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The FDA saysthat eating milk and meat from
cloned animalsissafe. But what about the animals?
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In itscomments submitted to the Food and Drug
Adminigration, AAVSidentibesthe Bawsin the
agency®@assessment and recommendsa ban on the
sale of food from cloned animals.
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An easy break-down of the animal cloning process.
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Read the eye-opening resultsof a survey
commissoned by AAVS
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While there are many issuessurrounding the
animal cloning controversy, far too few are
concerned with the ethicsof exploiting animalsin
thistechnology.
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AAVS@campaignsand programscreate buzzin
the media.
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Grid-Technology Uses Computers, Not Animals,
British Government Rethinks Animal-Human
Hybrids European ConsumersValue Animal
Welfare; Ireland May Be First to Ban Primate
Experiments, Canadian College Enacts
Moratorium on Animal Testing.

- 983" Y%A/ /1 52- % "9%R3
Search till it hurtd Learn how you can support
AAVS every time you search the internet.

#..)." ). | 6! #55-
2065,14).30%$). ' 7/2,87)$%

9IpE'eXD Xb#D J#88MI I\ ]\ X Z_8eXqpj k
While the U.S. appearsto have few qualmsin
moving forward with incorporating animal
clonesin the food supply, other countriesare
apprehensive.
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Learn the story behind the life and death of Dolly,
the brg cloned mammal.
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Animal cloning issometimesused in biomedical
research. But should it be?
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Those who stand to benebt bPnancially from
cloning animalsfor food are trying to tout
these productsby claiming that they could be
considered organic. However, the organic industry
and many othersbeg to differ.
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With the help of our membersand supporters,
AAVSwas able to bring the pet cloning industry to
itsknees.
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Special friendshonored and remembered.

1 2$&50%! 4%
If we aim to stop animal research tomorrow, we
mus support alternativestoday.
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American Anti-Vivisection Society

Asaleader in the animal protection
community on animal research issues, AAVS
isspearheading the effortsagainst animal
cloning. Thiscruel and highly experimental
technology causes severe animal suffering
for the animalswho go through the cloning
process. Death and deformitiesin cloned
animalsisthe norm, not the exception.

In fact, 96-99 percent of cloned animals
do not survive beyond sx months.

Unfortunately, the biotechnology
indusgtry isintent upon moving this
technology from the laboratory to the
market place. These powerful organizations
would like to clone everything from
your deceased companion cat or dog to the farm animalsused for meat and milk.
Degpite the push by the industry to bring cloned animalsto the market, the public
doesnot want to purchase cloned animalsor cloned animal products. (see survey
on page 9) AAVSdrivesto continue educating the public about the negative,
inhumane effects of cloning and ensure that the public@voice isheard on thisissue.

In 2005, AAVSIlaunched itsNo Pet Cloning campaign to bring the dangers
of pet cloning to the public@attention. Asaresult, the only companyto
<ell cloned catsclosed itsdoorsat the end of 2006 after selling only two
cats. The demise of thisindustry demongratesthat animal suffering does
not lead to probt. Thisclosure should send a message to other companies
looking to sell cloned animals American consumersare not interested.

In 2006, we expanded our effortsto prevent cloned farm animalsfrom entering
the market. FDA isconsdering allowing milk and meat from cloned animalsand
their progenyto be sold to consumers. In response to FDA®Draft Risk Assessment
that analyzed the cloning risksto human health and animal health, AAVS, in
coordination with animal protection, consumer, and environmental organizations, was
able to activate the public to submit over 145,000 commentsopposing the approval
of cloned animalsfor food. AAVSsubmitted a 47-page document responding to
each part of the Draft Risk Assessment in which the agency failed to accurately and
appropriately analyze the data, characterize risks, and draw logical conclusons The
scientibc evidence isundisputable: animalsinvolved in cloning are at a sgnibcantly
increased risk of suffering from severe illnessesand death. Given these risks, there
isno good reason to buy or sell cloned animalsor cloned animal products.

We all knowthat it can be emotionally devastating to lose a companion
animal. After all, these animalsare membersof our family. There are other ways
besdescloning, however, to bring anew animal into our lives. For example, if
you are looking to replace a deceased cat with a similar looking cat, you should
look to your local shelter or our website, which linksto www.PetFindercom. As
for cloned farm animals, the animal advocacy community isalready struggling
to reduce the intense and inhumane practiceson factory farms. Do we really
want to add another layer of cruelty to the animalsraised for food?

AAVS hasbeen involved with the animal cloning debate from the beginning, before
thistechnology hasbeen approved for food by the government and silently incorporated
into our daily life. At thiscritical point, we have an opportunity to sop thistechnology
and save millions of animalsfrom going through the cloning processand experiencing
terrible suffering. We need your help in highlighting the animal welfare concernswith
animal cloning to agency ofpcials, sate and federal representatives, industry groups, and
friendsand families. Please check out our website (www.EndAnimalCloning.org) and
the Activate For Animals newdetter for the latest information on how you can help. ust
because we can clone animalsfor use aspetsor asfood doesnot mean that we should.
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he decison to allow or prohibit
4 the cloning of animalsfor

food isfar more consequential

than most people realize. Yet
the Food and Drug Adminigration
(FDA) chose to announce itsdecison
to give a preliminary go-ahead to animal
cloning on December 28, 2006, atime
of year when most newsislikely to be
overlooked by a preoccupied public.
In addition, while many people are
looking for accurate, reliable information
about animal cloningin an attempt to
understand thisethicallychallenging
technology, the FDA and the biotech
industry have been misrepresenting
the factsand confusing the debate.

Aspart of our campaign to end animal
cloning, AAVSaimsto bring clarity
to these issues, aswell ashighlight a
serious problem that hasgenerally been
overlooked in the discussonson cloning:
animal welfare. Cloning need not be too
complicated to understand. In fact, the
overall message from all the scientibc
gsudieson cloning isremarkably clear:
cloning isinefpcient and unpredictable,
resulting in premature death or severe
health problemsfor more than 95 percent
of the animalsinvolved.! In regponse,
AAVShaslaunched itsEnd Animal
Cloning campaign to prevent the needless
animal suffering that cloning causesand
to inform the public about the cruel
effects of thisexperimental technology.

An Overview of Cloning

Cloning isthe term commonly used to
refer to aprocedure known as somatic cell
nuclear transfer (SCNT), the procedure
which was brgt used to create Dolly the
sheep in 1996.2 In SCNT, the genetic
material (DNA) of an egg isreplaced with
the DNA from adonor animal, and the
egg isthen gimulated to develop into a

nearly identical copy of the donor. (please
see page 8) Since Dolly, researchershave
cloned anumber of different animals,
including cows, pigs, goats, horses, mice,
cats, and dogs® The processisfar from
perfected, however, with only 14 percent
of cloning attempts succeeding.*

Cloning for breeding purposes

Agriculture researchersare currently
interested in cloning livestock primarily
for breeding purposes, in an attempt
to create copies of @aluableCanimals.
Farmerscommonly use the animalswho
have the best geneticsfor some desred
quality such asfast growth, leaner meat,
or high milk production asbreeding
animalsto produce offspring who will
have smilar qualities By cloning these
®GopCbreeders, farmersare trying to
extend their reproductive potential
and create whole herdsor Rockswith
these uniform characterigtics®

However, cloning highly productive
animals exacerbatesanimal welfare
concerns, because these animalstend
to suffer from painful infectionsof the
udder, lameness, and other Production-
related@diseases. In addition, cloning
raises concernsabout genetic diversity,
because herdsof identical animalsare
more susceptible to disease outbreaks.
Overall, cloning requiresa signibcantly
greater level of involvement and
interference with animalsCreproductive
performance than conventional
production methods, which raises
unprecedented concernsand ethical
challengesthat Ry in the face of the
public@interest in animal welfare and
humane treatment of farm animals.

