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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM:
SUBJECT: Cloning Legislative Options

Interest in cloning legislation was renewed by reports that a Chicago physicist plans to
attempt to use this technology to create a child. Your January 10 radio address challenged Congress
1o eriact a ban on private sector activities like the one you have imposed on the public sector. This
issue is likely to appear in both the House and Senate very soon after they return. Based on bills
introduced in the fall, and the difficulties inherent in trying to craft a bill of appropriate scope, there

is a strong possibility that Congressional measures may deviate from the principles outlined in your
draft bill.

This memorandum summarizes the following options with respect to a legislative strategy
on cloning: (A.) continue to support the principles and language in your June 9, 1997 draft bill; (B.)
support the principles but refine the current language; (C.) change the scope of prohibited activities
to respond to criticism; or (D.) adopt a prohibition with a more general focus.

The memorandum also presents the pros and cons associated with a clause pre-empting state
legislation of human cloning.

I. Substantive Prohibition
A. Support existing language without changes

Your bill has been praised by industry and professional societies for its narrow focus on the
act of creating a human being through somatic cell nuclear transfer (SCNT), the technology used to
create Dolly the sheep, and the absence of mention of embryo research. These groups also applaud
your protection of noncontroversial biomedical research and the 5-year sunset provision. Current
language maintains the status quo with respect to freedom to carry out embryo research in the private
sector under existing (albeit limited) Federal oversight. The Federal ban on creation of human
embryos for research purposes is unaffected by any of the options in this memorandum.

B. Refine current language

Continue to hold to the principles expressed in your draft bill but make the following changes
to clarify the prohibition:

Current language:

It shall be unlawful for any person or other legal entity, public
or private, to perform or use somatic cell nuclear transfer with
the intent of introducing the product of that transfer into a
woman’s womb or in any other way creating a human being.
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Suggested modification:

It shall be unlawful for any person or other legal entity, public
or private, to introduce the product of somatic cell nuclear
transfer into a woman’s womb in order to create a child.

Rationale

. There is greater agreement on the definition of a child than there is on a human being, thus
avoiding some, but not ai! of the embryo research and abortion debate.

. The term “or in any other way” created unnecessary confusion.

. “Intent” was included as protection for a defendant, but industry and medical practitioners

suggested deleting it.
C. Continue to support the principles in the existing bill but broaden its scope

We would like you to focus on pros and cons of including the phrase “in order to create a
child” as it appears in Option B.

You have been sensitive to the need to be very cautious in setting a boundary around
permissible biomedical research through this bill; hence its narrow focus. The phrase “in order to
create a child” maintains that view with its implied intent. However, it suggests two potentially
troubling scenarios of which you should be aware. First, it may be interpreted to encourage abortion
because transfer of the product of cloning would be prohibited only if it was done so as to create a
child, not if it was done with intent to abort. Second, someone caught in the act of attempting to
create a child using this method could avoid liability simply by aborting the cloned embryo or fetus.

Therefore, we would suggest that the prohibition be modified to read as follows:
It shall be unlawful for any person or other legal entity, public

or private, to introduce the product of somatic cell nuclear
transfer into a woman’s womb.

This clear language means that during the time this law is in effect, no one in the public or
private sectors may perform somatic cell nuclear transfer and implant the resulting product in a
woman’s uterus. Today, this is legal in the private sector, although it may be possible to exert some
regulatory oversight, as discussed in the background attachment. Some fertility research would be
precluded under this option, although it is difficult to determine how much because efforts are

generally made to sustain a pregnancy after implantation; not to perform experiments with the
intention of aborting.

The right-to-life community criticized your bill for allowing the creation of embryos for
research purposes using private funds, as long as those embryos were aborted subsequently. This
modification still permits the creation of embryos but removes the incentive for abortion. While the
scientific and medical communities supported your earlier version, it is likely that you will retain
their support even with this change in view of the larger threats to research emanating from

[\
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Congress. However, it does make the sunset clause all the more crucial. We have been told that the
fertility research community would not object to this approach.

D. Adopt a more general prohibition

Your bill is intended to prevent anyone from creating a child who is a genetically identical
copy of an existing or previously existing person. Somatic cell nuclear transfer is one way of
accomplishing this feat and you endorsed the recommendation of your National Bioethics Advisory
Commission in limiting the scope of your bill to the use of this technology to create a child. Another
option would be to construct a more general, non-technology specific ban such as the following;:

It shall be unlawful to create a child who is genetically identical
to an existing or previously existing child or adult.

Violation of this ban will depend on one’s definition of the point at which life begins. Some
people believe that an embryo is a child, hence, creating identical embryos would be in violation of
the law. Under this definition, an existing reproductive technology known as blastomere or
blastocyst splitting would be prohibited. This method is used to treat women with reduced fertility,
particularly those who are older and wish to have more than one child but are unable or unwilling
to undergo the drug treatments necessary to stimulate hyperovulation. It may also be used with
donor eggs. What is done, in essence, is to fertilize one egg and after just a few cell divisions, split
the early embryo. This mimics the occurrence in nature of identical twins. However, the mother has
the option of implanting both embryos, or freezing one and implanting it at a later date, thus creating
non-contemporaneous twins.

If one believes that life begins at birth, then it would be permissible to create a cloned
embryo, implant that embryo in a woman’s uterus, and abort it at any point prior to birth. This

course has the same shortcomings as Option 2 in that it may be interpreted to encourage abortion.

Recommendation:

We propose that you select Option C. so as to: maintain as narrow a prohibition as possible,
thus protecting a wide range of biomedical research, and preserve the status quo with respect
to incentives for abortion.

Approve: Disapprove: Discuss:
II. Federal Pre-emption of State Regulation

The industry is strongly advocating that the Administration use this bill to pre-empt state
laws restricting cloning research. The industry cites the California Bill as an example of the type



of provision that would prohibit appropriate biomedical research on cloning and they fear that the
political climate would likely pressure states to adopt unduly restrictive measures.

There are also a number of reasons arguing against pre-emption at this time. For example,
federalism concerns would normally militate against preemption unless it could be shown that such
action is necessary (e.g. when there is a need for national standards). In this case, although the
industry might be inconvenienced by the existence of differing laws, there is no clear reason why
uniform standards are required. Indeed, in the area of biomedical reseaich, there is a strong
argument in favor of allowing the states to experiment with a wide range of options because no
single correct approach to this issue is immediately obvious. Moreover, the industry’s fears that the
states would act in concert to preclude important biomedical research, beyond the use of cloning to
create a child, seem unwarranted. It is not likely that every state would choose to ban all iesearch
because the states that elect to forego restrictive regulation would be likely, on that account, to
attract new industry. Finally, using this particular bill to preclude all state regulation of biomedical
research is inconsistent with our position that this bill is designed to address only the limited issue
of cloning and is not an attempt to address broader research issues.

Recommendation:

We recommend against adding a pre-emption clause.

