initial discussions regarding the sequence of 

COVID-19 and any unusual aspects began on January 8 or 9.26 At that point it is unclear what 
the concerns were or who exactly was involved, however the Select Subcommittee has 
subsequently learned those early calls included Chinese officials and Dr. Collins.27 It is unclear 
what if any information Dr. Collins gathered and if this information was subsequently shared 
with any other U.S. government officials.  

 

 
24 See generally DETERMINATION THAT A PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCY EXISTS, U.S. DEP’T OF HEALTH & HUMAN 
SERVS. (Jan. 31, 2020), https://aspr.hhs.gov/legal/PHE/Pages/2019-nCoV.aspx.  
25 Dr. Jeremy Farrar: Chief Scientist, World Health Org.; Former Director, The Wellcome Trust, London, UK.  
26 E-Mail from Jeremy Farrar, Dir., Wellcome Trust, to Eddie Holmes, Ph.D., et. al., Professor, University of Sydney 
(July 28, 2020).  
27 Id.  
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 According to Dr. Farrar he became aware of “chatter” suggesting the virus looked almost 
engineered to infect human cells in the last week of January.28 In Dr. Farrar’s own words, “That 
got my mind racing. This was a brand-new virus that seemingly sprang from nowhere. Except 
that this pathogen had surfaced in Wuhan, a city with a BSL-4 virology lab which is home to an 
almost unrivalled collection of bat viruses.”29 Dr. Farrar’s first concern was not the well-being of 
the planet, but instead, “[c]ould the novel-coronavirus be anything to do with ‘gain-of-function’ 
(GOF) studies?”30 This is a type of research that Dr. Farrar, much like Dr. Fauci, believes to be 
“ultimately useful.”31  
 

In addition to concerns that the pandemic resulted from GOF research, Dr. Farrar was 
also concerned about US-Sino relations—an interesting position for a British scientist to take. 
Dr. Farrar said: 
 

US-China politics were in a bad place in January 2020…It was obvious that people 
would soon begin hunting for a scapegoat for what was rapidly turning into a global 
health disaster. Trump was seeking to blame the virus on China and was calling it 
the ‘China virus’ and ‘kung flu.’ The security services in the US were on high alert 
for any hint that would prop up the accusations.32  

 
This theme—of scientists attempting to be international relations experts—prevails 

throughout the conception, drafting, and publication of Proximal Origin and explains the 
hesitancy to blame China or otherwise say COVID-19 may have been the result of Chinese 
negligence.  
 

Around this same time, Dr. Andersen shared his concerns regarding the possibility the 
COVID-19 pandemic was the result of a lab leak and that it had properties that may have been 
genetically modified or engineered—specifically the furin cleavage site—with Dr. Holmes.33 
According to Dr. Holmes, Dr. Andersen texted, “Eddie, can we talk? I need to be pulled off a 
ledge here.”34  

 
Dr. Andersen went on to express concerns regarding two distinct aspects of the virus—the 

receptor binding domain (RBD) and the furin cleavage site. Dr. Andersen also found a paper 
written by Dr. Ralph Baric and Dr. Zhengli Shi (Baric/Shi Paper) that purported to have inserted 
furin cleavage sites into SARS. As recounted by Dr. Farrar, this paper was a “how-to-manual for 
building the Wuhan coronavirus in a laboratory.”35 Dr. Holmes responded, “fuck, this is bad” and 
“oh my god what worse words than that.”36  

 

 
28 JEREMY FARRAR & ANJANA AHUJA, SPIKE: THE VIRUS VS. THE PEOPLE THE INSIDE STORY (2021).  
29 Id.   
30 Id.  
31 Id.   
32 Id.   
33 Vincent Racaniello, This Week in Virology 940 (Sept. 28, 2022).  
34 Id.  
35 Farrar, supra note 28.  
36 Id; Racaniello, supra note 33.  
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On January 30, 2020, Dr. Holmes relayed Dr. Andersen’s concerns to Dr. Farrar via his 
burner phone.37 Dr. Andersen recalled Dr. Holmes saying that Dr. Farrar acted as Holmes’ 
“handler.”38 Then, as Dr. Holmes characterized it, the conversations went from “zero to 100.”39 
 

