Bio o Terror BBible

EXPOSING THE COMING BIO-TERROR PANDEMIC

BIOTERRORBIBLE.COM: The following propaganda was published within the calendar year of 2008.
While some of the following reports may have been legitimate news stories, most if not all of them appear
to be blatant propaganda with the overall goal of convincing American and the World that it is on the
precipice of a bio-terror induced pandemic. The fact that this propaganda exists in mass confirms that an
upcoming bio-terror attack is in the cards and may be played in a last ditch effort to regain political,
economic and militarial control of society.

Title: Top-Secret Livermore Anti-Germ Lab Opens
Date: February 2, 2008
Source: SF Gate

Abstract: A high-security laboratory where deadly microbes are being grown by scientists seeking
defenses against terrorist attacks began operating in Livermore last week without public announcement,
and opponents said Friday that they will go to federal court in an effort to close the facility down.

Built inside the closed campus of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, the facility has been
controversial ever since it was first proposed by homeland security officials more than five years ago. Tri-
Valley CARES, the East Bay watchdog group that has long fought nuclear weapons research there, has
led the fight against it with protests and legal actions.

The facility is known as a Biosafety-level 3 laboratory where highly trained workers, high-tech airlocks and
extremely rigorous safety measures are required by federal rules in order to contain any of more than 40
potentially lethal disease-causing bacteria, viruses and fungi stored inside.

The National Nuclear Security Administration, an agency of the Energy Department, which oversees the
Livermore site, announced Monday only that it had "granted approval” for Livermore to begin operating its
new biosafety laboratory.

But the announcement did not disclose that the facility had already opened and that its scientists had
begun working there the previous Friday - a fact that immediately outraged the lab's opponents.

Robert Schwartz, the staff attorney for Tri-Valley CARES, said he will file suit in federal District Court next
week to shut down the facility on the grounds that the final environmental impact statement published by
the lab's oversight agency was inadequate and that another supporting document was released without
public hearings in violation of the Energy Department's own rules.

In October, the Ninth District Court of Appeals in San Francisco had overruled an earlier federal court
decision in support of the operation of the Livermore facility. The appeals court required officials to
prepare a new environmental statement, including an assessment of the possibility that a suicide attack
by terrorists could breach the facility's walls and allow killer germs to spread beyond the lab.


http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2008/02/02/BA81UQIOK.DTL

In response, the security agency filed a document that said such an attack would be "highly unlikely," and
that it "found no significant impact" on the public or the environment from operations at the germ research
facility.

A spokesman for the Energy Department's nuclear security agency at Livermore told The Chronicle that
its office manager approved the final revised environmental documents on Jan. 25, and that scientists
began work at the lab the same day.

Asked why the press release on Monday did not disclose that the facility was already operating, the
spokesman said "because we needed the time to physically copy the documents and place them in the
public reading rooms as well as post them on the Web."

Eric Gard, director of the new facility, said Friday his staff is now growing live cultures of many disease-
causing organisms that could be used by terrorists in enemy biological warfare attacks and for which
laboratory scientists will seek to develop countermeasures. Understanding the phenomenon of resistance
to antibiotics is a high priority, he said.

Among the microbes held in the laboratory are bacteria that cause such highly dangerous and often
deadly diseases as bubonic plague, anthrax, Rocky Mountain spotted fever, Q fever, tularemia and
brucellosis or undulant fever, Gard said.

But scientists in his lab will also be researching other microbes unlikely to be used in terror attacks and
that pose such major public health problems as tuberculosis, flu, and SARS, the severe acute respiratory
syndrome that proved so deadly among elderly people in China, he said.

The scientists are barred by federal rules from conducting any research using germs for "potentially
offensive use or purposes,” nor for the production of any bio-warfare weapons, according to the Energy
Department.