Approve: Disapprove: Discuss:

Attachments:
A. Discussion of Impact of FDA Regulatory Authority on Legislative Strategy

B. H.R. 922 - Bill Introduced By Rep. Vernon Ehlers to prohibit the expenditure of Federal funds
to conduct or support research on the cloning of humans.
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DRAFT MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM:
SUBJECT: Cloning: Legislative Options

Interest in cloning legislation was renewed by reports that a Chicago
physicist plans to attempt to use this technology to create a child. Your January
10 radio address challenged Congress to enact a ban on private sector activities like
the one you have imposed on the use of public funds. Congressional staff inquiries
indicate that your challenge will be accepted. Both critics and supporters of your
draft bill agree that this issue raises complex drafting problems. You have the
opportunity at this juncture to stay with existing language or, alternatively, propose
new wording that clarifies your position. Given the strong possibility that
Congressional measures may deviate from the principles outlined in your draft bill, it
may be desirable to assert your leadership and encourage your allies by providing
more specific language.

Your June 9, 1997 draft legislation (Tab A): 1) prohibits the production of a
child using somatic cell nuclear transfer, 2) protects valuable research, especially
embryo research conducted without the use of Federal funds, 3) provides no new
incentives for abortion, and 4) establishes a sunset provision. We believe these
principles should underpin any cloning legislation. The prohibition wording options
presented below are designed to clarify our position.

Whichever option you choose, you will have to struggle with the dichotomy
between allowing most embryo research in the private sector, while maintaining a
ban on the use of Federal funds with which much valuable science might be
conducted. You addressed this issue in developing the current draft bill and might
refer to the June 8 decision memorandum for useful discussion (Tab B). Itis
probable that cloning legislation will viewed by some members of Congress as a
vehicle for extending a more permanent, broad ban on embryo research.

The memorandum also presents the pros and cons associated with a clause
pre-empting state legislation of human cloning, and a possible legislative strategy.

I. Prohibition Wording Options

A. Support current language without changes

Current language:

It shall be unlawful for any person or other legal entity, public
or private, to perform or use somatic cell nuclear transfer with
the intent of introducing the product of that transfer into a

woman’s womb or in any other way creating a human being.



Your bill has been praised by the biomedical industry and professional
societies for its narrow focus on the act of creating a human being through somatic
cell nuclear transfer--the technology used to create Dolly the sheep--and the
absence of any mention of embryo research. These groups also applaud your
protection of noncontroversial biomedical research and the 5-year sunset provision.
Current language maintains the status quo with respect to freedom to carry out
embryo research in the private sector under existing (albeit limited) Federal
oversight, and does not affect nor address the ban on Federal funding for a much
broader class of embryo research.

The biotechnology industry and fertility research community have identified
three problems with this language: (1) it appears to equate introduction into the
womb with creating a human being, (2) the meaning of the word “intent” is
ambiguous, and (3) the meaning of the phrase “or in any other way” is unclear.
Option B describes a solution for these problems, while continuing to uphold the
principles expressed in your draft bill .

B. Refine current language

Suggested modification:
It shall be unlawful for any person or other legal entity, public
or private, to introduce the product of somatic cell nuclear

transfer into a woman’s womb in order to create a child.

This language is an improvement in that it makes it clear that violation would
occur at the time of introduction into the womb of the product of cloning.
However, the phrase “in order to create child” carries with it two problems: (1)
defining a child and when life begins, and (2) “in order to” still implies intent.
Option C avoids these pitfalls/difficulties.

C. Continue to support the principles in the existing bill, but clarify its scope

Suggested modification:
It shall be unlawful for any person or other legal entity, public
or private, to introduce the product of somatic cell nuclear

transfer into a woman’s womb.

You have been sensitive to the need to be very careful in setting a boundary
around permissible biomedical research; hence this bills narrow focus. The phrase
“in order to create a child” maintains that view. However, it suggests two
potentially troubling scenarios of which you should be aware. First, it could be
interpreted that it encourages abortion because transfer of the product of cloning
would be prohibited only if it was done to create a child, but not if it was done with
the intention to abort. Second, someone caught in the act of attempting to create
a child using this method could avoid liability simply by aborting the cloned embryo
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or fetus. Therefore, we would suggest that “in order to create a child” be deleted.

This clear language means that during the time this law is in effect, no one in
the public or private sectors may perform somatic cell nuclear transfer and implant
the resulting product in a woman’s uterus. Today, this is legal in the private sector,
although it may be possible to exert some regulatory oversight, as discussed in the
background attachment. Some fertility research would be precluded under this
option, although it is difficult to determine how much because efforts are generally
made to sustain a pregnancy after implantation, not to perform experiments with
the intention of aborting. Your National Bioethics Advisory Commission
recommended a temporary ban on the use of somatic cell nuclear transfer to create
child only after hearing testimony that a 3-5 year prohibition would not impede
medical research progress, as long as animal cloning experiments were permitted.
We have been told that the fertility research community would not object to this
approach.

The right-to-life community has criticized your bill based on their
interpretation that it would allow the creation of embryos for research purposes
using private funds as long as those embryos were aborted subsequently. Option C
still permits the creation of embryos, but removes the incentive for abortion. While
the scientific and medical communities supported your earlier version, it is likely
that you will retain their support even with this change in view of the larger threats
that Congress might impose on research. However, it does make retention of the
sunset clause all the more crucial. Sen. Bond, Rep. Ehlers, and others will oppose a
sunset clause.

D. Adopt a more general prohibition

Your bill is intended to prevent anyone from creating a child who is a
genetically identical copy of an existing or previously existing person. Somatic cell
nuclear transfer is one way of accomplishing this feat and you endorsed the
recommendation of your National Bioethics Advisory Commission in limiting the
scope of your bill to the use of such technology to create a child. However, other
groups including the American Society for Reproductive Medicine and Council of
Europe have proposed more general, non-technology specific bans. One example
might be the following:

It shall be unlawful to create a child who is genetically
identical to an existing or previously existing child or adult.

We oppose this approach because it raises many of the same problems
addressed in Options A and B; namely, defining a child and when life begins. It

would also bar reproductive technology currently in use in the U.S.

Recommendation:



We propose that you select Option C so as to: maintain a narrowly focused
prohibition, thus protecting the widest possible range of biomedical research while
not creating any new incentives for abortion.

Approve: Disapprove: Discuss:
Il. Federal Pre-emption of State Regulation

The industry is strongly advocating that the Administration use this bill to
pre-empt state laws restricting cloning research. The industry cites the California
Bill as an example of the type of provision that would prohibit appropriate
biomedical research on cloning and they fear that the political climate would likely
pressure states to adopt unduly restrictive measures.

There are also a number of reasons arguing against pre-emption at this time.
For example, federalism concerns would normally militate against preemption uniess
it could be shown that such action is necessary (e.g. when there is a need for
national standards). In this case, although the industry might be inconvenienced
by the existence of differing laws, there is no clear reason why uniform standards
are required. Indeed, in the area of biomedical research, there is a strong argument
in favor of allowing the states to experiment with a wide range of options because
no single correct approach to this issue is immediately obvious. Moreover, the
industry’s fears that the states would act in concert to preclude important
biomedical research, beyond the use of cloning to create a child, seem
unwarranted. It is not likely that every state would choose to ban all research
because the states that elect to forego restrictive regulation would be likely, on that
account, to attract new industry. Finally, using this particular bill to preclude all
state regulation of biomedical research is inconsistent with our position that this bill
is designed to address only the limited issue of cloning and is not an attempt to
address broader research issues.