II. January 31, 2020 
 

During a transcribed interview with Select Subcommittee staff, Dr. Andersen testified that 
after discussing his concerns with Dr. Farrar, they began to organize a conference call.40 The 
February 1 conference call was to be a forum for Dr. Andersen to “walk through my concerns 
and then…discuss it.”41 Dr. Andersen testified: 
 

And Jeremy [Farrar] gets all of this set up. He, I’m sure, has been in touch 
with Tony Fauci at the time, reaches out to Dr. Fauci, asks him to call me.42  

 
It is unclear whether Dr. Farrar and Dr. Fauci had significant contact prior to the call, but it was 
at this point that Dr. Farrar alerted Dr. Fauci to potential concerns and they began orchestrating a 
conference call.43 Dr. Fauci’s assistant replied, “Will call shortly…”44 

 
37 Id.  
38 Transcribed Interview of Kristian Andersen, supra note 16.  
39 Racaniello, supra note 33.  
40 Transcribed Interview of Kristian Andersen, supra note 16.  
41 Id.  
42 Id.  
43 E-Mail from Jeremy Farrar, Ph.D., Dir., Wellcome Trust, to Anthony Fauci, M.D., Dir., Nat’l Inst. of Allergy & 
Infectious Diseases, Nat’l Insts. of Health (Jan. 31, 2020).  
44 E-Mail from Patricia Conrad, Special Asst. to the Dir., Nat’l Inst. of Allergy & Infectious Diseases, Nat’l Insts. of 
Health, to Jeremy Farrar, Ph.D., Dir., Wellcome Trust (Jan. 31, 2020).  
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Presumably, Drs. Fauci and Farrar discussed the concerns raised by Dr. Andersen and Dr. 

Holmes because after their call, Dr. Farrar responds to Dr. Fauci and asks him to call Dr. 
Andersen, stating, “[t]he people involved are: Kristian Andersen…, Bob Garry…, Eddie 
Holmes.”45 

 
45 E-Mail from Jeremy Farrar, Ph.D., Dir., Wellcome Trust, to Anthony Fauci, M.D., Dir., Nat’l Inst. of Allergy & 
Infectious Diseases, Nat’l Insts. of Health (Jan. 31, 2020).  
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Dr. Fauci then memorialized his January 31 conversation with Dr. Andersen.46 In this e-
mail, Dr. Fauci raises direct concerns regarding the furin cleavage site, directs Dr. Andersen to 
“get a group of evolutionary biologists together to examine carefully the data to determine if his 
concerns are validated,” and states that if there is a possibility COVID-19 came from a lab leak, 
they would need to “report it to the appropriate authorities.”47 This appears to be Dr. Fauci’s first 
mention of setting up a conference call. Dr. Fauci concludes by saying, “…I will alert my U.S. 
Government official colleagues of my conversation…and determine what further investigation 
they recommend.”48 It is unclear what exact steps, if any, Dr. Fauci took next.  

According to Dr. Andersen, this was the first time he had ever spoken to Dr. Fauci 
personally, outside of potential interactions at conferences.49 It was also on the January 31 phone 
call between Drs. Fauci and Andersen when the first discussion of a paper regarding a possible 
lab leak took place.50  

 
46 E-Mail from Anthony Fauci, M.D., Dir., Nat’l Inst. of Allergy & Infectious Diseases, Nat’l Insts. of Health, to 
Jeremy Farrar, Ph.D., Dir., Wellcome Trust, & Kristian Andersen, Ph.D., Professor, Scripps Research (Jan. 31, 
2020).  
47 Id.  
48 Id.  
49 Transcribed Interview of Kristian Andersen, supra note 16.  
50 Id.  
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Q. Was this the first time that you had ever spoken to Dr. Fauci, like 
personally?  

 
A. Probably. Yeah… 
 
Q. Outside of conferences or - -? 
 
A. Sure. Yes. Yes. Yes. Absolutely, yes.  
 

*** 
 
Q. So, I think you testified, and you can correct me if this isn’t a fair 

characterization, that Dr. Fauci suggested a peer-reviewed paper of 
some kind. When did that suggestion happen? 