Cloning and transgenic animals

Perhapseven more important,

The problems with cloning animals for food

cloning isalso used to produce copies
of tranggenic animals. Transgenic
animalsare those who mog likely have
been engineered with genesfrom
another speciesfor any of a variety

of purposes to have better traitsfor
production (such asfaster growth, disease
resstance, altered milk or meat products
with @ealth benebtsCfor humans,

etc.); to produce pharmaceuticalsin
their milk, blood, urine, or semen
(pharming); or to produce tissuesand
organsfor transplantation into humans
(xenotransplantation).5”8 If animal
cloning isapproved, the generation
and proliferation of transgenic
animalsare likely to become major
applicationsof cloning technology.
Clearly, such implicationsraise
numeroustroubling ethical questions,
which cannot beignored in the
decison-making processon cloning.

Threats to Animal Health and Welfare

The remarkable inefbciency of cloning
posesimmediate threatsto animal
welfare. Fewer than one percent of
cloning attemptswill result in a successful
birth, and of those who are born, only a
relatively small percentage are healthy
enough to live for more than afew
daysor weeks®*® With such low success
rates, not only do the cloned animals
endure suffering, but so do hundreds of
additional animalsasthey are pumped
with hormonesand their eggs harvested,
or asthey are implanted with embryos,
often repeatedly, in an attempt to produce
just one cloned animal who survives.

Problems afflicting surrogate mothers
and their fetuses

According to the FDA@recently
published analyss of animal cloning risks,
abnormal fetal development iscommon
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in clones, which trandatesinto abnormal
pregnancieswith ahost of complications
that threaten the lives of the unborn
clonesand their surrogate mothers+?
For example, atypically fatal condition
known ashydrops, in which the mother
and/ or the fetus swellswith Buid, occurs
frequentlyin clone pregnancies. From
the data presented by the FDA, hydrops
hasoccurred in 28 percent of clone
pregnancies, with one study (conducted
by Cyagra, a biotech company leading
the push for cloned foods)*® reporting
hydropsin over 50 percent of cases. In
contragt, hydropsoccursrarely or never in
pregnancies produced through artibcial
insemination or natural breeding.*

Clone pregnanciesare also associated
with a greater risk of late term loss,
with roughly 45 percent of pregnancies
reported logt in the second or third
trimeger in sudiesat aresearch farm
in France.®® Such losses, normally
uncommon in conventional pregnancies,
(xxpose the recipients[surrogates to
conditionsthat threaten their welfare.G¢

Problems afflicting cloned newborns

Based on published dataand the FDAG
own report, it isclear that abnormalities
are also the norm, not the exception, for
the few cloned animalswho survive birth.
Cloned animals suffer from respiratory
digtress, hypoglycemia; weakened immune
sysems, developmental problems,
deformities, malformed livers, kidneys,
or hearts and avariety of ailments
that claim the lives of approximately
one-third of neonates (newborns).*”

Many of these ailmentsare related
to Large Offgpring Syndrome (LOS),
acommonly observed problem with
cloned animalsin which the animal
developsto be signibcantly bigger at
birth than a conventional animal. It isnot
uncommon for the animal to be twice
the normal size, and in one sudy, alamb
wasreported asbeing bve timeslarger
than normal.®® In fact, LOSoccurred in
over 50 percent of calf clonesincluded
in the FDAGreport, compared to 6
percent of conventionally bred animals.

In addition, according to arecent
study conducted by Cyagra, 75 percent
of cloned calvesrequired antibiotics,
and almost half of the cloned animals
who survived birth died within the brgt
Pve months, despite accessto extensve
veterinary care, and despite the fact

that any of more than 10 different
interventionswere performed.®®

Problems afflicting adult clones

Even the few cloned animalswho
live for longer than 6 monthsand
appear otherwise healthy have been
known to suffer unexpected health
consequenceslater in life. Sudiesin
cows, for example, have documented
cases of sudden, unexplained deaths
and subclinical pathologiesthat had
gone undetected.® In fact, in an article
recently published in The New England

Journal of Medicine, Rudolf Jaenisch, a

prominent MIT cloning researcher, sated
that @iven the available evidence, it may
be exceedingly difbcult, if not impossble,
to generate healthy cloned animals .G

AAVS’s Campaign

With such obviousand overwhelming
health problemsroutinely reported
in cloned animals, it isclear that
cloning serioudy threatensanimal
well-being. While the FDA choosesto
deRect focusfrom thisfact, sirting
the issue by avoiding discusson on
the tremendousfrequency with which
these problemsoccur, AAVSisactively
working to inform the public about
these hidden costsof cloning.

Clearly, questionsabout the impact of
cloning on animal welfare have yet to be
adequately addressed, much lessresolved.
Thisisdespite the fact that 63 percent
of Americanswant the government to
factor in ethical consderationswhen
making adecison on animal cloning.?
Asareault, AAVShaspetitioned the
FDA and isworking with Congress, in
conjunction with the Center for Food
Safety and numerous other consumer,
animal advocacy, and environmental

organizations, to egablish aforum for the
public discusson of these issues, and to
ingtate a mandatory moratorium on the
sale of cloned foodsin the meantime.

In addition, AAVSismonitoring
and supporting legidative effortsto
require that cloned foods, if they are
approved for sale, be labeled as such.
(see sdebar next page) Labelsare
important to help consumersmake
informed decisonsabout their food
purchases, especially the majority of
Americans, who have ethical, religious,
or safety concernsabout cloning and
want to avoid cloned foods. (see page 9)

Cloning isremarkably inefpcient
and unpredictable yet also highly
consequential. The FDA should not
allow cloning to proceed without
any regulationsand concern for the
welfare of the animalsinvolved.

How You Can Help

AAVS has submitted extensve
commentsto the FDA detailing our
concernsabout animal welfare and
the FDAGfaulty handling of thisissue.
(see page 6) We are also working with
Congressto ensure that an ethical
discussion isheld publicly and openly
before any decison ismade regarding
cloned animals. In these ways, we hope
to get animal cloning prohibited. Please
support our efforts by contacting your
Congressonal legidatorsand voicing
your oppostion to animal cloning. Vist
www.senate.gov and www.house.gov to
locate and write to your legidators. AV
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Serious Flansin the FDAG

Assessment of Animal Cloning Risks

"Y. INA- AK - 3
11 632EFARH! NALYST

SCROVERTEN YEARS THE &OCD AND $RUG ! DMINISIRATON &$!  HAS BEEN
CONSDERNG ALLOMNG GONED ANIMALS INTO THE FOOD SUPPLY  $EPITE
QUTAONARY WARNINGS FRIM THE AGENCY'S OMN 6ETERNARY - EDIGNE
I DUSIRY #CQMMITIEE AND THE . ATONAL ! GADEMY CF 3GBENCGES THE &$!

ANNCUNGD IN $EEMBER THAT IT HAD GCIMPLETED ITS $ R 21K
I SESSVIENT ON ANIMAL QONING AND GONQUDED THAT MILK AND MEAT
FROM GONED ANIM ALSAND THE RCHFSPRNGAHE SAFE TOEAT )N ADDITION THE
ACENCY CONCQUDED THAT GONING PCEES NO UNIQUE RKSTOANIM ALHEALTH
AND THAT GONED ANIMALS QDER THAN 93X MONTHS AHE AS HEAITHY AND
NCRVIALAS CINVENTIONALLY BHFD ANIMALS - AND PRIDUCE NCRVIALCHSPRNG

The FDA®B assessment, however, is
serioudy Rawed and suffersnumerous
problems. Throughout the Risk
Asseesanent, the FDA manipulatesdata
and overgtatesitsconclusonsto obscure
the risksand animal suffering involved
with cloning. The FDA digegardsthe
overwhelming evidence detailing the
health problemsconssently observed
in clones, and failsto accurately
characterize the nature, frequency, and
severity of the risksthat the animals
involved in the cloning processface.