Recommendation:

We recommend against adding a pre-emption clause.

Approve: Disapprove: Discuss:
lll. Legislative Strategy

Because the amendment process is difficult to control and extreme
amendments may make ultimate support of transmitted Administration legislation
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undesirable, we recommend encouraging our allies in Congress to incorporate your
improved language into their legislation. Senator Diane Feinstein is currently
drafting legislation and might be receptive.

Cloning legislation already introduced:

HR 922 by Ehlers - prohibition of Federal funds to conduct or support research on
the cloning of humans. Passed out of House Science Committee. Jurisdiction
claimed by House Commerce. No hearing date set.

HR 923 by Ehlers - prohibition on cloning humans. House Judiciary Committee.
No hearing date.

S 368 by Bond - prohibition of use of Federal funds for human cloning research.
No action to date.

Tabs:

A. June 9, 1997 draft Administration bill
B. June 8, 1997 Decision memorandum
C. Discussion of Impact of FDA Regulatory Authority on Legislative Strategy
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LAaHOR AND 4UMAN REEQUARCES

Dear Colleague:

When we return for the second session of the 105th Cangress, there is an issue that wili
require our immediate action: the cloning of human beings. 1 firmly believe that there nseds to
be an outright prohibition on the possible development of this procedure. Current law prohibits
federal fuads going toward-humarnembryo research; but'we must clearly now extend the Ban to

It has been almost 12 months since the world learned that, after 276 unsuccessfi]
attempts, Dr. Tan Wilmut of the Roslin Institute in Scotland had actually mauaged o clone a
sheep that became knawn as “Dolly.” Since that time, the dsbate has gone from the theoretical
ta the possiblc implications of this ability to clone living beings. However, the overwhelming
consensus has been that while cloning may hold some importagt scientific promise for producing
therapies where they may not exist -- such as growing skin from skin cells for bum victims - as
well as patantial for impertant agricultural and botanieal advances, there is little tolerance for
\‘ those who entertain the notion of reproducing hurnan “carbon copies.”

My legislation is modeled on 2 law that was enacted last year in the State of California,
that becamse effective Janwary 1, 1998. Similar to the Californis law, my bill makes the cloning
of a human being unlawful. My bill differs from the California law, however, in that it outlaws
~ human embryo creation even for the purpose of researsh, My proposal does allow certain
genetic reseatch that does not involve cloning human embryos to continue, This legislation gets
- 1P & ystam of pengltics for the violation of this law that will serve ag Adeterrent farguch . . _ .
activities in either the public or the private sector,

I hope that you will join me as a cosponsor of this legislation, which I wii] circulate
shortly. [ do nnt believe that we here in the Senate have the luxury of time on this issue. 1hope
to see this legislation considered expediently upon our return. If you are interested in being a
cosponsor, please contact Kimberly Spaulding or Alan Gilbert of my staff at 4-0136.

Sincerely,

d Gregg
.S, Senator

PR:INTES &N MUCYCLED PAPER



Jeffrey M. Smith
" 01/26/98 10:12:52 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Lucia A. Wyman/WHOQ/EOP, Rachel E. Levinson/OSTP/EOP

cc:
Subject: Washington Fax January 26, 1998

subscriptions @ washington-fax.com
01/25/98 11:03:42 PM

Record Type: Record

To: subscriptions @ washington-fax.com

cc:
Subject: Washington Fax January 26, 1998

January 26, 1998

SCME SCIENTISTS OK A "PROPERLY" WORDED LEGISLATIVE HUMAN CLONING BAN
OTHER PROMISING CLONING RESEARCH MUST BE PROTECTED, THEY SAY

A Chicago scientist's declaration that he wants to establish a clinic for the cloning of human beings
has prompted some scientific leaders to rethink their initial position that legislation banning the
cloning of a human being is not necessary.

Scientific leaders now say proposals such as Chicago scientist Richard Seed's are an indication
cloning legislation is needed. But they still caution against passing laws that are hastily written and
poorly worded, saying tight and unnecessary restrictions would deny many people, beneficial
medical treatments and services.

Seed's announcement has created a public outcry and sent elected officials at the state and federal
level scrambling to establish laws prohibiting some cloning techniques.

Both President Clinton and the National Bioethics Advisory Commission have already declared a
moratorium on human cloning. Their decision was reached after a group of scientists revealed they
had used somatic cell techniques to clone the sheep known as "Dolly." (see Washington Fax
6/10/97)

At a Tuesday press conference, the American Society for Reproductive Medicine (ASRM) called the



practice of cloning an existing human being "unacceptable.”

Ralph Yount, Federation of American Societies for Experimental Biology (FASEB) president, issued a
similar statement last week, and criticized any plans to clone a human being at the present time.

"Cloning a human being would be unethical and reprehensible,” said Yount, a biochemistry and
chemistry professor at Washington State University. "The techniques that created Dolly are
unreliable: only one of 277 embryos actually produced a viable adult sheep, and it is not even
known yet that Dolly will live a normal life span. Applying to human beings today the unreliable
techniques which led to Dolly only last year would be unacceptabie.”

While a cloning prohibition is needed, such legislation should not be hastily drafted, said ASRM
Executive Director Benjamin Younger, using a California cloning ban as an example.

"We have seen a poorly worded piece of legislation passed in California, which in essence, closes
the door on promising research because it uses an overly broad definition of cloning,” he said. "We
rnust work together to ensure that in our effort to make human cloning illegal we do not sentence
millions of people to needless suffering because research and progress into their iliness cannot
proceed."”

ASRM introduced their own legislation Tuesday that would make it unlawful for "any person to
create a human child by transferring the nucleus from a somatic cell of an existing or previously
existing person into an cocyte from which the nucleus has been removed."

According to ASRM--which has more than 9,500 members who specialize in reproductive medicine
and biology--their legislative model would protect other areas of biomedical and agricultural
research. While their legislation would also be time-limited and preempt state laws, Younger said no
one on Capitol Hill has yet been willing to cosponsor ASRM's bill.

The legislative model constructed by ASRM would place a five-year ban on human cloning, which is
the same time frame proposed by President Clinton.

During the press conference Younger and ASRM legislative liaison Sean Tipton criticized House bill
H.R.923, "The Human Cloning Prohibition Act." The bill, introduced by Vernon Ehlers, R-MI, who is
a scientist, has been sent to the House Commerce Committee for referral. According to Tipton, the
bill is poorly worded, and would prohibit beneficial research and practical medical applications. The
bill also lacks a time period for future scientific and ethical review, Tipton said. He explained that
if such a bill were passed, human cloning would be banned permanently, unless the law was
repealed by Congress. (see Washington Fax 7/31/97)

Congress is also reviewing two bills that would prohibit federal funding for the cloning of humans.
Both the House version, H.R.922, and its Senate counterpart, $S.368, would also impose a civil
money penalty not to exceed $5,000 on anyone breaking the cloning prohibition. According to
ASRM, embryo splitting for infertility treatment should be allowed, but Ehler's bill, as currently
written, would prohibit the practice.