Continuing its opposition to the Livermore facility by Tri-valley CARES, Marylia Kelley, the organization's
executive director, charged in a statement Friday that the lab and its sponsors "are jeopardizing the
health and safety of the local community and the surrounding Bay Area." Live anthrax germs grown in the
lab and released into the air from the facility, even if it were only "lightly damaged" in a terrorist attack, for
example, "could result in up to 9,000 deaths, depending on wind patterns," Kelley maintained (SF Gate,

2008).

Title: Modest Gains Against Ever-Present Bioterrorism Threat
Date: August 3, 2008
Source: Washington Post

Abstract: In the past seven years, the federal government has spent more than $57 billion to shore up
the nation's bioterrorism defenses, stockpiling drugs, ringing more than 30 American cities in a network of
detectors and boosting preparedness at hospitals.

The result: modest gains, at best, toward preventing another attack similar to the one in 2001, in which
anthrax bacteria killed five people and sickened 17, experts and government officials agree.

"The threat of bioterrorism has not subsided,"” while the challenge of predicting or preventing a major
biological attack remains "daunting," Robert Hooks, the Homeland Security Department's deputy
assistant secretary for weapons of mass destruction and biodefense, told a House panel two weeks ago.

"The potential for something to happen is much greater now than it was in 2001, simply because of
developments of technology and education,"” D.A. Henderson, who was principal science adviser for
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public health preparedness to then-Health and Human Services secretary Tommy G. Thompson, said in
an interview.

The government has not developed a general-use anthrax vaccine. A new generation of sensors that
would sniff out threats more quickly has been delayed. A coordinated plan to respond to a widespread
outbreak still doesn't exist. And the rapid increase in the number of researchers registered to work with
biological agents, now 15,000 people, has come without enough oversight.

"We may be putting dangerous pathogens in the hands of people who would deliberately cause harm. We
may also be putting them in the hands of people who may inadvertently or unintentionally take steps to
put large numbers of people at risk," said Elisa D. Harris, senior research scholar at the Center for
International and Security Studies at the University of Maryland.

One cause is the government's difficulty organizing itself. Since 2003, for instance, management of both
the stockpile of medications that would be used in a disaster and the National Disaster Medical System,
the federal government's disaster health-care responders, has been shifted from HHS to DHS and back.

A significant bright spot, many agree, is the dramatic improvement in government preparations to respond
to threats such as smallpox, botulism, plague and other biological agents. The Strategic National
Stockpile, an emergency cache of critical pharmaceuticals that can be sent within 12 hours to counter
outbreaks, has been greatly expanded, said Michael T. Osterholm, director of the University of
Minnesota's Center for Infectious Disease Research and Policy.

The stockpile, details of which are classified, has 60 million treatment courses of antibiotics for anthrax
and pneumonic plague, according to a senior federal official with responsibility for bioterrorism response.
About 300 million doses of smallpox vaccine can also be shipped.

"If smallpox returned today, we could contain it and minimize the danger very quickly. | could not have
said that in 2001," Osterholm said. The anthrax attack "was a very important event in the world of
bioterrorism preparedness,” he added. "It did finally wake people up to what bioterrorism could do in this
country and in the world.”

The Bush administration has dedicated $57 billion for bioweapons, prevention and defense through fiscal
2009, according to the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation. That includes a $9 billion increase
next year for research and development of countermeasures such as vaccines.

The administration has tried to get its primary vaccine program, BioShield, back on track. The HHS in
2006 killed the two-year-old program's largest component, an $877.5 million contract to develop a new
anthrax vaccine and last year canceled a project to develop radiation exposure drugs.

Officials say that the government is retooling efforts to encourage drug companies to invest in BioShield
projects, and that the effort is paying off in new antitoxins for anthrax and botulism. Science is also being
advanced by a dramatic expansion of federally funded university research, up from a handful of
laboratories a decade ago to 400 today.

Still, the nation has seen few breakthroughs such as an anthrax vaccine that could safely inoculate
Americans and end what many scientists consider a top-tier threat. Some analysts worry that the U.S.
research effort is increasing the risk of abuse by a malevolent or unwitting insider, whether or not
bioweapons expert Bruce E. Ivins turns out to among them.