Such arisk assessment iscompletely
unacceptable. AAVShassubmitted
commentsto the FDA identifying
the errorsand inadequaciesin the
agency@report, and hasrecommended
amandatory ban on the sale of
cloned animalsfor food. Belowisa
summary of AAVS@main points?

Cloning causes serious health problems
and premature death for the vast major-
ity of animals involved in the process, far
more so than any conventional method
of animal production, including natural
breeding and assisted reproductive tech-
nologies (ARTs).

Numerous published studies report that
Jewer than 95 percent of cloning attempts
result in a live, relatively healthy animal’
For every 100 cloned embryos that are
created, 80 or more will die during gestation.
Of the few clones who are carried to term,
approximately 20 percent will die during
birth, and almost one third (30 percent) will

die before reaching six months of age because
of a serious health problem or deformity.*>%7

The FDA dismisses all of these findings
by stating that clones do not suffer from
any risks that are not also seen in animals
produced using conventional methods. This
conclusion, however, neglects to consider that
the risks to cloned animals are substantially
greater than to animals produced by
conventional methods because the risks
occur much more frequently with cloning.
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Clones, in fact, arve far more likely to
suffer from premature death and health
problems than conventionally bred animals.
For example, while roughly one third of
neonatal clones die young, fewer than five
percent of conventional bred newborns
die before reaching maturity. In addition,
hydrops, a typically fatal condition in
which the animal swells with fluid, occurs
in 28 percent of clones, but rarely in the
general population of cattle (one of 7,500
pregnancies, far less than one percent).
Large Offspring Syndrome, also a typically
fatal condition that is associated with a host
of complications, occurs in over 50 percent
of clones but in fewer than six percent of
conventionally bred animals.® Finally,
the FDA even admils that cow cloning is
unique among ARTS because pregnancy
loss occurs at all stages of gestation.

Clearly, when health problems occur at
such an alarming rate, and when those
problems are often severe and fatal, the
risks that cloned animals face can hardly
be considered comparable to those faced by
conventionally produced animals. The
FDA, however, obscures and mischaracterizes
the animal health risks associated with
cloning by ignoring the tremendous increase
in frequency with which they occur.

Cloning is not improving over time.

Reviewing cloning studies over the past
10 years, it is clear that mortality rates have
remained consistently high.” At several
points, however, the FDA downplays the
animal health risks associated with cloning
by claiming that “the situation appears to
be improving as the technology matures.”

10" This is a gross misrepresentation of the
state of cloning. In fact, leading MIT
cloning researcher Rudolf Jaenisch has
been quoted as saying, “There’s been zero
progress. I mean it. Zero. The only thing

we’ve begun to realize is how big the problem
is..."" and another cloning researcher, Peter
Mombaerts of Rockefeller University, has
stated that his best hopes for an “extremely
efficient” version of cloning would have only
a 20-30 percent success rate.”> Contrary

lo the FDA’s conclusion, the scientific data
consistently shows that survival rates

of cloned animals is not increasing.

There is little data on the health and re-
productive function of adult clones, and
what little data exist suggest that clones
continue to be abnormal as they get older
and may face additional, undiscovered
risks.

There is very limited data concerning
mature and aging clones, as cloning is
still relatively new, and few clones have
lived long enough to study. There are,
howevey, findings that demonstrate that
Juvenile clones suffer from a “much higher
rate” of health problems than conventional
animals, and that adult clones sometimes die
suddenly with no clinical symptoms.”> Other
findings, including blood and hormone
values reported by the FDA, indicate that
there may be further abnormalities with
clones that have so far gone undetected.
Reproductive difficulties, including reduced
Sertility and aborted pregnancies, have also
been documented in cloned animals. The
FDA’s conclusions that clones older than six
months are healthy and normal are clearly
overstated and unsupported by the data.
With so little data available, it is difficult,
in fact, to assert anything about the health
of these animals with any confidence.

There is a lack of data analyzing the prog-
eny of clones or cloned food animals other
than cows. More information is need
regarding animals such as pigs, sheep, and
goats.

Very little evidence is available on the
health of pig, sheep, or goat clones, or on
the progeny of all species of animals cloned
Jor food. The FDA’s conclusions are based
on a few reports of a very small number of
clones or progeny. In some cases, reports are
of just one animal. While this limited data
indicates that clones and clone pregnancies
are likely to be abnormal, resulting in
premature death, the FDA ignores these
findings. The FDA states instead that pig,
sheep, and goat clones who survive the
perinatal period and their clone progeny
are “normal and healthy, ™" a conclusion
that is not supported by the data.”

Summary

The conclusionsin the FDAGRisk
Assessment are not supported by the scien-
tibc evidence showing that severe health
problemsand abnormalitiesare the norm
with animal cloning, not the exception.
Given the animal cruelty asociated with
thisexperimental technology, AAVShas
requested that the FDA ban the cloning of
animalsfor food. Av
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1 Tissue sample isobtained from
donor animal to be cloned (usually
from a hole punch of the ear).

2 Cellsare cultured and
genetic material (DNA) from
the nucleusisisolated.

Note: Because there ismitochondrial
DNA that liesoutsde the nucleusand
remainsfrom the original egg, aclone
will exhibit some differencesfrom

the donor animal. These differences,
and the extent to which the egg can

or cannot be @eprogrammed,Care
largely responsble for the high degree
of inefbciency and unpredictability
that characterize cloning. In fact,

only 14 percent of cloning attempts
will result in alive, relatively healthy
animal who survivesto adulthood.
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5 Donor cell/ nucleusisfused with
enucleated oocyte using electrical
gimulation. Resulting clone embryo
isgrown in culture for afew days.

6 Embryo (sometimes multiple
embryos) isimplanted into
surrogate mother who hasbeen
primed with hormones.

7 Pregnancy islikely to be lost due
to abnormal development. On
rare occasons (<5% of attempts),
acloned animal survivesand is
delivered, usually via C-section.

fear

3 Eggs (oocytes) are harvesed
from live animals (via transvaginal
aspiration) or from dead
animalsat adaughterhouse.

<
/

4 Genetic material (DNA) from
egg nucleusisremoved.
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Q. Do you approve or disapprove of
cloning animals for food?

Two thirds of adults (66%) disapprove
of the cloning of animalsfor food. One-
quarter (27%) approve it, and 8% don®
know.

Women are more likely to
disapprove of animal cloning for food
than are men (75% vs. 56%).

Adultsages55 and older (73%) are
more likely to disapprove than those 18-54
(62%) .

Respondentsin non-metropolitan
areasof the U.S. are more likely to
disapprove (78%) than those in metro
areas (62%) .

Q. If you knew animal cloning involved
animal suffering, would you (still) approve
of it?

Two-thirds of adultswho approve of
cloning animalsfor food or don®know
would not approve of it if they knewthe
processinvolved animal suffering, raisng
the disapproval rate to 88%. Threein ten

(29%) would ill approve animal cloning
for food, and 6% don®know.

Women were more likely than
men to say they would disapprove
if they knew cloning involved
animal suffering (78% vs. 58%).

Q. Should the government
ensure ethical issues are publicly
discussed before allowing cloned
animals to be sold as food?

Nearly nine in ten adults (87%) think
the government needsto ensure that the
ethical issuesrelated to animal cloning are
publicly discussed before allowing cloned
animalsto be sold asfood. Ten percent
do not think so, and 3% don®know.

Respondentsages 18-64 are more
likely than those 65 and older to say
that they do think the government
needsto ensure the ethical issuesare
publicly discussed (89% vs. 77%).

Those in non-metropolitan areas of
the U.S. are more likely to say yes (93%)
than those in metro areas (85%). AV
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The following is an excerpt from OEthicsand Farm Animal Cloning:
Risks, values,and conRicts.Olt discusseshe treatment of animals as
commodities in cloning and how this mindset might affectanindividual

animal@ existence. The report waswritten by Dr. Mickey Gjerris from
the Danish Centre for Bioethics and Risk Assessmenat the University
of Copenhagen aspart of the project OCloningin Public.OFootnotes
and literature references have been omitted here, but can be seen
in the full report that is available at wwwsl.kvl.dk/cloninginpublic.