Meanwhile the Food and Drug Administration has announced it will regulate any attempts to use
high-level cell manipulation techniques that could lead to the cloning of a human being. According
to FDA sources, this action would include taking legal action if necessary.

With 14 lite science societies, FASEB is the largest coalition of biological and biomedical scientists
in the United States. Their Public Affairs Executive Committee recently passed a resolution that
closely resembles ASRM's.



While Dolly's unveiling last February raised concerns about human cloning, Biotechnology Industry
Organization (BlO) President Carl Feldbaum said the public has since learned the 20-year-old
practice of cloning cells, genes and tissues can be beneficial to many people.

"While these techniques do not lead to the cloning of a human being, they do have promise, for
example, to enable us to regenerate spinal cord tissue for accident victims and skin for burn
victims," Feldbaum explained.

--John B. Everton
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IN THE RENATE OF THE UNITED BTATES

Mrs, FEDBTOIN {ntroduced the following bil); which war voad twice and r#-
ferved t0 the Committes on

A BILL

To prohibit any attempt to create & human being using
somatio cell nuelear transfer, to provide for further re-
view of the ethisal and scientific issues assosiated with
the use of somatio cell nuaclear tranafer in human beings,
and for other purposes.

Bs it enaoted by the Senate and House of Reprasenia-
fives of the United States of America i Congress assembled,
AECTION 1, BHORT TITLE ~

 This Act may be aited as the “Prohibition on Cloning
of Humen Beings Aat of 1888",
WIXC. 2, FINDINGS.

Congreas finds thate
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(1) it has been reported that an adult shesp has
been cloned uaing a teahnique called somatic cell nu-
oclear transfer, a form of dloning;

(2) the National Bioethias Advisory Commigsion
(referred to in this Act as the “NBAC”) has re
viewed the sclentific and ethical implications of the
potential use of such technology to clone human
beings; |

(3) the NBAC haa determined that—

(A) somatic eell nunleq transfer tech-
nalogy may have many applieations for bio-
technology, livestoek produations, and new med-
ical approaches including the production of
pharmaceutioal protelns and prospecta for re-
generation and repair of human tgsues; and

(B) the posalhility of uaing somatie ¢ell nu-
alear transfer for the purposes of areating o
ahild entails significant scientific ynoertainty
and medies] risk, whiek esuld result in harm to
a child;

(4) the NBAQ conaluded unanimously that at
this time it is morally unacceptable for anyone in the
public or private sector, whether in a research or
clinieal petting, to attempt to areate a child using so-
matic cell nudear transfer-cloning;
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1 (5) the consensus of the NBAC is based on our-

2 rent scientific information Indinating thst this tech-

3 nique is not safe to use {n humang at this time:

4 (6) in addition to lssues of safety, the NBAC

L] identiffed many additional serious ethical concerns

6 which they agreed require a great deal more wide-

7 spread and oarafill publia daliberstion before this

8 technology may be vsed;

9 (7) the NBAC recommended a contimuation of
10 the ecorrent moratorium on the uge of Fedsral funds
11 to muppart any attempt to creste a child by somatie
12 cell nuclear trangfer, and en immediate request to
13 ell firms, clinicians, investigators, and professional
14 sosleties to comply vnlunt'mv with the intent of the
15 Federal moratorfum,

16 - (8) the NBAC further recommended that Fed-
17 eral legislation be enacted to prohibit anyone from
18 attempting, whethar in & research or alinical setting,
19 to create g child th.rouéh gomatic csll nunlear trans-
20 fer cloning;
21 (9) the NBAQC also recommsnded that the Unit-
22 ed Btates cooperate with other countries to enforas
23 mutually suppor‘c‘ed restrictions on this zotivity)
24 (10) the NBAC specifisd that such Pederal log-
25 islation should inalude a sunset provision and that,

¥ #.9009236Y6 - ' WdLZ:Z ! 8B6-L2-1 ¢ (20, Jatdodaja] XoJaxX:Ag IN3S



@ooe'

01/27/88 TUE 13124 FAX. . . o @ i nodrE  P.SrS

| O:\BAI\BAISS.087 B.L.C.
4
| prior to the gunset dats, an oversight body should
2 review and report on the status of somatic cell nu-
3 ¢Jear trangfer technology and the ethical and socfal
4 lsaues egsocisted with its use and recommend wheth-
S er the prohihition should be acntinged;
6 (11) the NABC concluded that any regulatory
7 or legislative ections undertaken to effect ths fore-
8 going prehibition should he carefully wriiten so as
9 not to interfere with other impertent areas of re-
10 search, such as ths dlohing of human DNA se-
11 quencss and calls, which raise nsither the sglentific
12 nor the ethical issues that arige from the posalble
‘13 creation of children through somatic cell nualear
14 transfer tachniques;
15 (12) the NABOQ salso found that dloning avimals
16 by somatie cell nuclear transfer does mot raise the
17 game {ssues implicated in attempting to use ths
18  technique to areate a child, and its continuation
19 ghould only be suhjsct to exsting regulations regard-
20 ing the humane use of animals; and
21 (18) biomedical research fasilities, incuding
22 those eonducting eloning, and reproductive services
23 fadilitles affect interstate commaerae.
24 gEC.s. FURPOSES |
285 It 18 the purpose of this Ast to—

G #.700285Y6 - ¢ WdLZ:2 ! 86-L2-1 ¢ L20L JaTdodajal XoJax:Af IN3S
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1 (1) prohibit any attempt to ereate 8 human

2 being using somatic cell nudlear transfer dloning;

3 and

4 (2) provide for further review of the ethical snd

s sclentifio issnes asgociated with the use of somatic

6 cell zmalear transfar in humans,

7 BEO. 4. DEFINITIONS.

8 In this Aot

9 (1) CLoNING.—Tha term ‘‘aloning’”’ mesans the
10 production of a precise genstia copy of a moleculs
11 (lnduding DNA), cell, tiesue, plant, animal, or
12 human,

18 (2) Nuataus.—The tarm ‘“nuclens” means the
14 cell strusture that houses the chromosomes, and
15 thus the genes.

16 (8) OocyTR.—The tarm ‘‘soepte’ means the fa-
17 rosle garm call, ths ege.

18 (¢) SoMaTC CRLL.—The term “somatic call”
19 means & mature, diplaid cell. |
20 (6) SOMATIC CELL NUCLEAR TRANSFER,—The
21 term “somatio cell nuclear transfer” means trangfer-
22 ring the nucleus of a somatie call of an existing or
23 previously existing human child or adult into an oo-
24 - eyte from which the nudens has been removed.