The White House last fall refocused its years-long effort to meet the "big three" of bioterrorism
preparedness needs: medical stockpiling, biosurveillance and mass casualty response.



On Oct. 18, the president signed a new homeland security directive to chart a fresh strategy for public
health and medical preparedness, which included creating a panel at the U.S. Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention to review biosurveillance efforts.

Early detection is critical because the impact of a bioweapons attack can spiral out of control in the hours
or days it takes to discover it. Administration defenders have praised BioWatch, a five-year-old, $400
million effort to install sensors in more than 30 U.S. cities to detect the airborne release of biological
warfare agents such as anthrax spores, plague bacteria and smallpox virus.

All 50 states now can receive urgent disease reports around-the-clock and conduct year-round
surveillance for diseases such as influenza, according to the senior federal bioterrorism official. The
number of state and local public health laboratories that can detect biological agents has increased from
83 to 110, and the number that can respond to chemical agents has climbed from zero to 47, said the
official, speaking on the condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the FBI's anthrax
investigation.

Critics say big gaps remain. BioWatch remains of limited use, because it takes 10 to 34 hours for samples
taken by the machines to be analyzed. A new generation of sensors that can detect lethal agents within
four to six hours was scheduled for pilot deployment in 2008 but now is not expected until 2010 or 2011.

Meanwhile, cities such as New York are pressing the federal government to spend tens of millions of
dollars more on interim technology. Other analysts say it makes more sense to spend money to improve
data collection and reporting by hospitals and clinics.

"There are a lot of fabulous new tools out there that could be turned to biosurveillance, but government
hasn't figured out how to marshal them, who should control them or what to do," said Tara O'Toole,
director of the Center for Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center.

Washington also has sent more than $8 billion in grants to hospitals and public health agencies since
2002. The money reached more than 80 percent of 5,000 U.S. hospitals and funded 9,500 exercises in
2006 alone.

But the nation still lacks plans and an organized structure to respond to a massive disease outbreak with
thousands of victims. "The system still isn't there," Osterholm said. Hospitals strain every day with
overcrowded emergency rooms, while this summer's outbreak from salmonella infection underscores the
challenges facing public health experts to trace outbreaks of even food-borne iliness, he said.

It will do little good for the federal government to distribute stockpiled medications if health-care workers
aren't there to dispense them, Osterholm said, or for the federal biosensor alarm system to ring if
hospitals lack beds, nurses and tracking systems to manage patients.

"If we know the system is not going to work with everyone having a hospital bed, a nurse and all the
modern medicines they need, then we better damned well prepare for that," he said.

At Congress's direction, DHS this year is developing a hew National Biosurveillance Integration Center to
coordinate federal efforts, but faces "big challenges" to being operational next month, Hooks said. Only
six of 11 federal agencies have agreed to participate, and only one has completed a funding and staffing
plan.

Henderson said such developments show that Washington is better prepared than it was in 2001 but is
enmeshed in dangerous bureaucratic habits.



"There's a kind of complacency," he said. "You don't have the motivation now as they did right after 9/11
and the anthrax attack, and so, they can look at it now and say, 'Well, nothing has happened. We don't
have to worry about it." And they can sleep at night" (Washington Post, 2008).

Title: Bioterrorism's Threat Persists As Top Security Risk
Date: August 4, 2008
Source: Wall Street Journal

Abstract: So what has the U.S. learned since anthrax was sent through the mail in 20017

Itis cheap to do. It is easy to pull off. It is tough to respond to. And for all of those reasons, it remains one
of the top concerns of security officials across the country, and one of their greatest frustrations.

New York City is at the forefront of confronting the bioterror threat, with one of the most advanced
detection and response systems in the country. But the problem "is not fixed in New York or anywhere
else,” says Richard Falkenrath, the city's counterterror chief and a former senior White House security
aide.