E Ontegrity(E refers
to the wholeness, fullness
or QunalterednessOof the
animalN or sometimes,
more generally, living
thing, or more generally
ill, ecosysem. The precise
meaning of the term
OntegrityOisdebated in the
literature. It isclear, however,
that the notion of integrity
iscommonly used to capture
concernsabout the negative

10 AAvs

impact of technology on
animalsthat are not included
even in broader notions

of animal welfareE . Thus
the use of biotechnology

on animals, both in genetic
modibcation and cloning, is
seen in partsof the literature
asapotential violation of the
integrity of the animal. There
seem to be two main aspects
of the concept here. One

that understandsintegrity
asabascally biological
concept to be found in e.g.
the behaviour or the genome
and one that seesintegrity
asaway of expressng an
ideal or truth about animal
exigence and the meaning of
it that isexperienced in our
everyday life with animals.

Within the biologically
oriented thinking, the cloning
of animalsisseen to violate

SPRING 2007

the integrity of the animals by replacing
the usual act of sexual procreation with
an act of controlled copying of an exiging
genome. The term OntegrityOhere refers
to notionsof the appropriateness of
being brought into being by methods
that are the same asthose that created
other animalsfor millionsyears. Not
being areault of the random mixture

of genesthat normally takes place at

the conception of anewindividual is
somehow aviolation of wholeness. To

put it more smply: it isthe violation of
the basic conditions of the individual®
being brought into the world that isthe
ethical problem. Thisclosely relatesto
theideathat cloning isunnatural; it

can be discussed along the same lines.
Undoubtedly it istrue that for millions of
yearsmammals have been brought into
the world in accordance with some basic
biological principlesthat, among other
things incorporate an element of chance.
But the mere fact that the biological
method of reproduction isdifferent for
cloned animalsdoesnot necessarily imply
that thisisan ethically unacceptable
technologyN brst and foremost, because
it isvery hard to see anyreal link between
natural processesand the ethically good.
Many thingsoccur in nature that do not
appear to be ethically good. Equally, many
thingsthat happen in nature conRRict

with one another (and so here the call to
follow nature raisesthe ethical quegtion
of what to do, sSnce one ill hasto choose
between radically different ways of acting).

Another way of understanding the
concept of integrityN and one that
avoidsthe hazards of the naturalization
of ethicsN isto see the term integrity
assomething expressng alimit to the
use that humans can make of animals.

It expressesthe ideathat there are uses
of animalsthat exceed what isethically
acceptable and violate the wholeness

or fullnessof their being. Integrityin
thissense can be seen assomething

that we become aware of when our
commodibcation of the animal reachesa
certain level. One way of explaining this
isto claim that there are two different
waysin which animalscan be known

to humans. In one way, we undergtand
them asmeansto reach our own ends.
Animalscan then be debPned in terms
of howthey can be used to fulbll our
needs. And in thissense they can be
fully understood. There are no surprises
here. Thereis for example, nothing
drange about a cowwhen it isseen from
this perspective. It isbascally awalking

resource that can provide uswith milk,
meat, and hide. In acertain enseit is
debned by itsusefulnessto us. When

we know how the cow can be used, we
knowwhat there isto know about it. The
developments, from the very br&t attempts
at the domestication of cowsto today®
attemptsto clone animalswith traitsthat
we bnd particularly useful, can be seen
asone long process of commodiPcation
of the cow or familiarization of the

cow. It no longer holdsany surprises

for usN only technical challenges.

But to view the cow only from this
perspective is, precisely, to violate its
integrity, snce there issomething more
to it than merely being of use to us.

It issomethingin itself, independent
of our needs, an individual we cannot
capture through our familiarization
with it. In acertain sense it isalienated
from ussnce it isindependent of

us. There are thingsabout it that we
can experience, but cannot exploit

or utilize to our own advantageE .

From thisperspective farm animal
cloning clearly can be said to violate the
integrity of the animal: the technology
completely ignoreswhat the animalsis,
apart from that which we can utilize;
itisturned into aresource that can
be copied and used, if desred. In that
process, aspects of the animal that
cannot be utilized are neglected. Oneis
tempted to say that the balance between
use and misuse iscrossed, although the
undergtanding of the animal as something
inherently independent of humanscan
also be interpreted asa prohibition
againg utilizing the animal at all.

It isimportant to note that, within
thisperspective, cloningisseen as
ethically problematic not because of
some inherent quality of the technology
itself, but because it isa continuation of
amore general familiarization process
that is, in itself, ethically problematic. It
is asit were, the sraw that breaksthe
camel@back. Criticism of thiskind is
sometimesdismissed because it failsto
show anything digtinctively problematic
with the technologyin questionE . It
just points, it issaid, to familiar ethical
problemsin the relationship between
humansand animals and these problems
that can be seen to be resolved in the fact
that we already accept the utilization of
animals, with technologies, in many other
areas. But perhapscloning should rather
be regarded asan eye-opener that will
prompt are-evaluation of exiging ways

of utilizing animals, e.g. within selective
breeding schemesusing more traditional
methods. Thereisno rulein ethics
saying that when something hasbeen
going on for along time, it automatically
becomes ethically acceptable.

Whether one acceptsany of the notions
of animal integrity proposed here, and
whether they congitute areason to totally
abandon farm animal cloning or should
be integrated into the balancing of pros
and consisE in the end an ethical choice
that will be made on the basslargely
of one@exigting ethical beliefs. What
iscrucial to note in thisconnection is
that claimsabout animal integrity are
bound to play asignibcant role in the
coming discussonsconcerning farm
animal cloning, and that these claims
should not be disregarded too quickly
because of a misconception of them
asnecessarily bound to some sort of
biologically founded understanding of
the concept. The ideathat thereissuch a
thing asanimal integrity, and that it places
limitson the use that humanscan make
of animals, can be argued from many
different philosophical and religious
perspectives. Smply rejecting the claims
and pointing to alack of biological/
<cientiPc foundation of the claimsignores
quegtionsabout what should be included
in the discusson aslegitimate ethical
views. Refusal to accept the notion of
animal integrity isalso a choice; it isbased
on certain kindsof ethical value, and on a
certain undergtanding of the relationship
between natural science and other ways of
experiencing and knowing the world. This
isnot to say that all points of view should
be regarded asequal, but smplyto insst
that no point of view can be excluded
from the discusson smply because of its
alleged lack of scientibc back-up. It isnot
necessrily easy to evaluate the weaknesses
and grengthsof these other perspectives
on theworld. Yet to claim that the only
valid perspective on reality isthe natural-
scientibc one, smply because other
perspectivesfall short of the way that truth
isesablished within thisframework, seems
more than arrogant. The alternative is
not to accept everything, but to discuss
the intersubjective validity of the different
perspectiveson a ocietal bass Av
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Regulations pending worldwide

. INA- AK - 311 632EFARH! NALYST

0 specibc regulationsgovern
the cloning of animalsfor
food anywhere around the
world. Many countriesare
congdering ofbcial postions
on the issue and have voluntary bans

in place to prevent the sale of milk and
meat from animal clones, but adequate
protection of animal and human health
from the risksof cloning issorely lacking.

European Union

Unlike for genetically modibed foods,
thereisno legidation in the European
Union (EU) that directly addresses
cloned animals! The EU had no plans
to formally discussthe issue until news
broke in January 2007 that a calf of an
American cloned cowwasborn on a
UK farm the previousDecember.?2 The
newstouched off a sorm of protest and
concern that there are no regulations
governing the sale of cloned foods
in the EU or the import of cloned
animalsand embryos, particularly in
light of the FDAG proposal to approve
animal cloning for food in the U.S.

