Activity 5: Responding to a Bioterrorist Attack

Assignment 2: Extended Research Proposal

Botulinum toxin has been used as a weapon of bioterrorist during the last 60 years. To the
surprise of many Americans, the US established a biowarfare program in the early 1940’s at
Camp Detrick, Maryland. This program has since been dismantled, largely as a result of the
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention. On April 10, 1972, 108 countries signed a treaty
which mandated that they abandon biological weapons research programs designed for offensive
attacks. In 2001, however, President Bush declined to ratify the treaty, arguing that it threatened
public disclosure of commercial interests in the biotechnology sector. One consequence of this,
however, is to create a potential source of bioweapons for terrorists groups.

In recent years, a number of botched terrorists attacks have attempted to release botulinum toxin,
but have failed. In April 1990, Aum Shinrikyo, a cult group based in Japan, sent trucks through
central Tokyo spraying botulinum toxin. Targets included the U.S. Navy installation at
Yokohama and the base at Yokosuka, as well as Narita International Airport. These attacks were
unsuccessful, as were two other attempts in subsequent years. In 2001, the attacks on the World
Trade Center and the Pentagon, which were followed almost immediately by discovery of letters
containing anthrax, spurred U.S. defense programs to tighten security measures. Among the
measures taken was the creation of a new Department of Homeland Security.

Instructions

1. Complete the assigned reading and visit websites (suggestions for textbook readings maybe
be found in the Teaching Notes to Actvity 5).

2. Consider the scenario sketched below. Play the role of the Director of the Bioterrorism Unit

of the Centers for Disease Control and develop a proposal that outlines your strategy for

dealing with this situation. Use Resource Six: Self Assessment of Writing. The proposal
should:

* Briefly review the options that are currently available.

* Provide a short-range solution and a long-range solution for combating this attack.

* Include the economic and public health benefits.

* Prioritize response activities.

Your proposal should also address the questions at the end of this assignment.

Exchange your proposal with a peer.

5. Play the role of the Chair of the Senate Appropriations Committee for Bioterrorism and
critique your peer’s CDC proposal. Use Resource Five: Peer Assessment of Writing. This
critique should include:

* A set of questions for the director.
» Uncover potential pitfalls in the proposal.
* Suggest alternative strategies.

6. Exchange your peer critiques, revise your proposal and turn in both the critique and your

final draft of the proposal to your instructor.

P w

Scenario

1. A shadowy organization which has been suspected of bioterrorist activities has sent a
threatening letter to the Secretary of Health and Human Services.
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2. This letter contains information suggesting that botulinum attack might occur within one
month in one of three U.S. cities: San Francisco, New York City or Chicago.

3. The FBI has determined that the threat should be taken seriously and preparations should be
made to minimize the effects of the attack.

4. The Department of Homeland Security has raised the Terrorist Advisory level to Orange,
indicating a high risk of terrorist attacks.

5. Botulism, if untreated, will kill 80% of those who become infected.

6. A vaccine for botulism exists and military personnel preparing to engage in combat are
required to be vaccinated.

Questions

1. What is botulism? What causes it? How can the causative agent be weaponized?

2. What is a vaccine and how is one made?

3. With respect to vaccination: What are the side effects? What are the benefits? What are the
costs?

4. Who, if anyone, should be vaccinated? Should mass civilian vaccination be employed if an
outbreak is detected, or should vaccination be restricted to those in closest proximity to the
outbreak?

5. Should vaccination be enforced? If so, who will be responsible?

6. What are the likely consequences of a vaccination program, including remote or potentially
hidden consequences? What are the alternatives? Is the worst case scenario acceptable?

7. Who benefits? Who is at risk or pays the costs? (Who is upstream, choosing benefits? Who
is downstream, experiencing the consequences?) Would you be willing to accept any of the
consequences of this policy falling upon yourself?

8. Are there public health alternatives to vaccination? If so, do they provide a more cost
effective solution? Are there safer, more effective solutions?

9. How long does it take for a new vaccine or drug to reach the general market—from
development through testing?

10. What guidelines and how many testing stages are required for researchers to obtain an NDA
(New Drug Application)? Remember that the researchers need to bring an IND
(Investigational New Drug) application to the FDA before they can even begin the process.

11. What would the experimental set-up be for the testing of the drug in humans? Describe the
target population, sample size, controls.

12. Would this drug be undergoing Phase IV trials or post-marketing surveillance? Explain your
answer.

13. How much does it cost to bring a vaccine or drug to market?

14. Since several vaccines are being developed for botulism—why haven’t they been licensed?

What is the rationale?
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why the U.S. does not support the Biological Weapons and Chemical Weapons Treaty
Convention.
http://www.us-mission.ch/press2001/1911bolton.htm and
http://www.usmission.ch/press2001/1119boltonpress.htm

8. Okonek B, Peters P. Vaccines—How and Why?
http://www.accessexcellence.org/AE/AEC/CC/vaccines_how_why.html

Cell Biology For Life 4
Copyright O 2004 by Garland Science Publishing
www.garlandscience.com/cbl