9 #:Y0029596 - ‘ WdBZ:2 ! 8B-L7-l ! LZ0L JaTd033|al Xo0Jax:Ag IN3S
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8EC. 5. PROHIRITION.

It ahall be unlawful for any parson or other legal en-
tity, public or private, to implant or attempt to implant
the product of sometic osll nuolear transfer into & woman's
uterus. '

AEC. 6, PROTEOTED BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH

Nothing in this Ast shall be construed to rastrot
areas of hijomedical and agricultural researsh or practice
not expresaly prohiblted in this Act, inoluding ressarch’or
practices that involve—

(1) the use of somatio cell nudlesr transfer or
other cloning technalogies to elone moleonles, DNA,
cells, and tismes; or

(2) the use of somatic ocll nualear transfer
tachniquep to aeate animals.

8EC. 7, PENALTIES,

{(a) IN GENERAL —Any person who intentionally vis-
letes the provigions of section 5 shall ba fined the greater
of $250,000 ar 2 times the gross pecuniary gain or loas
resulting from the viclaton,

(b) CIviL ACTIONS.—If & person {8 violsting or sbout
to violate the provisions of seation 6, the Attorney General
mey commence & afvil action in an appropriate Federal
district court to enjein such violation,

(0) FORFRITURE —Any property, real or personsl,
dertved from or used $o commit & vielation or attempted

P.?79
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violation of the provisione of section 5, or any property

tracesble to such property, shall be subject to forfeiture
to the United States in a¢cordance with the prosedures
get forth in chapter 46 of title 18, United States Code.

(d) AUTHORITY.—The Attorney Genersl ahall have
exolusive, nondelégahle enforcement suthority under this
Ast.

(e) ADVISORY OPINTIONS,-~The Attorney General
shall, upon request, render binding advisory opinions re-
garding the meope, applicebility, interpretation, and en-

'foroemsnt of this Ast with regard to specific research

projects or practices.
SEC. 8 COOPERATION WITH FOREIGN COUNTRIES.
It {8 the senme of Congreas that the President should

‘cooperate with foreign countries to enforas mmtually sup-

ported restrictions on the activities prohibited under seo-
tion B.
EEC. 8 NATIONAL BIOETHICS ADVIEORY COMMISSION RE-
PORT.
Not later than 4%k years after the date of enactment
of this Aot, the National Bioethics Advisory Cammisgion
ghall prepare and submit to the Pregident a report con-

cerning—

(1) the state of the saience of somatic cell nu-

clear transfer;

Lagl L ~ T
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(2) the ethical and mocial iasues associsted with

the potential use of this technology in humans; and
(3) the advisability of sontinuing the prohibition
eateblished under this Aat.
The Commission is suthorized to continue for the 10-year
period described in seotion 12 to prepare sush report and
for othar purposes as established in Hxecutive Order
122975 and subsequent amendments to such Order.
&1C. 10, RIGHT OF ACTION.

Nothing in this Act shall be conatrued to give any
individual or person & private right of setion.
SEC. 11, FREEMPTION OF ATATE LAW.

The provisions of this Aot ghall presmpt any Btate
law that prohibite or limits research or practicss regarding
gomatic aell nudlesr transfer, human dloning, cloning of
molecules, DNA, oells, or tissues, the uss of somatio cell
muclear transfer techniques to develop animals, or related
research.

§EC. 18, RFFECTIVE DATE,

This Act shall be effective for the 10-year period be-
gloning on the date of enactment of this Act. The prohibi-
tions econtained in this Act ghall tarminate at the expire-
tion of such 10-year period. |
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————————

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. CaMPBELL introduced the following bill; which was read twice and re-
farred tol the Committee on

A BILL

To prohibit the cloning of humans.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives af the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Human Cloning Prohi-
bition éAct”.

SEC. 2! FINDING.
Congress finds that the Federal Government has a

moral |ohligation to the nation to prohibit the cloning of

O N O R W N

humans.
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SEC. 3. PROHIBITION ON HUMAN CLONING.

(2) IN GENERAL.—It shall be unlawful for any per-
son to— |

(1) clone a human being; or
(2) conduct research for the purpose of cloning

a human being or otherwise creating a human em-

bryo.

(b) FEDERAL FUNDS.—No Federal funds may be ob-
ligated or expended to knowingly conduct or support any
project. of research the purpose of which is to clone a
human being or otherwise create a human embryo.

(¢) DEFINITION.—As used in subsection (a), the
terms “clone’”’ and “cloning” mean the practice of creating
or attempting to create » human being by transferring the
nucleus from a human cell frorﬁ whatever source into a
human egg cell from which the nucleus has been removed
for the purpose of, or to implant, the resulting product
to initiate a pregnancy that could result in the birth of
a human being.

SEC. 3. ENFORCEMENT.

(a) CrviL PENALTIES.—Whoever is found to be in

violation of section 2 shall be subject to a civil penalty

of not more than $ 5- for each such viola-

(b) INELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAL FUNDS.—A indi-

vidual found to be in violation of scetion 2 shall not be

L ORTATED]
Wy uuD



01728798 WED 14:08 FAAX
01/28/98 12:10 8202 224 0587 LEG COUNSEL

O:\BAI\BAI98.076 S.1..C.

3

1 eligible to receive any Federal funding for research regard-
2 less of the type of research being conducted for a period

3 of -years after such violation.
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL
ON THE HUMAN CLONING PROHIBITION ACT

Mr. President. Today I am introducing a bill to prohibit the cloning of humans. This act would
further extend last year’s law which banned federal funding of human cloning. Under my bill,
there would be an outright ban on human cloning, whether publically or privately funded.

The scientific term for human cloning is “human somatic cell nuclear transfer.” That is what my
bill would ban. My bill would not undermine or stifle scientific research in the area of genetics
that promises to combat and cure disease in humans. This research includes the cloning of
animals and human cells other than embryo cells.

1 am not 2 scientist and do not wish to insert myself in the process of scientific research and
advances, from which we all benefit. However, when science crosses over the boundary of what
is ethically and morally appropriate research, I have an obligation to respond on behalf of myself
and my constituents. Congress — and its law-making authority — is the only mechanism
available to address the issue of human cloning and assert the will of the American people that it
not go forward.

We have a responsibility to protect the moral and ethical foundation upon which this country was
built. In recognizing that responsibility, both the Senate and House committees with jurisdiction
have carefully looked at the implications of moving forward with legislation to ban human
cloning. They have tapped the experts in the science of genetics and have confirmed what we as
laymen believe — the cloning of humans is morally unacceptable and scientifically dangerous.

During a March 12, 1997, House Committee on Science, Subcommittee on Technology hearing,
the National Bioethics Advisory Commission testified that there is sufficient cause to warrant
legislation because a developing child would be subject to undue harm as a result of current
unscientifically plausible technology. In summarizing the Commission’s report before the
Subcommittee, its Chairman, Dr. Harold T. Shapiro, noted that this deficiency in the technology
was coupled with far-reaching concern that human cloning is not deemed morally acceptable by
society as a whole.