Consequently, the 27 member states of
the EU decided to classfy food products
from cloned animals as ovel foodsO
and subject them to the same stringent
regulationsas GMOs (genetically
modibed foods).®> More sgnibcantly,
in March of 2007, the European
Commisson asked the European Food
Safety Authority to look into the future
impacts of animal cloning, specibcally
Qo advise on food safety, animal health,
animal welfare and environmental
implicationsof cloned animalsE their
offgpring, and of productsobtained
from these animals® The Commission
also asked the European Group of
Ethicsto look into the ethicsof cloning.
Thesereportsare due in September.

Canada

Since 2003, Health Canada has
ingituted an interim policy classfying
food productsfrom cloned animals
as hovel foodsOand hasbanned the
sale of cloned foodsin Canada.® In

response to the FDAGproposed approval
of cloned animal products, Health
Canada has ated that it will review

the issue thoroughly but indicated that

it doesnot intend to approve animal
cloning any timein the near future.®

MAFF announced plansto collect the data
and make a proposal to the Food Safety
Commission in 2007 or later, leaving

the voluntary ban in place for now?

Australia and New Zealand

There are no regulatory controlson
the production and use of cloned animals
in Ausgraliaand New Zealand, but there
iscurrently avoluntary moratorium on
the sale of cloned animalsfor food.®

In January 2007, it wasreported that the
New Zealand Food Safety Authority told
the government that cloned foodsappear
to be assafe asfood from conventionally

bred animalsand, therefore, do not
require any specibc regulation. The
Authority did not study the animal welfare
issuesrelated to cloning, however.*°

In response, the Green Party called
on the New Zealand government to
treat food productsfrom cloned animals
asnovel (likethe EU) and require a
full risk assessment before allowing
cloned milk and meat to be sold as
food. The Green Party also called for
full public consaultation on the issue.’

A ruling isnow pending from Food
SandardsAusralia New Zealand
(FSANZ) on whether food products

and ethical concernsassociated with
cloning before making adecison.
Ultimately, the FDAGbnal decison will
have a great impact on the future of
animal cloning for food worldwide. av
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the public, prompted by the FDAG
proposed approval of animal cloning.*?

Summary

While mog countriesare not rushing
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some stance on the issue if the FDA goes
ahead with itsplan to approve cloned
foods. Many countriesare taking amore
cautiousapproach to the regulation
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the U.S. These countriesare looking
for more extensive evidence of safety
before giving approval and, importantly,
are also consdering the animal welfare

http://www .telegraph.co.uk/news/main.
jhtml?xml=/news/2007/01/11/nembr yoll.xml.

3 Mercer, C. (2007, Januay 17). EU states agree
on clone food plan. DairyReporter.com. Retrieved
Januaty 18, 2007, from http://www .dairyreporter.
com/news/ng.asp?n=73418&m=2DRE119&c=jcnf
kplnnhjcexn.

4 BBC News. (2007, March 8). EU to look at cloned
meat safety Retrieved March 8, 2007, from http://
news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/6431229.
stm.

5 Health Canada. (2003). Food Directorate
Interim Policy on Foods from Cloned Animals.

Retrieved April 4, 2007, from http://www .hc-sc.gc.

ca/fn-an/legislation/pol/pol-cloned_animal-
clones_animaux_e.html.

5 CBC News. (2006, December 31). Canada to
examine data on cloned food. Retrieved April 4,
2007, from http://www .cbc.ca/consumer/sto -
ry/2006/12/29/cloning-canada.html.

11 Green Party (2007, Januay 30). Press Release:
Ask consumers if they want clones on their menu.
Retrieved Januay 30, 2007, from http://www .
scoop.co.nz/stories/PA0701/S00195.htm

2. Adamson, L. (2007, Februay 11). See note 7
above.

AV MAGAZINE

A PUBLICATION OF THE AMERICAN ANTI-VIVISECTION SOCIETY 13




rom the moment she was

® conceived, Dolly was marked
VS extraordinary sheep.
Although she looked like any
other Finn Dorset, with her
nappy, white hair, short tail, and long
snout, her DNA told a different storyN it
was nearly identical to her mother@

Dolly wasthe br&t mammal successfully
cloned from an adult cell. Although she
was not the brg ever clone, her birth
wasthe rare result of aprocesscalled
somatic nuclear cell transfer (SNCT).
Satigically, Dolly had only a 0.36
percent chance of surviving past birth.

Unlike previouscloning methods,
SNCT utilizesan adult cell instead of
an embryonic cell, allowing researchers
to clone a more mature animal who
hasdeveloped past nascence. The
technology®@implicationsfor animal
indudriesare grand. In theory, this
processwould allow humansto
breed the most perfect animal and
clone him or her ad inbnitum.
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SNCT beginswith an empty egg that
hasbeen cleared of itsgenetic material.
Then, researchersbll the void with DNA
from the donor animal, collected via a
sample cell. The egg islater implanted
into asurrogate mother with the hope
that she can carry the pregnancy to term.

In reality, however, the process has
proved very inefpbcient. To clone Dolly,
277 cloned embryoswere implanted into
surrogate mothers, only 13 pregnancies
resulted, and only one animal wasborn
successfullyN Dolly. She wasborn on July
5, 1996 at Scotland@Rodin Inditute.

Those who helped deliver the
lamb were tickled by the fact that she
was cloned from a mammary gland.
Thus, they christened her after a
notably busty country-western singer,
Dolly Parton, and the name stuck.

Despite enthusiasm at the Ingtitute,
Dolly@birth was not made public for
another sx months. Because of the high
failure rate of previouscloning attempts,
the researchersneeded to be convinced

‘.

of her health and vitality. On February
21,1997, they revealed her to the public.

Thisyear marksthe 10th anniversary
of Dolly@introduction to the world.
Her birthN and her deathN have
inspired researchersto delve further
into the cloning process, at the same
time raigng sgnibcant quegionsabout
bioethics. Unbeknown to her, Dolly
sparked conversationsabout human
cloning, pet cloning, pharming, and
cloning animalsfor food. In all cases,
the suffering of animalsused for cloning
isgenerally pushed under the rug.

Dollyisacasein point. The average
sheep livesapproximately 12 years,
but Dolly@life wascut in half. Asa
young animal, she gtarted to exhibit
characterigicscommon in older sheep,
such asarare form of arthritisin her hind
legs. Testsin 1999 revealed that her cells
appeared more worn down than atypical
sheep her age. Later, when veterinarians
conbrmed she was experiencing
progressive lung disease, the decison was
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made to euthanize Dolly. She wasonly six
yearsold.

Although researchersat the Rodin
Ingtitute deny her death wasdue to
cloning, quegtionsremain about how the
process affects DNA. A report released
by the National Academy of Sciences
noted that there islittle known about
aging in cloned animals, partly because
there are so few adult clones. What
hasbeen conbrmed, however, isthat
certain risksare asociated with animal
cloning, such asphysical deformitiesand
premature deaths. The Rodin researchers
themselves have substantiated thisclaim:
@\nimal cloning so far resultsin high
rates of abortionsand neonatal lossesE .
Many cloned animalsdisplay birth
defects including respiratory failure,
immune debciency, and inadequate
renal functionN all leading to premature
deaths®

Today, cloning is@nly dightly better
than it was originally,Oaccording to
Professor lan Wilmut, one of the
researcherswho cloned Dolly. In 1997,
it took 277 attemptsto clone one sheep;
today it takes between 150 and 200
attempts. 0o be honegt, | think we should
gill be surprised that cloning works at
all,OProfessor Wilmut said. (efore Dolly,
people thought it wasimpossble.3

Indeed, 10 yearslater, the world has
seen a potpourri of cloned animals,
including cats, deer, goats, and dogs. (see
ddebar) In fact, the cloning debate has
become s controversal that some gtates
have passed billsprohibiting the cloning
of humans. Unfortunately, no matter how
many different speciesof cloned animals
are produced, the animalsinvolved ill
suffer greatly.