 
A. That happened - - again, the first phone call I had with him, which 

was immediately prior - - I think a day prior [January 31], right, to 
the conference call itself [February 1] where I relayed my initial 
concerns and findings. He specifically suggested considering 
writing a peer-reviewed publication on it, and specifically I 
remember hearing him saying that if you think this came from a 
lab, you should write this up as a peer-reviewed paper, so it can be 
judged by the peer community basically, yeah.51 

 
 What transpired next has been well documented. Dr. Fauci’s Chief of Staff, Mr. Greg 
Folkers, forwarded him an article titled, “Mining coronavirus genomes for clues to the outbreak’s 
origins.”52 This article directly mentions the Baric/Shi Paper that Dr. Andersen found alarming 
before and links EcoHealth and the WIV.53 Dr. Fauci forwards the paper to Dr. Farrar and Dr. 
Andersen and says, “This just came out today. You may have seen it. If not, it is of interest to the 
current discussion.”54 Dr. Andersen responded:55  
 

 
51 Id.  
52 E-Mail from Greg Folkers, Chief of Staff, Nat’l Inst. of Allergy & Infectious Diseases, Nat’l Insts. of Health, to 
Anthony Fauci, M.D., Dir., Nat’l Inst. of Allergy & Infectious Diseases, Nat’l Insts. of Health (Jan. 31, 2020); Jon 
Cohen, Mining coronavirus genomes for clues to the outbreaks’ origins, SCIENCE (Jan. 31, 2020).   
53 Id.  
54 E-Mail from Anthony Fauci, M.D., Dir., Nat’l Inst. of Allergy & Infectious Diseases, Nat’l Insts. of Health, to 
Jeremy Farrar, Ph.D., Dir., Wellcome Trust, & Kristian Andersen, Ph.D., Professor, Scripps Research (Jan. 31, 
2020). 
55 E-Mail from Kristian Andersen, Ph.D., Professor, Scripps Research, to Anthony Fauci, M.D., Dir., Nat’l Inst. of 
Allergy & Infectious Diseases, Nat’l Insts. of Health, to Jeremy Farrar, Ph.D., Dir., Wellcome Trust (Jan. 31, 2020).  
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 Dr. Andersen clarified what “unusual features” he was referencing: 
 

Q. Which features, at that time, were you talking about?  
 
A. Yeah, I’m talking about, like, the furin cleavage site, the receptor 

binding domain, and a few things associated with that, the BamH1 
restriction site that I mentioned, as well as some features associated 
with that - - basically, what I ended up presenting the next day at 
that conference call.56  

 
 Dr. Andersen subsequently confirmed that when he said the “genome inconsistent with 
expectations from evolutionary theory” he meant he thought COVID-19 could have been 
engineered: 
 

Q. …[W]as it the furin cleavage site and the RBD that looked 
inconsistent from evolutionary theory? 

 
… 
 
A. And when I’m saying the genome is inconsistent with expectations 

from evolutionary theory, it’s a bit of a fancy way of basically 
saying, like, look, guys, I think this could be engineered.57   

 
 The next day, February 1, 2020, a group of scientists, including Dr. Fauci, gathered via 
conference call for Dr. Andersen to present these findings and discuss a path forward.  

 
56 Transcribed Interview of Kristian Andersen, supra note 16.  
57 Id.  
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III. February 1, 2020 
 
  On February 1, 2020, Dr. Farrar emails a large group to set up a conference call to 
discuss Dr. Andersen’s concerns about the origins of COVID-19. The original attendee list 
included: 
 
Kristian Andersen 
Bob Garry  
Christian Drosten 
Tony Fauci 
Mike Ferguson  
Ron Fouchier 
Eddie Holmes 
Marion Koopmans  
Stefan Pohlmann 
Andrew Rambaut  
Paul Schreier  
Patrick Vallance.58  
 
 Despite the invite being sent on February 1, Dr. Andersen testified that he was aware of 
the potential of a call prior to February 1.  
 