A final hearing was held July 22, 1997, during which Dr. Hessell Bouma, a professor of biology,
said it best. The transcript states that “he stressed the uniqueness, freedom, and respect intrinsic
to human life. Cloning, Dr. Bouma testified, is in direct violation of all three, and therefore
should be prohibited by law.”

Mr. President, 1 don’t think any of us can argue with that.
[ would like to urge my colleagues to take swift action and impose a ban on human cloning. We
are all aware of the activities in Chicago to move forward with a human cloning experiment, so

time is of the essence. I would ask that we work together over the coming weeks to pass a bill to

1
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prevent this and future efforts to wrongly clone humans.
I ask unanimous consent that the bill be printed in the Record.

Thank you, Mr. President. 1yield the Floor.
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IN THR SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. BoxD introdueed the &lowing bl which waa read twice and refirersd to
the Camamitter on

To prohihit amy projeet thet includes the nse of homan
pomnstis cell rmsleay transfer to produce an embrvo, Ty
ey, to provide for the pretection of certain im-
portant swd prozising salentifis werk, and far other pur
posen.

Be & enacied by the Senate and Houss f Beprasenta-
i of the United Siates of dmerica in Oongress assembled,
KCCTION 1. RHORT TITLE

This Act may be citad aa the “Humsn Claring Prohi-
bitiem Aot of 19887
BRC. 2. FURPOSER.

It ip the purpose of this Aot to—
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(1) probibit any attempt to create an smbryo,
NS using human somatic cell maclear
transfer; and
(2) provide for the protection of certain pramis-
ing and mpoxtant scientific research,
SEC. 8. PRORIBTTION ON CLONING,
(2) IN GRNERAL~Title 18, United States Code, is
amended by iogarting after chapter 15, tha following:
“CHAPTER 18-CLONING

“Qeg,
“2Q1. Prohibitien on cJoalng,

¢4 301 Prohihition on cloning

“(a) Iy GENEBAL,—It shall be unlawfal for any per-
fion ar entity, public or private, to knowingly use human
somatie cell nuclaar trangfar technology to produce an em-
bryo, DR

“(b) Porcians OF SaLE.—It shall be nnlawful for
any person or estity, publie or private, 1o Imowingly pur-
chase or sell an ovam, ambryo, or fetus for the purpose
of using homan somatic cell nuclesr transfer technology
to produce an ambryo, NS ENENERS.

“(c) FEDERAL, FUNDS~~No Federal funds may be
ohligated or expanded to Rknowingly eanduet or support
any pragiect of reseazch that includes the use of human
somatio call nuclesr transfer technology to produse an em-

bryo, (EERREERERD.
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1 s(d) PENALTIZA —
2 %(1) IN GRNTBAL,—AZy pévhcn or entity who 1s
3 convicted of violating any provision of this gection
4 ghall be Sped aecording to the provisions of this title
S r semtenced to up to 5 yeass in prisap, or hath,
6 “(2) FORFRITURR ~—Any property, real or pér-
7 sonel, derived fram ar used to commit a Violstion or
8 attempted viclutian of this gestien, or any property
g zraceskle to such property, is subject to farfeiture to
10 the United States in accordance with the procedure
11 set forth in chapter 48,
12 “(a) DEFINITIONS.~In this erction:
13 (1) ExiEYO.~The term ‘ehrye’ maans the
14 devuloping organism from the time of fertilisation, or
15 from the time of the single cell stage 8% the incep-
16 tionn of growth and development of an organismn,
17 untll signifisant diffetrentiation has ocourred,
18 “(2) BEUMAN 30MATIC GELL NUCLEAR TRANE-
19 £2R.—The term 'human somatis cell miclepr traps-
20 for’ means trangferring the pucleus of 2 human 80-
21 matia cell into 81 cocyte froam which the nusleus has
i been, removed or rendered inert,
23 *(8) QocyTe,—The term ‘ococyte’ means the
24

* atare female germ cell, the egg.
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«“(4) SaMATIO CHLL~--The term ‘somatie cell
means any eell of an embryo, fatus, child, or adult
that is not & germ cell or is not destined Yo become
a germ cell.”.

(b} CLERCAL AMRNDMENT.~The eble of chapters
for paxt 1 of title 18, United Statea Code, is amended by
ingerting after the item relating to chapter 15, the fallow~
ing:

I L AR TR Sty
SR0. 4. REVIEW. |

(a) ARRESa@NT —The Director of the National
Salence Foundation and the Director of the National In-
stitutes of Health shall enter into an agreement vwith the
National Bessarch Coungl for the eonduct of & review of
the implemertstion of this Azt (and the amendments
made: Iy this Ast.

(b) RrpoRr.—Not later thaa 5 years afier the date
of the emsctment of thin Act, the Directors refirred 1o in
subseetion (a) shall prepere snd gubmit to the appropriate
committees uf Cangress a repoart eontnmm the resulta of
the review camiucted upder muihssction (a), including the
conclunions of the Natimmel Resesreh Counaill concern-
ing—

{1) tha impuct that the implementation of this
Act {and the amendment made by this Aet) has had
on research; and
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(2) recommmandationp for Bny appropriate
changes o this Act (and amendments).

tom o — - -4

1
2
3 SEC. 5 PROFECTED SCIENTIFIC RESBARCH.

4 Notbing in this Aot (or an amendment made by this
S Act) shall be construed to Teatrist areas of scientific re-
6 search that are not specifically prohibited by this Act (or
7 amendments), inclyding impmtant and promising- work
8 that melodes—

9 (1) the use of somstio eell mnelesr trengler or
10 other cloning technologies to clone moleevles, DNA,
11 cells GEDETSIEDOEEONED, tissues, or

12 plants; ar

13 . (2) the use of eomstic cell nuslear transfer
14 techniquas or other cloxing teshnologies to create
18 animals other than humans,
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Mrs. FRINBTRIN inwroduced the follewing bill; which wes read twice and re-
ferred to the Commdticn on

A BILL

To prohibit any attempt to create a human being wusing
somatie cell nyclear transfer, to provide for further re-
view of the ethical and scientific igaucs associated with
the use of somatic cell nualear transter in human beings,
and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacled by the Sennte and House of Represento -
2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembied,
3 SECTION 1, SHORY TITLE,~

4 This Aet may be vited es the “Prohibition on (loning
5 of Hurnan Beingn Act of 1998",

6 SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

7 Congreps finds that—-
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(1) it has been reported that an adult sheep has
been cloned using a technique called somatic cell nu-
clear transfer, & form of cloning;

(2) the National Bioethies Advisory Commission
(referred to in this Act as the “NBAC”) has re-
viewed the scientific and ethical implications of the
potential use of such technology to clone huinan
beings; .