Jugt ask Dolly. Her suffed remainsare
on digplay at the National Museum in
Scotland. AV
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ver the past decade, there has
been agreat deal of debate
/ regarding animal cloning,
with much of it focusng on
the technology itself. The
controversy surrounding animal cloning is
warranted due to itssevere animal welfare
implications. Nonetheless, researchers
continue to tout the technology for use
in biomedical research, and few have
voiced concern over how the debcits of
animal cloning will affect the reliability
of dataresulting from studiesutilizing it.

The vast majority of animal cloning
research, especially those sudiesthat

utilize mice, isaimed at rebPning the
inefbciency of the technology. However,
sientigsalso clone animalsto create
homogenous groupsof research
QubjectsCfor use in experimentation in
an attempt to reduce variability. At the
Whitehead Ingtitute in Massachusetts, for
example, researchersare cloning mice
to study cancer and itsmanifestation.*?
Scientigsare invegigating the role of
specibc enzymesand their impact on
gene expression in the development

of cancer and further hope to
digtinguish whether cancer arisesdue
to genetic or epigenetic changes?®

The fact is, however, that animal
cloning hasnot generated the bnancial
or scientibc rewards hoped for by the
biomedical industry. It hasbeen widely
reported within the scientibc literature
that animal cloning hasa successrate of
lessthan four percent. Thisdatistic alone
leaves one to question the judgment of
researcherswho choose to incorporate
the technology, which isunreliable
and expensive both in termsof dollars
and animal life, in their invegtigative
studies. For example, in its Draft Risk
Assessment regarding the use of animal
cloning for food, the U.S. Food and Drug
Adminigration (FDA) sated that the
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vast majority of cloned fetuses develop
abnormally and die in the womb, and
also mentioned several specibc sudies
demonsrating the inefbciency of animal
cloning, including one that found that
24-26 percent of cloned animalswho
survive birth die within sx months*
The Assessment also reported that the
majority of clone pregnanciesrequire
Caesarean section or another form of
intervention for delivery, compared to
fewer than one percent of conventional
pregnancies® forcing animalsto
undergo invasive proceduresat an added
bnancial burden to the research study.

Cloned animalswho do survive the
brgt few monthsof life often suffer from a
variety of health problems. For instance,
respected cloning expertslan Wilmut
of the Rodin Ingitute where Dolly, the
bret cloned mammal, was @reated,O
and Gerald Schatten of the Magee
Women@H ospital and the University
of Pittsburgh School of Medicine stated
in the journal Science that Olany cloned
animalsdisplay birth defects, including
repiratory failure, immune debciency;,
and inadequate renal functionN all
leading to premature deathsE .G
Another study in Science concurred: GEven
apparently healthy survivors may suffer
from immune dysfunction or kidney or
brain malformation, perhapscontributing
to their death at |ater sages®

The fact that cloned animals suffer
many health consequencesasa product
of cloning technology can create
unwanted variablesthat could impact
the resultsof research. For example, it
hasbeen reported that animal clones
who survive into adulthood have a
higher risk of suffering from obesity,? a
condition that often relatesdirectly to
metabolism. Researchersat the University
of Cincinnati are exploring the possble
mechanismsinvolved in thisphenomena
and have found that @he obese phenotype
ismaintained over successve generations
of cloned mice.® Because obesity can be
tied to metabolic function or, specibcally,
how quickly a substance (whether food
or drug) isabsorbed by the body; it
gandsto reason that data derived from
using cloned animals, who have a higher
propensity to be obese, could be skewed.

Aging isanother physiological activity
that isimpacted by the cloning process
and in turn could affect research data
collected using cloned animals. Scientists
tracking cloned animalsfrom birth
to death have found that mice cloned

from somatic cellshave Ga signibcantly
shorter life spanOthan those conceived
naturally.’® Furthermore, it was
reported that cloned mice had lower
antibody production, Guggesting that
decreased immunologic functionN a
function that generally declineswith
advancing ageN compromised the
clonesCability to fend off infection.®*
Utilizing cloned animalswith weakened
immune sysemsin research could also
impact invegtigation results because
their bodieswould not be able to bPght
disease and/ or infection normally.

Additionally, in another study
discused in the journal of Reproduction
and Development, researchersreported
bnding several phenotypic abnormalities'?
in cloned mice that are not found in
those produced through natural mating,
including enlarged placentas, increased
body weight, lack of eyelid fuson, and
umbilical hernia®® The researchers
found that GImogt all clones have shown
various phenotypic abnormalitiesthat
are not present in animals produced
by natural mating,0and further stated
that t] hese abnormalitiesrepresent a
barrier to the medical use of clones &

Also of quegtion iswhether cloning
really reducesvariability in scientibc
experiments. Beyond the health
abnormalitiesthat appear in cloned
animalsand confound studies, researchers
at Texas A&M have found that clones
are no more homogenousor identical

mice
shorter life
cloned mice

for many traitsthan naturally produced
animals®® Therefore, animal clonesare
of limited use for reducing the size of
groupsand variability involved in animal
experimentation. Given these bndings,
it isdifbcult to see how one could justify
animal cloning for research purposes.

Another major application of cloning
technology isfor the reproduction
of transgenic animalswho have been
engineered with genesfrom other
eciesto sudy disease; produce
pharmaceuticalsin the milk, blood,
urine, or semen (pharming); or produce
tissuesand organsfor transplantation

into humans (xenotransplantation). For
example, researchersat the Universty
of Massachusetts Amherst are working
to develop amethod to produce human
polyclonal antibodies (PAbs) in cloned
calves, aprocesscalled pharming,

to serve asa biodefense mechanism
againg a bioweapon attack.'®

Another study reported in Cloning and
Stem Cellsisinvegtigating the possibility
of pharming therapeutic human PAbsin
bovinesfor use in patients suffering from
autoimmune diseases or for the treatment
and prevention of antibiotic resstant
infections!” Thistype of research is
especially concerning due to the fact
that it runsthe risk of exposng immune
compromised patientsto possible animal
retroviruses® virusesthat are impotent
in one seciesyet deadly in another.*®

Thissame threat isextremely high in
xenotransplantation, a processin which
cells, tissue, or an organ istransplanted
from one speciesinto a different species.
Degpite this, cloning expert Jerry Yang
isworking to create Gmmune protected
universal donor cloned transgenic
pigsfor xenotransplantation.® Yang
jugtiPes hisresearch, citing a national
shortage of organsfor transplant, and he
received over $160,000 taxpayer dollars
last year to fund thisproject, money that
could otherwise be spent supporting
programs such asthe United Network
of Organ Sharing, which promotes
human to human organ donation,

lower antibody

aprocessthat ismuch safer and less
expensive than xenotransplantation.

The problemsin assessng the health of
cloned transgenic animalsishighlighted
by the FDA in its Draft Risk Assessment,
which sates, Because these animalsare
transgenic clones, it isnot possble to
determine whether adverse outcomes
result from the direct effect of the
expresson of the transgenic constructO
[DNA sequence] .E Qhe insertion of
the congtruct,Othe cloning process, or
Qome interaction of any or all of these
processes@ Not being able to distinguish
these differencesisproblematic since it
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would be difbcult to determine what is
responsble for the observations gathered
during astudy involving transgenic
clones These difbcultiesare worsened if
scientiststhen attempt to apply the results
to adifferent speciessuch ashumans.

Asoutlined here, there are many
questionable issues surrounding animal
cloning; not just concerning animal
welfare but also for itsimplicationsin
affecting dataresulting from studies
usng animal clones The biomedical
community@desre to use animal
cloning isunsubstantiated, and Qa]t the
moment, the longterm consequences
of mammalian cloning remain poorly
characterized. Data available thusfar
suggest that we should use thistechnology
with great cautionE .& Indeed, the
well-being of animalsand the quality of
science may well depend upon it. Av
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Clonesin Organics?

hen the Food and Drug
Adminigration (FDA) released
7 its Draft Risk Assessment,

which gated that the human

consumption of meat and
milk from cloned animalsand their
progeny is safe, many people were
alarmed, including those in the organic
food community, who feared that cloned
food could be labeled asorganic.