Q. When did you first learn of this call? Was it when the roster was sent 
out, February 1st?  

 
A. No. I knew that the call was going to happen, because Eddie, myself 

had talked about it, and I talked to Jeremy Farrar…This is where I 
became aware of all the details surrounding the conference call.59  

 
 During a transcribed interview with Select Subcommittee staff, Dr. Garry testified that he 
was also aware of the conference call prior to February 1: 
 

Q. How were you invited to this call? 
 
A. I believe I received an email from Jeremy Farrar. 
 
Q. …[T]o the best of you recollection, what day was that? 
 
A. Probably the day before or - - at most 2 days before, but I think it 

was the day before.60   
 

 
58 E-Mail from Jeremy Farrar, Ph.D., Dir., Wellcome Trust, to Anthony Fauci, M.D., et. al., Dir., Nat’l Inst. of 
Allergy & Infectious Diseases, Nat’l Insts. of Health (Feb. 1, 2020). 
59 Transcribed Interview of Kristian Andersen, supra note 16.  
60 Transcribed Interview of Robert Garry, supra note 16.  
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 In addition to Dr. Fauci, the Select Subcommittee is aware that at least two other federal 
government officials were on the call despite not being on the official roster – Dr. Collins and Dr. 
Lawrence Tabak.  
 
 It appears from e-mails, that Dr. Fauci personally invited Dr. Collins.61  
 

 

On March 24, 2023, the Select Subcommittee wrote to Dr. Fauci requesting he clarify 
whether he personally invited Dr. Collins to the conference call.62 On March 27, 2023, his 
counsel responded on his behalf stating, “As one would reasonably expect, Dr. Fauci advised his 
immediate supervisor, Dr. Francis Collins, that the call was taking place. Dr. Collins expressed 
an interest in joining the call.”63 This statement does not refute that Dr. Fauci invited Dr. Collins 
to join the conference call.  
 

 
61 E-Mail from Anthony Fauci, M.D., Dir., Nat’l Inst. of Allergy & Infectious Diseases, Nat’l Insts. of Health, to 
Jeremy Farrar, Ph.D., Dir., Wellcome Trust, & Francis Collins, M.D., Ph.D., Dir., Nat’l Insts. of Health (Feb. 1, 
2020); E-Mail from Anthony Fauci, M.D., Dir., Nat’l Inst. of Allergy & Infectious Diseases, Nat’l Insts. of Health, 
to Robert Garry, Ph.D., et. al., Professor, Tulane School of Medicine (Feb. 1, 2020).  
62 Letter from Hon. Brad Wenstrup, Chairman, Select Subcomm. on the Coronavirus Pandemic, to Anthony Fauci, 
M.D. (Mar. 24, 2023).  
63 Letter from David Schertler & Danny Ornato, Counsel for Dr. Anthony S. Fauci, to Hon. Brad Wenstrup, 
Chairman, Select Subcomm. on the Coronavirus Pandemic (Mar. 27, 2023).  
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 The Select Subcommittee now also believes that Dr. Tabak—the current Acting Director 
of NIH—was also on the conference call.64  

 
If this is accurate, it means that the Director of the NIH, the Deputy Director of the NIH, and the 
Director of NIAID all participated in the conference call.  
 
 Dr. Andersen recounted what he presented on the conference call:    
 

Q. And what, to the best of your recollection, and briefly, what did you 
present on the call? 

 
A. I presented the main findings I had, which was some of the features 

that I found to be unusual in the viral genome, including the receptor 
binding domain, the furin cleavage site, the damage, one site which 
is a restriction site, and also just outlining some of the research that 
have been ongoing at the Wuhan Institute of Virology.  And I had a 
presentation, which you have as part of your exhibits too. 

 
Q. Regarding the Wuhan Institute of Virology, what did you present? 
 
A. Just in broad terms, the fact that they were culturing viruses from 

bats, or attempting to culture viruses from bats, isolate viruses from 
bat samples, which is not easy, in BSL-2; and, also, some of their 
chimeric work using WIV-1, for example, which is a common 
backbone that they are using; as well as just the general strategies 

 
64 E-Mail from Mike Ferguson, Professor, University of Dundee, to Jeremy Farrar, Ph.D., et. al., Dir., Wellcome 
Trust (Feb. 9, 2020).  
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around creating chimeric viruses, much of which I believe was done 
in BSL-2 and, as I mentioned, animal work in BSL-3.  But those 
were my, sort of, concerns around the research and the reason, of 
course, for why we need to consider a potential lab leak as a 
scientific hypothesis, yes.65   

 
 Dr. Andersen testified further that the primary participants on the call were himself, Dr. 
Rambaut, Dr. Holmes, Dr. Christian Drosten,66 Dr. Ron Fouchier,67 and Dr. Marion 
Koopmans.68,69 During their transcribed interviews, both Drs. Garry and Andersen were asked 
about any comments made by Drs. Fauci or Collins on the conference call.  
 