(8) the NBAC has determined that——

(A) somatic ecell nuelear transfer tech-
nology may have many epplications for bio-
technology, livestock prodnctions, and new med-
ical approaches including the production of
pharmacentical proteins and prospeets for re-
generation and repair of human tissues; and

(B) the possibility of using somatic cell nu-
clear transfer for the purposes of creating a
child entails significant scientific uncartainty
and medical risk, which could result in harm to
a child;

(4) the NBAC concluded unanimously that at
this tims it is morally unacceptable for anyone in the
public or private sector, whether in s research or
clinical setting, to attempt to areate a ahild using so-

matio cell nudear transfer-dloning;
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(5) the consensus of the NBAC is based on e
rent scientific information indicating that this tech-
nique is not safe to use in humans at this time;

(6) in addition to issues of safety, the NBAC
identified many additional serions ethicel concerns
which they agreed require & great deal more wide-
gpread and careful public deliberation before this
technology may be used;

(7) the NBAC recommended a continuation of
the current moratorium on the use of Federsl funds
to support any attempt to create a child by somatic
cell nuclear transfer, and an immediate request to
all firms, alinicians, i.nvgstigators, and professional
societies to comply voluntarily with the intent of the
Federal moratorium,

(8) the NBAC fwurther recommended that Fed-
eral legiglation be enacted to prohibit anyone from
attempting, whether in a mae@h or clinical getting,
to create a child through somatic cell nudear trans-
fer aloning;

(9) the NBAC also recommended that the Unit-
ed States cooperate with other ecountrios to enforce
mutually s‘upport;ad restrictions on this activity;

(10) the NBAC gpecified that such Federal leg-

islation shonld include & sunset provision and that,

oZoud.# a/1%
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prior to the sunset date, an oversight body should
review and report on the status of sprmartic cell nu-
clear transfer technology and the ethical and social
issues associgted with 1ts use and recommend wheth-
er the prohibition should be continned,;

(11) the NABC concluded that any regulstory
or legislative actions undertaker to effeor the fore-
going prohibition should be carefully written so as
not to interfere with other important areas of re-
search, such ns the cloning of human DNA se-
quences and celis, which raise neither the scientific
nor the ethical issues that arige from the possible
creation of cldien through somatic cell nuclear
trandfer techriques,

(12) the NABC alio found thet cloning aiirmals
by somatic cell nuoclear transfer does aot raise the
same issues implicated in attempting to use the
technique to creste & ohild, snd ity continaation
shonld only be suhject to existing regulations regard-
ing the hurmane uge of animals; and

(13) biomedical research faedities, neluding
those conducting cloning, and reproductive services

tacilities affect intarstate commerce,

24 SEC, 8. PURPOSES.

It is the purpose of this Act to—

62004, ,#1U/7143
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(1) prohibit any attempt to create a human
being using somatic cell nuclear transfer cloning;
and

(2) provide for further review of the cthical and
saientific issues associated with the use of somatio
cell nuclear transfer in humans.

4. DEFINITIONS,
In this Act: ,

(1) CLoNmNG.—The term ‘“‘cloning” neans the
production of a precise genstic copy of a malecule
(including DNA), ecell, tissue, plant, animal, or
humen,

(2) NUCLEUS.—The tarm “muclens” meang the
cell structure that houses the chromosomes, and
thus the genea.

(3) OooyTE.—The térm “‘oouyte’’ means the fe-
male germ cell, the egg.

(4) SOMATIC QELL.—The term “gomatic cell”’
means a mature, diploid cell.

(6) SOMATIC CEHLL NUOCLEAR TWER.—The
term “‘somatic cell nuclear transfer” means transfer-
ring the nucleus of a somatic cell of an existing or
previously existing human child or adult into an go-
ayte from which the nualeus hag been remaoved.

ooz .#ll/1la
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8EC. 8. PROHIBITION.

It ghall be unlawful for any person or other legal en-
tity, public or private, to implant or attempt to implant
the praduct of somatic cell nuclear trangfer into & woman’s
uterus.

SEC. 6, PROTECTED BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH

Nothing in this Aet shall be construed to restriet
areas of biomedical and agricultural research or practice
not expressly prohibited in this Act, including research’or
practices that involve—

(1) the use of somatic cell nuclear transfer or
other cloning technologies to clone molecules, DNA,
cells, and tisgues; or

(2) the use of somatic cell nnalear transfer
teahniques to create animalg,

BEC. 7. PENALTIES,

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any person who intentionally vio-
lates the provisions of pection 5 ghall be fined the grester
of $250,000 or 2 times the gross pecuniary gain or loss
resulting from the vidlation.

(b) CrviL ACTIONS —If & pergon is violating or about
to violate the provisions of section. 5, the Attorney Generel
ey commence & oivil action in an appropriate Federal
distriet court to enjoin such violation.

(¢) FORFEITURE.—Any property, real or personal,

derived from or used to commit a viclation or attempted

0004 %12/ 14%
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violation of the prbvisions of aection 5, or anyv property
traceahble to such property, shall be subject to forfeiture
to the United States in accordanee with the procedures
set forth in chapter 46 of tide 18, United States Code.

(d) .ATJ‘THORITY:--—’I’he Attorney General shell have
exelusive, nondelegable enforcement. anthority under this
Act.

(e} ADVISORY OPINIONS.-~The Attorney General
shall, upon request, render binding advisory opinions re-

garding the scope, applioability, interpretation, and en-

forcement of this Aot with regard to specific research

projects or prastices.
SEC. 8, COOPERATION WITH POREIGN COUMNTRIFS.

It is the sense of Congress that the President should
cooperate with foreign countries to enfora: mutually sup-
perted restrictions on the activities profdbited under sec-
tion 5,

BEC. 9. NATIONAL BIOETHICS ADVISORY COMMISSION RE-
PORT. |

Not later than 4% years after the date of enactment
of this Aot, the National Bicathics Advisory Commiasion
shall prepare and submit to the President a report con-
cerning-—

(1) the state of the science of sornatic cell nu-

clear transfer,

_b20U%, #1371
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1 (2) the ethical and social issues ggsociated with
2 the potential use of this technology in humans; and

(3) the advisability of continuing the prohibition
established under this Act.

The Commission. ig a_ut.horized to continue for the 10-year

3
4
5
6 period described in section 12 to prepare such report and
7 for other purposes as established in Executive Order
8 122975 and subsequent amendments to such Order,

9 SEC. 10. RIGHT OF ACTION, .

10 Nothing in this Act ghall be construed to give any
11 individgal or person & private right of action.

12 SEC. 11. PREEMPTION OF STATE LAW.

13 The provisions of this Act shall preempt any State
14 law that prohibits or limits research or practices regarding
15 somatic cell nuclear tranafer, human cloning, cloning of
16 molecules, DNA, cells, or tissues, the use of somatic cell
17 nuclear transfer techniques to develop animals, or related
18 research.

19 SEC. 12. EFFECTIVE DATE.

20 This Act shall be effective for the 10-year period he-
2] ginning on the date of enactment of thia Act. The prohibi-
22 tions contained in this Act shall terminste at the expira-
23 tion of such 10-year period,
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January 26, 1998

REGARDING: LEGISLATION TO BAN CLONING OF HUMAN BEINGS

Dear Member:

We are writing to express our concern about legislation pending in the Congress to ban the cloning
of entire human beings.