The federal government has spent nearly $50 billion on programs to fight bioterrorism since 2001. Still,
experience in New York City and elsewhere underscores the enduring difficulty of contending with this
type of terror attack. Experts in the field say that the nation's ability to detect biological weapons is still
inadequate in most locales, as is its ability to distribute drugs to the population once the lethal agent is
identified. Hospitals warn that the volume of casualties from an effective attack could simply overwhelm
facilities.

"We've made very little progress in [any] of those very big areas,"” says Dr. Tara O'Toole, director of the
Center for Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center.

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security is constructing a center that will merge biothreat information
from federal agencies and eventually connect it with localities. The department has also been building its
BioWatch system, which deploys equipment to sniff out key deadly pathogens from the air.

William O. Jenkins Jr. of the Government Accountability office said in congressional testimony that it isn't
clear that the new center will be able to perform as expected when it is launched next month. He also
found that the BioWatch system requires up to 34 hours to detect and confirm a pathogen. While the
department is trying to develop an interim solution to expedite detection, a faster system isn't scheduled
for completion until 2010, he said.

Bioterror experts warn that an attack is only going to become easier to launch as the same work that has
spawned countless new biotech medical treatments continues to advance. "Unfortunately, there's going to
be a dark side," says Randall Larsen, Director of the Institute for Homeland Security, a Virginia-based
think tank. The biotech revolution, he said, is making it "easier for nonstate actors to develop
sophisticated bioweapons."

With easier access to fatal pathogens, it may be impossible to uncover preparations for an attack, leading
government officials to focus more on lessening the impact of an attack than preventing one.

New York is using the next generation of sensors that the federal BioWatch program hopes to distribute
nationwide by 2010. The city has been asking the federal government for more sensors. Most of the
devices require up to 34 hours to detect a lethal bug, but about a half dozen new machines can detect an
agent more quickly.
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Yet New York remains at the leading edge. In most other cities, there was little federal guidance about
which systems to buy, which led to a patchwork of often ineffective programs. The BioWatch system is
active in more than 30 cities.

In New York, if a lethal agent is detected, the city plans to immediately distribute drugs to counter the bug.
The federal government has worked to develop a national stockpile of drugs to deploy anywhere in the
country, and biosecurity experts give the program high marks, saying that it can get the drugs to an
affected region quickly. The problem, they say, is getting the medication out of the airport, where the
federal government leaves it, and into communities.

If a biological attack were to happen tomorrow, said Lawrence O. Gostin, a bioterrorism expert at Johns
Hopkins and Georgetown Universities, the best advice the government could give would be for people to
stay where they are. He adds: "I have no idea how they would get to my suburban Maryland
neighborhood and get me an antiviral or antibiotic."

And biosecurity specialists lament that little progress has been made even on the most public of possible
biological threats: countering an anthrax attack. Seven years after the nation contended with just such an
attack, an $877 million effort to develop a new anthrax vaccine has failed; there's no quick way to test
patients for an anthrax infection; and efforts to develop a drug to counter anthrax's lethal chemicals
haven't produced much.

"We need to seriously reconsider the approach we've been taking,” said Alan Pearson, Director of the
Biological and Chemical Weapons Control Program at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation.
He advocates a greater focus on prevention (Wall Street Journal, 2008).

Title: Anthrax And The Biodefense Debate
Date: August 5, 2008
Source: On Point Radio

Listen to Broadcast Here

Abstract: When government biodefense scientist Bruce Ivins took his own life last week, the 2001
anthrax case took another stunning turn. The FBI say it's ready to reveal its evidence against lvins this
week. The case may close. Or it may not.

But behind all the drama is an intense debate over whether the U.S. — after seven years and more than
$50 billion spent — is any better prepared for a bioterror attack. Critics say the U.S. remains far too
vulnerable. Others say progress has been real, if slow — and that the threat is devilishly complex.