According to Dr. Garry: 
 

Q. Did [Dr. Fauci] say anything? 
 
A. He didn’t say a whole a lot. 
 
Q. To your recollection - - what did he say? 
 
A. He just acknowledged that he was there, but the details are not really 

clear.  He really didn't say much of substance.  It was, you know -- I 
mean, Jeremy Farrar was clearly sort of introducing and ending the 
meeting.  It was his call to make.  Neither Fauci or Collins really 
had much to say, other than just, you know, maybe a point of 
clarification here or there. 

 
*** 

 
Q. …Was Dr. Collins on the call? 
 
A. He was on the call.  What I remember was is that he was basically 

on and off the call, because I think he was having some kind of a 
social event at the time.  So, he did come on and off.  But he, you 
know, he made his presence, you know, just I'm here, basically, 
known a couple of times.  

 
Q. Was that - - to your recollection, was that the substance of his 

speaking role? 
 

 
65 Transcribed Interview of Robert Garry, supra note 16.  
66 Dr. Christian Drosten: Professor, Deputy Coordinator Emerging Infections, German Center for Infection Research, 
DE 
67 Dr. Ron Fouchier: Deputy Head of the Erasmus MC Department of Viroscience, Erasmus MC, NL 
68 Dr. Marion Koopmans: Head of the Erasmus MC Department of Viroscience, Erasmus MC, NL 
69 Transcribed Interview of Kristian Andersen, supra note 16.  
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A. He really didn’t offer anything scientifically.70  
 
According to Dr. Andersen:  
 

Q. On the conference call -- we talked a little bit about it -- what do you 
recall Dr. Fauci saying, if he said anything?  

 
A. I honestly don't remember Dr. Fauci, Collins -- I believe there 

might've been other NIH contingents on the call too.  They probably 
had some questions, but I don't recollect that they -- they certainly 
didn't add anything of substance to the scientific discussion.  Again, 
the discussions were:  Jeremy said a few things to sort of set up the 
call and "here's what we're going to do," but, otherwise, the 
conversation was just between myself, Eddie Holmes, Andy 
Rambaut, Christian Drosten, Ron Fouchier in particular, so among 
the experts present on the call. 

 
Q. Do you recall Dr. Collins saying anything on the conference call?   
 
A. I do not, no.71 

 
 During their interviews, both Drs. Andersen and Garry were asked if Dr. Fauci ever 
directed them to write a paper regarding the origins of COVID-19. Dr. Garry testified, “he never 
directed that to me.”72 However, Dr. Garry clarified, “I’m not privy to all the communications 
that Dr. Fauci had with the other authors.”73 Dr. Andersen testified that in addition to Dr. Fauci 
“suggesting” a paper about a potential lab leak on January 31, 2020, on the February 1 call Dr. 
Fauci “encouraged to, you know, follow the scientific process on this which ultimately ends up 
in peer-reviewed publications.”74 Dr. Andersen clarified that Dr. Fauci specifically mentioned 
drafting a peer-reviewed paper on January 31, stating, “he specifically mentioned that if I 
believed this was a lab leak, I should consider writing a peer-reviewed paper on it.”75 
 
 This is evidenced by Dr. Andersen’s own emails.76  

 
70 Transcribed Interview of Robert Garry, supra note 16.  
71 Transcribed Interview of Kristian Andersen, supra note 16. 
72 Transcribed Interview of Robert Garry, supra note 16. 
73 Id.  
74 Transcribed Interview of Kristian Andersen, supra note 16. 
75 Id.  
76 E-Mail from Kristian Andersen, Ph.D., Professor, Scripps Research, to Claire Thomas, Edito, Nature (Feb. 12, 
2020).  
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When asked about this e-mail, Dr. Garry testified:  

 
Q. Did Dr. Andersen ever express this to you, the feeling that he was 

prompted by Dr. Farrar, Dr. Fauci, and Dr. Collins? 
 