Let us be clear. We oppose the cloning of a human being. We see no ethical or medical
justification for the cloning of a human being and agree with the conclusions of the National
Bioethics Advisory Commission (NBAC) that it is unacceptable at this time for anyone in the
public or private sector, whether in a research or clinical setting, to create a human child using
somatic cell nuclear transfer technology. We recognize that this application of the technology
raises fundamental ethical and social issues. This technology is not currently safe to use in humans.

The American Society for Reproductive Medicine, the Biotechnology Industry Organization, and
the Federation of American Societies of Experimental Biology have all stated that their members
will not seek to clone a human being. These three associations include essentially every researcher
or practitioner in the United States who has the scientific capability to clone a human being.

We agree with NBAC in its report on cloning that: “It is notoriously difficult to draft legislation at
any particular moment that can serve to both exploit and govern the rapid and unpredictable
advances of science.” Poorly crafted legislation to ban the cloning of human beings may put at
risk biomedical research, such as the use of cloning techniques on human cells, genes and tissues,
which is vital to finding the cures to the diseases and ailments which our organizations champion.
Cancer, diabetes, allergies, asthma, HIV/AIDS, eye diseases, spinal cord injuries, Guillain-Barré
syndrome, Gaucher disease, stroke, cystic fibrosis, kidney cancer, Alzheimer’s disease, tuberous
sclerosis, tourette syndrome, alcoholism, autoimmune diseases, osteoporosis. Parkinson’s disease,
infertility, diseases of aging, ataxia telangiecrasia and many other types of research will benefit
from the advances achieved by biomedical researchers.

We urge the Congress to proceed with exureme caution and adhere to the ethical standard for
physicians, “first do no harm.” We believe that there are two distinct issues here, cloning of a
human being and the healing which comes from biomedical research. Congress must be sure that
any legislation which it considers does no harm to biomedical research which can heal those with
deadly and debilitating diseases. '

Please keep patients’ concerns in mind as you proceed in analyzing this very complicated issue.
Sincerely,

AIDS Action Council -
Allergy and Asthma Network/Mothers of Asthmatics, Inc.
Alliance for Aging Research
Alzheimer Aid Society
Aumerican Academy of Optometry
American Academy of Pediatrics
(more)
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American Association for Cancer Education
American Association for Cancer Research
American Autoimmune Related Diseases Association
American College of Medical Genetics

American Diabetes Association

American Paralysis Association

American Pediatric Society

American Society for Reproductive Medicine
American Uveitis Society

Americans for Medical Progress

Association of Medical School Pediatric Department Chairmen
Association of Pediatric Oncology Nurses

Asthma & Allergy Foundation of America

A-T Children’s Project

Cancer Research Foundation of America

Cancer Care, Inc.

Cancervive

Candlelighter’s Childhood Cancer Foundation
Cystic Fibrosis Foundation

Foundation for Biomedical Research
Guillain-Barré Syndrome Foundation International
International Patient Advocacy Association

Joint Council of Allergy, Asthma and Immunology
Juvenile Diabetes Foundation International

Log Cabin AIDS Policy Instimte

National Alliance for Eye and Vision Research
National Alliance of Breast Cancer Organizations (NABCO)
National Association for Biomedical Research
National Campaign to End Neurological Disorders
National Coalition for Cancer Research

National Foundation for Cancer Research

National Gaucher Foundation

Nartional Kidney Cancer Association

National Osteoporosis Foundation

National Patient Advocate Foundation

National Stroke Association

National Tuberous Sclerosis Association

Oncology Nurses Association

Outpatient Ophthalmic Surgery Society, Inc.
Parkinson’s Action Nerwork

Radiation Research Society

Research! America

Research Society on Alcoholism

RESOLVE

Roswell Park Cancer Institute

Society for Pediatric Research

Tourette Syndrome Association, Inc.
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tyi.
Armey promises to ban all human cloning

By JIM ABRAMS
The Associated Press
01/29/98 5:36 PM Eastern

WASHINGTON (AP) -- Saying President Clinton's proposed ban doesn't go far
enough, House Majority Leader Dick Armey said Thursday the House will
legislate next month a permanent ban on cloning humans in the United States.

"This is the right thing to do, at the right time, for the sake of human dignity,"
Armey, R-Texas, said at a news conference.

Clinton issued an executive order last March banning the use of federal funds for
human cloning projects.

He also proposed legislation, which Congress did not act on last year, that would
outlaw the cloning of humans for at least five years. During that time the National
Bioethics Advisory Commission would assess the risks and the ethical and social
impact of human cloning.

Armey said Congress will pass a permanent ban. "How can you put a statute of
limitations on right and wrong?" he asked.

He also contended that Clinton's plan would allow human cloning in laboratories
for experimental purposes but said the Republicans’ bill would "have no
loopholes."

The legislation is being drafted by Rep. Vernon Ehlers, R-Mich., and Sen. Kit
Bond, R-Mo., Armey said. Sen. Dianne Feinstein, D-Calif., is also introducing
legislation that would put a 10-year ban on publicly or privately funded human
cloning. And Sen. Bill Frist, R-Tenn., is crafting a bill under which a scientist
convicted of human cloning could face up to 10 years in prison.

Momentum to outlaw cloning humans has grown since an independent Chicago
scientist, Richard Seed, announced earlier this month he was trying to organize a
team to do research on the procedure.



Clinton again recommended a ban in his State of the Union address Tuesday.

Armey said it was not the intention of the legislation to ban all experimentation on
human embryos. Some scientists are perturbed that a rush to ban human cloning
might unintentionally close down related research in such areas as replacement
organs, the mending of spinal-cord injuries and infertility treatment.

Armey was joined at the news conference by representatives of the Christian
Coalition, the conservative Family Research Council and the National Conference
of Catholic Bishops, groups that contend that any manipulation of human embryos
is immoral.

"Human life begins at conception,” said Gary Bauer of the Family Research
Council. "Cloning of human embryos is entirely unacceptable.”

Message Sent To:

Lucia A. Wyman/WHO/EOP
Donald H. Gips/OVP @ OVP
Thomas L. Freedman/OPD/EOP
Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP

Arthur Bienenstock/OSTP/EOP
Jeffrey M. Smith/OSTP/EOP
Clifford J. Gabriel/OSTP/EOP
Rachel E. Levinson/OSTP/EOP
William P. Marshall/WHO/EOP
Wendy A. Taylor/OMB/EOP




. Lucia A. Wyman
© 01/29/98 06:09:16 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Lucia A. Wyman/WHO/EOP

cc:
Subject: Re: attachment

---------------------- Forwarded by Lucia A. Wyman/WHO/EOP on 01/29/98 06:04 PM --- -----
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To: Rachel E. Levinson/OSTP/EOP

cc:
Subject: Re: attachment [

thanks for the paragraph. i don't think the dilemma is whether to support Feinstein or not but
whether to do it at arms length through HHS or directly from WH . and then, what implication will
support have on veto/signature if bill comes w/prohibition on embryo research. how strongly do we
feel about issue. do we protect research at all costs?
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