This hour, On Point: the anthrax investigation, and the biodefense debate.

You can join the conversation. Have you followed the anthrax case? What lessons should we draw from
the new revelations? Are you confident that the U.S. government is prepared for another attack? Tell us
what you think.

Guests:

Joining us from Washington is Siobhan Gorman, intelligence and homeland security correspondent for
The Wall Street Journal. Her piece in yesterday’s paper looked at the persistence of the bioterrorism
threat.

From Minneapolis, we’re joined by Michael Osterholm, director of the Center for Infectious Disease
Research and Policy at the University of Minnesota. He sits on the National Science Advisory Board for
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Biosecurity. From 2001 to 2005, he was advisor to the Secretary of Health and Human Services.

Joining us from Annapolis, Maryland, is Tara O’'Toole. She’'s CEO and director of the Center for
Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center and a professor of medicine and public health
at the University of Pittsburgh. From 1993 to 1997, she served as Assistant Secretary of Energy for
Environment Safety and Health.

And with us from Washington is Alan Pearson, director of the Biological and Chemical Weapons Control
Program at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation. In recent years, he’s worked at the
Department of Homeland Security to streamline and refine the bioterror spending (On Point Radio, 2008).

Title: Bio Terror 'Next Threat' For US
Date: October 31, 2008
Source: Sky News

Abstract: Nuclear and biological terrorism is the emerging threat the next US President should focus on,
the US security chief has told Sky News.

In an exclusive interview, homeland security secretary Michael Chertoff said sources of radioactive and
biological materials must be properly secured "at all costs".

He warned terrorists are actively seeking to acquire such materials.

Mr Chertoff said he did not think a weapon of mass destruction, like a biological or nuclear bomb, was a
danger that could be just months away.

But he warned: "It may be years away and we can't afford to waste this time waiting for that event to
happen.

"We've got to stay ahead of the issue of weapons of mass destruction, if not for our own benefit, then for
the benefit of our children.”

His comments echo those of the British Home Secretary Jacqui Smith, who told Sky News last year that
intelligence suggested terrorists were trying to get their hands on materials and know how to make a dirty
bomb.

Last November, the security services in Slovakia arrested three men attempting to sell enriched uranium
on the black market.

Mr Chertoff said it must be a priority to secure sites in rogue countries where dangerous materials may
get into the wrong hands.

He said: "It is also important to secure our own radioactive material.

"Medical facilities, for example, have radioactive material, which they use for medical purposes. We're in
the process of securing those in the United States."

Domestic materials 'being secured'
Mr Chertoff also warned nuclear proliferation was a major concern.

He said: "Obviously, the more countries that get the (nuclear) bomb, the greater the likelihood that they
will deliberately or inadvertently pass the bomb into the hands of dangerous people.”


http://www.biosecurityboard.gov/
http://www.upmc-biosecurity.org/
http://www.upmc-biosecurity.org/
http://www.armscontrolcenter.org/policy/biochem/
http://www.armscontrolcenter.org/policy/biochem/
http://onpoint.wbur.org/2008/08/05/anthrax
http://news.sky.com/home/world-news/article/15137907

But the security chief said biological threats posed the most pressing and "challenging issue" to security,
"because the raw material exists in nature".

He said: "The internet and the proliferation of knowledge is an increasing challenge.

"It will require the whole world to make sure people aren't setting up laboratories where they're beginning
to fashion biological weapons."

Mr Chertoff told Sky News the intent of terrorists to get their hands on such weapons was clear.

He pointed to the discovery of al Qaeda training camps in Afghanistan, where experiments with biological
and chemical agents had taken place, saying: "Al Qaeda would, if they could, use these types of
weapons.

"It is not a lack of intent, it is a lack of capability. But | don't think that we want to wait in addressing these
issues and that's why this is a very hot priority for us." (Sky News, 2008).