A. I mean, I think in the -- in the broad sense.  Yeah, I'm not quite so 

sure how to answer that.  I mean, you know, this is the first time I'm 
actually seeing this email, the way he wrote it here.  So, I'm a little 
surprised that he wrote it that way.  I probably wouldn't have written 
it this way.  But, you know, I think you're probably going to have to 
ask Kristian what he thought about, you know, why he put it that 
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way.  Maybe he was, you know -- I don't know.  I really shouldn't 
speculate on that.  You probably need to ask him.77  

 
 When asked about this email, Dr. Andersen confirmed that he was referencing the 
January 31 phone call with Dr. Fauci:  
 

Q. What did you mean by “prompted by Jeremy Farrar, Tony Fauci, 
and Francis Collins”? 

 
A. I mean specifically that -- again, as I've already explained, is that 

they prompted us to the idea of seriously considering the origin of 
the virus and to consider producing a paper on that…And, again, 
remember my first conversation with Tony Fauci, where he 
specifically suggests that if I think this came from the lab, I should 
consider writing a scientific paper on it.  

 
Q. So that’s what the - - the prompt he was referencing - - that first 

conversation? 
 
A. Correct.78   

 
 Through its investigation, the Select Subcommittee has learned that Dr. Fauci and 
the NIH exerted more influence over the conference call than previously disclosed. Further, 
by the end of the February 1 conference call, Dr. Fauci had suggested the drafting of a 
paper regarding the potential of a lab leak to Dr. Andersen twice. This suggestion was what 
“prompted” Dr. Andersen to draft Proximal Origin.  
 
  

 
77 Transcribed Interview of Robert Garry, supra note 16. 
78 Transcribed Interview of Kristian Andersen, supra note 16. 
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THE DRAFTING AND EDITING OF PROXIMAL ORIGIN 
 

The first draft of a report that would become Proximal Origin was completed by 7:40 
p.m. on February 1—only hours after the conference call. While it may not have been the goal of 
the conference call, a written product of some sort was certainly discussed and contemplated on 
the February 1 conference call. As Dr. Garry testified: 
 

Well, you know, of course, we had the teleconference on February the 1st, 
2020.  And we had already, you know, had many discussions amongst 
ourselves, I mean.  And by ourselves, I mean Kristian and Eddie and 
Andrew and I, with other people.  So, you know, there were sort of notions 
and ideas circulating around. 
 
And, you know, the possibility of the paper, we're scientists.  We write 
papers.  We communicate.  We do, you know, we do science 
communication.  That's the sort of the final stamp on a lot of work that you 
might do is to write up a paper.  So, of course, I think that was in everyone's 
mind…  
 
And so, I think by, you know, by that February 1 teleconference, if you 
want to mark it there, I mean, it didn't take too many days after that.79 

 
I. The Stated Goals 

 
The goal of Proximal Origin was not to discover the origin of COVID-19 nor protect 

from future pandemics, but, instead, to disprove the lab leak theory. On two separate occasions, 
Dr. Andersen stated just that. 

 
First, on February 8, 2020, Dr. Andersen wrote, “Our main work over the past couple of 

weeks has been focused on trying to disprove any type of lab theory, but we are a crossroad 
where the scientific evidence isn’t conclusive enough to say that we have high confidence in any 
of the three main theories considered.”80  

 
Second, on February 20, 2020, Dr. Andersen—in trying to defend the viability of 

Proximal Origin—wrote, “Unfortunately none of this helps refute a lab origin and the possibility 
must be considered as a serious scientific theory (which is what we do) and not dismissed out of 
hand as another ‘conspiracy’ theory. We all really, really wish that we could do that (that’s how 
this got started), but unfortunately its just not possible given the data.”81 

 
 

 
79 Transcribed Interview of Robert Garry, supra note 16. 
80 E-Mail from Kristian Andersen, Ph.D., Professor, Scripps Research, to Christian Drosten, Ph.D., et. al., Deputy 
Coordinator for Emerging Infections, German Center for Infection Research (Feb. 8, 2020).  
81 E-Mail from Kristian Andersen, Ph.D., Professor, Scripps Research, to Claire Thomas, Ph.D., Senior Editor, 
Nature (Feb. 20, 2020).  
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