In 2002, the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) egtablished its
National Organic Program (NOP)
and released standardsfor companies
seeking organic certibcation. Under
these rules, companies seeking to have
their productslabeled organic must
meet certain criteria, including not using
growth and/ or product enhancement
srategies such ashormones, chemical
pedicides, and/ or genetic engineering;
maintaining preventative health care
practicesfor animals, and providing
care and treatment to animalsthat
encouragestheir natural behavior.*

Cloning clearly doesnot meet these
principles. A great deal of animal
suffering surroundsthistechnology as
animalsare forced to endure repeated
invasve proceduresto implant cloned
embryos, and Caesarean sectionsare
performed because natural birthscan
be difbcult. Artibcial hormonesare also
often used to help egablish pregnancies
and to induce labor. Furthermore, severe
birth defectsthat cause the animals
discomfort and pain are common.

Additionally, organic production
forbidsthe use of cell fuson, atechnique
often used in cloning.? Specibcally,
the National Organic Rule gatesthat
cell fuson and smilar methodsused
to OnBuence [an organism@ growth

and development by meansthat are
not possible under natural conditions
are not consdered compatible with
organic production,® thusmaking
the use of cloning aclear violation of
USDAGBorganic labeling standards.

In response to people@concerns
regarding animal cloning and organic
food, the NOP posted a document
on itswebste clearly outlining its
position. NOP gtated, GCloning asa
production method isincompatible
with the Organic Foods Product Act
(OFPA) and isprohibited under NOP
regulationsOlt further stated that animal
cloning technology is Gncompatible®
with OFPA and food produced this
way cannot be considered organic.*

To further clarify organic regulations
in relation to cloned animalsfor
food, the National Organic Sandards
Board (NOSB) released its (Cloning
RecommendationOin February. In its
report, NOSB gtatesthat it believes
that the existing federal organic rules
prohibit animal cloning technology
and all itsproducts.® However, to be
explicit, NOSB recommended that
somatic cell nuclear transfer, the most
common method to produce cloned
animals, be included in NOP@list of
excluded production methods.

In March, the NOSB released its
recommendationsaddressng whether
the progeny of cloned animalscould be
labeled asorganic. NOSB concluded
that the National Organic Program
rules prohibit the use of animal cloning
technology and all productsfrom
cloned animalsaswell astheir progeny.
The NOSB advisesamending the rules
to specibcally clarify the excluson of
cloned animalsand their progeny.

Interegtingly, the NOSB
recommendation referenced a December
2006 Pew Initiative of Food and
Biotechnology survey which found that 64
percent of consumerswere uncomfortable
with animal cloning, 46 percent of
whom were very uncomfortable. NOSB
acknowledged that Americansare weary of
using cloned animalsfor food and do not
want such productsin our food supply.

If the FDA doesnot require the
labeling of food from cloned animals,
it islikely that consumerswill turn to
organic productsin light of NOSBG
recommendation to the NOP so that they
can be conbdent that the food they are
eating and feeding to their familiesis safe
and without ethical concerns Av
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The recent editorial, “Frankenfood? Not
quite,” states, incorrectly, that the process
of cloning animals for food “is almost
identical to time-tested methods of
animal husbandry.” With a 96 percent
rate of premature death and health
abnormalities, as documented in the
FDA's own Risk Assessment, cloning is
hardly ‘business as usual on the farm.

A closer look at the numbers reveals how
startlingly different cloning is: clone
pregnancies, for example, are aborted

in 40-90 percent of cases, whereas,
according to the FDA report, “producers
and veterinarians become concerned when
the rate of abortion exceeds 3-5 percent

in a herd.” Further, an average of one half
of the calf clones who survive birth are
diagnosed with Large Offspring Syndrome
(LOS), in which the animals are grossly
oversized and often suffer and die with
deformed heads or limbs, as well as heart,
lung, liver, kidney, or immune problems.

In contrast, LOS occurs in less than 1
percent of artificially inseminated cows.

Cloning is clearly an experimental
technology that raises troubling new
concerns about animal welfare and
ethics. The Washington Post’s editorial
position that there is nothing to talk
about entirely disregards these weighty
issues, which were raised even by the
FDA's own Veterinary Medicine Advisory
Committee. The public’s apprehensions are
more than justified, and a full discussion
of these concerns is long overdue. AV

Nina Mak, AAVS Research Analyst
The Washington Post
Submitted February 13, 2007
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An article featured in the American
Chronicle discussed the use of animals
inresearch, focusing primarily on
chimpanzees, especially those exploited by
NASA and its space exploration program.
Glimpses of the lives of these retired chimps
were also shared, as were the physical and
psychological difficulties they still endure
on a daily basis due to the abuses suffered
during their captivity.

The plight of other animals used in research,
such as rodents, was also highlighted, and
the author wondered why the suffering
these animals endure is not viewed with

as much concern and emotion as that of
chimpanzees. As the guardian of several
rats, she shared the personal lives of Wendy,
Moira, Angela, and Darling, giving the reader
an insider view of how the personalities of
rats can be similar to those of humans.

In closing, the author lists several
organizations, including AAVS, that can
be contacted to learn more about animal
experimentation.

Suki Falconberg
American Chronicle
January 4, 2007
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In response to the recent articles
about animal cloning, and Arthur
Caplan®@op-ed (CCloning: Hype
begat Hype,OMarch 1, 2007), | would
like to point out the elephant in the
room: what about animal welfare?

Yes, animal cloning isextremely
inefpcient and unpredictable. And
yes, thismeansthat cloning isnot
economically practical for mog farmers.
But what tendsto be overlooked iswhat
thisexperiment meansfor the animals.

Surrogate mothersare pumped with
hormonesand subjected to repeated
invasve procedures so that they can
carry the clone embryo, but very few of
these pregnanciesresult in alive birth.
According to the FDA@Greport, most
of the surviving clones are plagued
by health abnormalities, including
overszed bodies, immune debciencies,
lung problems, and organ dysfunction.
Oftentimes, the surrogate mother dies
during the process. All told, between

96-99 percent of cloning attempts
fail, requiring hundreds of animals
to produce just one ®ealthyCclone.

Whether it comesfrom the clones
themselves, or their progeny, cloned
milk and meat represent an inherently
cruel technology that provideslittle,
if any, benebt to the public. Ingead,
cloning raises serious quesions
about animal welfare and ethics,
which have yet to be discussed.

The dangersof cloning are not hype,
as Caplan suggedts. In fact, they are very
real to the animalsinvolved, and very
consequential to the public at large. av

Nina Mak, AAVS Research Analyst
Philadelphia Inquirer
Submitted March 2, 2007
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Cloned Animals:
It’s About More
Than Food Safety

While reading Rick WeissO
Oct. 17 article DA Is Set To
Approve Milk, Meat From ClonesO
| was struck by how much the
seriousanimal welfare and
ethical concernsraised by animal
cloning often get lost amidst
the discusson of food safety.

For ingance, do people know
that, according to data from the
Rodin Ingitute (where Dolly was
famoudy cloned), over 99 percent
of cloning attemptstypically
fail, resulting in aborted fetuses
and newbornswith such severe
health problemsor deformities
that they usually die within a
fewdays? Or that hundreds of
female animalsare subjected to
invasve proceduresto harvest
their eggsor implant embryos so
that just one cloned animal can
be produced? Or that cloning is

primarily being pursued asa means
to aid intensive, indudrialized
production of livestock?