Title: Bioterror Threat Is Increasing, Study Says
Date: November 30, 2008
Source: LA Times

Abstract: The threat of biological terrorism is growing, according to a congressionally ordered study that
calls for aggressive defenses on par with those used to prevent nuclear terrorism.

Due for release this week, a draft of the study warns that bioterrorists might one day make synthetic
versions of killers such as Ebola, or germs genetically modified to resist vaccines and antibiotics.

The bipartisan report says that the Bush administration has devoted insufficient resources to the threat
and that U.S. policies have at times impeded international biodefense efforts.

Meanwhile, the U.S. has promoted the proliferation of domestic labs holding the most virulent pathogens,
the report says. The number of such "high-containment" labs in the United States has tripled since 2001,
yet officials have not implemented adequate safeguards to prevent deadly germs from being stolen or
accidentally released, it says.

"The rapid growth in the number of such labs in recent years has created new safety and security risks
which must be managed," the draft report says.

The report is the product of a six-month study by the Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass
Destruction and Terrorism, which Congress created in the spring. Drafts of chapters pertaining to
bioterrorism were obtained by the Washington Post.

The document cites progress in many areas of biodefense since the deadly anthrax attacks of 2001,
including major investments in research, stockpiling of drugs and development of a network of sensors
designed to detect airborne viruses and bacteria.

The Bush administration has spent more than $20 billion on such countermeasures, far more than any of
its predecessors.

But the report says the next administration must do much more to prevent pathogens from falling into the
wrong hands. Though politicians often warn about the dangers of nuclear terrorism, a serious biological
attack would be easier to accomplish and deserves high priority as well, it says.
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"The more probable threat of bioterrorism should be put on equal footing with the more devastating threat
of nuclear terrorism," the draft says. It calls on the Obama administration to develop a comprehensive
approach to preventing bioterrorism and "banish the 'too-hard-to-do' mentality that has hobbled previous
efforts" (LA Times, 2008).

Title: Is A Bioterrorism Attack In The U.S. Imminent?
Date: December 2, 2008
Source: Scientific American

Abstract: As India picks up the pieces of last week's deadly terrorist attacks in Mumbai, a congressional
study warns of a possible bioterror strike in the U.S. by 2013. In fact, biological weapons—anthrax, Ebola,
influenza, and other pathogens—are more likely than nuclear weapons to be used to initiate the attack,
according to CNN, which obtained an early copy of the study, which officially released today by the
Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism.

Former Florida Sen. Bob Graham, chair of the panel created earlier this year to probe the possibility of
terrorist hits in the U.S., told CNN that if such an attack were to occur, it would be "9/11 times 10 or a
hundred in terms of the number of people who would be killed." Biological weapons are a more likely
choice than nukes, he said, because their ingredients are easier to obtain and such an attack "would be
easier to carry out.”

The commission's recommendations, according to CNN: the U.S. government must impose tight security
at U.S. labs with such poisons on hand (a measure that might have helped prevent the 2001 anthrax
mailings or at least helped law enforcement catch the culprit sooner), strengthen international treaties so
that other countries also improve safeguards, enhance surveillance to detect early signs of an attack, and
develop better ways to track the source of any biological weapons.

Some scientists have also been pushing for the U.S. to vaccinate millions of citizens in advance of an
attack, while others say only doctors, paramedics, nurses and other first-line responders should be
vaccinated to help limit damage in the event of a bioterror attack. Critics, however, caution that
widespread vaccination might not be effective if a disease-causing pathogen mutates and becomes
resistant to a vaccine.

Though he stressed the threat of a bioterror attack, Graham did not rule out a nuke strike, noting that as
more countries develop their nuclear arsenal it becomes more likely that terrorists will also get their hands
on the technology and materials. The bipartisan report faults the Bush administration for failing to devote
enough resources toward preventing such an attack, the Washington Post reported Sunday.

The Post adds that, according to the report, U.S. policies have at times "impeded international biodefense
efforts while promoting the rapid growth of a network of domestic laboratories possessing the world's
most dangerous pathogens." According to the New York Times, the report also singled out Pakistan,
which has nuclear capability, as a security priority for the incoming Obama administration. Not surprising
given that the Mumbai terrorist attacks are believed to have been executed by Pakastani militants
(Scientific American, 2008).

Title: Biological Terror Attack Likely By 2013, Panel Says
Date: December 2, 2008
Source: CNN

Abstract: Terrorists are likely to use a weapon of mass destruction somewhere in the world in the next
five years, a blue-ribbon panel assembled by Congress has concluded.

They are more likely to use a biological weapon than a nuclear one -- and the results could be
devastating, the chairman of the commission told CNN.
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"The consequences of a biological attack are almost beyond comprehension. It would be 9/11 times 10 or
a hundred in terms of the number of people who would be killed,” former Sen. Bob Graham said.

He cited the flu virus that killed millions of people in 1918 as an example.
"Today it is still in the laboratory, but if it should get out and into the hands of scientists who knew how to

use it for a violent purpose, we could have multiple times the 40 million people who were killed 100 years
ago," he said. "="Watch how officials worry about a biological terror attack »

The U.S. government "needs to move more aggressively to limit" the spread of biological weapons, the
commission said in its report.

Graham warned that such measures would be costly, but were necessary.

"The leadership of this country and the world will have to decide how much of a priority ... they place on
avoiding the worst weapons in the world getting in the hands of the worst people in the world," he said.

"It is not going to be cheap. It is not going to be accomplished without some sacrifices. It won't be
accomplished without putting this issue ahead of some other competing national and international goals.
But | think our safety and security depend upon doing so," he added.

Graham said a biological attack was more likely than a nuclear one because it would be easier to carry
out.

Biological weapons "are more available," he said. "Anthrax is a natural product of dead animals. Other
serious pathogens are available in equally accessible forms."

"There are so many scientists who have the skills to convert a pathogen from benign, helpful purposes
into an illicit, very harmful weapon," he added.

But the commission warned that there is also a threat of nuclear terrorism, both because more countries
are developing nuclear weapons and because some existing nuclear powers are expanding their
arsenals.

"Terrorist organizations are intent on acquiring nuclear weapons," said the report, which was published
Tuesday on the Internet and will be officially released Wednesday.

CNN obtained a copy of the report Monday evening.

It cited testimony before the commission from former Sen. Sam Nunn, who said that the "risk of a nuclear
weapon being used today is growing, not receding."

The report recommends a range of measures, including increased security and awareness at biological
research labs and strengthening international treaties against the spread of biological and nuclear
weapons.

"Many biological pathogens and nuclear materials around the world are poorly secured -- and thus
vulnerable to theft by those who would put these materials to harmful use, or would sell them on the black
market to potential terrorists," the report warned.

The commission expressed particular concern about the nuclear programs of Iran and North Korea, and
about Pakistan, which it described as "the intersection of nuclear weapons and terrorism."


http://edition.cnn.com/2008/US/12/02/terror.report/?iref=mpstoryview#cnnSTCVideo
http://topics.edition.cnn.com/topics/Nuclear_Weapons

While observing that Pakistan is a U.S. ally, the report said, "the next terrorist attack against the United
States is likely to originate from within the Federally Administered Tribal Areas" in Pakistan. The tribal
areas lie in northwest Pakistan where the government exerts little control; the United States says it is a
haven for militants from both Pakistan and neighboring Afghanistan.

Congress created the commission to investigate and report on WMD and terrorism in line with a
recommendation from the 9/11 Commission, which compiled a report on the September 11, 2001,
terrorist attacks on the United States. Commissioners heard testimony from more than 250 experts from
around the world over the course of their six-month investigation (CNN, 2008).


http://topics.edition.cnn.com/topics/Terrorism
http://edition.cnn.com/2008/US/12/02/terror.report/?iref=mpstoryview