Contraryto what proponents
of animal cloning say, acloneis
clearly not jugt atwin. At atime
when consumersare becoming
increasngly more conscious of how
their food isproduced and how
animalsare raised for foodN issues
ranging from organic sandards,
to additivesand hormones, to
cage-free eggs, to freerange beef
N it isimportant to call attention
to these hidden cogs. Even if itis
safe to eat, isamore uniform or
better marbled dab of beef really
worth it? Just because afood
can be produced, should it be?

Also, many Americansare
wondering, will animal cloning
pave the way for human cloning?
Asit is researchersin England
are pushing to create human-
animal hybrid embryosby fusng
ahuman cell to arabbit egg. The
more commonplace such genetic

i
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or reproductive manipulations
become, the harder it will be to
have a discusson about the ethics
of such practicesand impose any
meaningful sortsof limitations.

| was happy to see that Rick Weiss
followed up with an article more
focused on the ethical issuesrelated
to animal cloning (QReligion a
Prominent Cloned-Food Issue,0
Oct. 19). Articlessuch asthat are
important for simulating public
discusson. And while the FDA®
responshbilityisto look at science
and not ethics, we clearly need a
forumN such asan ethical advisory
committeeN to more thoroughly
discussthe seriousanimal welfare
and ethical concernsasociated
with cloning animalsfor food.
Thisneedsto happen before the
FDA makesadecison on allowing
cloned milk and meat onto our
grocery store shelves. av

Nina Mak, AAVS Research Analyst
The Washington Post
Submitted October 23, 2006
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Letting the Cat Out of the Bag:

AAVS Exposesthe Truth About Pet Cloning
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INTO WHAT BEGAME BOH THE +
#AUFCRNIA BASD COMPANY CALED ' BENETTC3AVINGS

GSC Inc. funded anumber
of cloning experimentsat
Texas A&M Universty but
was unsuccesstul in cloning
Missy or any other dog. One
result of the Misgyplicity
Project, however, wasa
small tabby cat named

CC, short for Copy Cat.

The news of CC gparked
the inception of the notorious
pet cloning industry, and GSC
Inc. intended to capitalize
on it. Soon, thiscompany
and othersbegan ®anking®
DNA from companion dogs
and catsfor future cloning,
demanding anywhere
between $295 to $1,395,
plus $100-$150 annually for

storage fees. However, GSC
Inc. surpassed other pet
cloning companies by going
beyond just DNA banking
and garted advertisng

that it could actually clone
cats. GSC Inc. sought six
ordersfrom membersof the
public who wished to have a
cloned version of their feline
companions. The price?
Fifty thousand dollars.

Cruelty and Deception

From the outset, AAVS
opposed thisexcessve and
exploitative busness, a
mere moneymaking scheme
that harmed both humans
and animals. Pet cloning

#LONE )NC ' 3# )NC

companieslike GSC, Inc.
exploited tender emotions,
such asgrief, and led the
public to believe that deceased
petscould be Gesurrectedd
through new cloning
technology. Additionally,
most people assumed that
cloned animalswere virtual
®arbon-copiesCout, in truth,
animal cloning experiments
have revealed otherwise.

While acloned animal is
almogt genetically identical to
the original animal, there is
no guarantee that he or she
will physically resemble the
original animal.*? Even CC,
the brst cloned cat, did not
have the orange markings

SPRING 2007

of her calico clone. In addition, there
isno asurance that a clone will share
any behavioral traitswith the original
animal, unlessa behavior isbreed-
specibc. Cloning scientistsat Texas
A&M Universty compared the behavior
of cloned and naturally bred pigsand
found that, CE the goal of using nuclear
transfer to replicate animalsto reproduce
certain behavioral characterigics

isan unrealistic expectation.(

Further, those who sought to clone
acompanion animal were likely
unaware of the experimental nature
of cloning and the animal suffering it
inevitably involves. The public hardly
hearsabout animal cloning failures.
However, in discussonsand papers
published about cloning, it hasbecome
apparent that animals suffer a variety of
consequencesin cloning experiments.

Scientigsroutinely refer to cloning as
anew and OnefbcientOtechnology citing
low average survival rates of between
0.54.0 percent for cloned embryos*
Cloned animalswho actually survive
birth can suffer unpredictable, serious
health consequences (e.g. early onset of
cancer, developmental problems, sudden
death).>%7 In addition, animal cloning
technologiesare ill very new, and the
long-term effectson cloned animals,
particularly animalssuch ascats, who
live long lives, have yet to be adequately
measured. Therefore, each time a
company attemptsto clone an animal,
it mugt be recognized as experimental.

AAVS Responds

AAVS sought to bring forth the
truth about pet cloning. If the public
recognized the hypocrisy involved
in an industry claiming to value
companion animalsyet caused them
tremendousharm, AAVS predicted
public support would drop signibcantly.

To begin the process, AAVS
launched an educational website,
www. NoPetCloning.org, which explains
the science and ethicsinvolved in pet
cloning, using expert opinions, news
articles, and a unique G\dopt a CloneO
feature. Matching real companion
animalswith their shelter look-alikes,
AAVS sought to draw attention to
the numerousanimalswaiting for
adoption in animal shelters.

Many people do not realize the
connection between pet cloning and
the crissof dog and cat overpopulation.
Although cloning essentially requires

three animalsN the individual to be
cloned, the surrogate mother, and the
cloned offspringN many, many more
are used in the process. If they are not
euthanized, these GurplusCanimals may
be adopted into private homes after

use, but companiesare not required

to have them spayed and neutered.

U.S. sheltersare already teeming with
animals and an egimated 34 million are
euthanized each year for lack of homes®
By creating even more companion
animals, pet cloning companiesare
adding to the overpopulation problem.

In afurther effort to educate the public,
AAVSreleased areport, @Pet Cloning:
Separating Factsfrom Fluff.OThe report
includesreferencesto scientibc literature
and the resultsof an independent public
survey commissoned by AAVS, which
found that 80 percent of peoplein
the U.S. are opposed to pet cloning.

AAVSworked with some of these
concerned citizensin Californiato help
edablish Californians Against Pet Cloning
(CAPC). With the help of California
Assemblyman Lloyd Levine, CAPC
introduced a bill to ban the retail sale
and transfer of cloned and genetically
modiPed petsin California. Although
thisbill died in committee, the fact that
it was championed by 21 groupsand
numerousindividualsaddssupport
to public oppostion to pet cloning.

Next, AAVS broadened itsendeavors
by seeking federal regulation. AAVS
bled alegal petition with the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA)
asking the agency to regulate companies
that clone and genetically modify pet
animals. Maintaining that companies
attempting to clone pet animalsare
research facilities, AAVS argued that they
should be held to the sasme sandards
aslaboratories Specibcally, AAVS
demanded that animalsused in pet
cloning experiments be covered under
the federal Animal Welfare Act (AWA).

Asaresult of AAVS@public outcry,
the USDA now requires pet cloning
companiesthat exhibit clonesat trade
showsto apply for animal exhibitor
licenses, and those who <ell to pet
soresmug regiser asanimal dealers.
Although USDA did not comply
with the primary reason AAVS pled
the petition, the agency did revise
itsPolicy #10 to clarify that animal
cloning facilitiesare not automatically
exempt from regisering asresearch
facilities. Ingtead, USDA will review a

facility@cloning activitieson a case by
casxe bassto determine itsregulatory
gatus. Aslicensed dealers, exhibitors,

and research facilities, animal clone
producersare required to meet the AWAG
humane care regulationsthat include
providing adequate veterinary care.

Conclusion

The pet cloning industry hastreated
companion animalsasnothing more than
commodities. producersand products.
Companies have even offered gift
certibcatesand arefund or exchange if
an animal becomes @efective.0Cloning
acompanion animal exploitsmany
animalsNl from the colony of surrogate
motherswho are injected with hormones
and implanted with cloned embryos, to
the cloned offspring, who may or may
not survive. With itsNo Pet Cloning
campaign, AAVS|et the cat out of the bag.

Thankfully, at the end of last
year, GSC Inc. shut itsdoorsforever.
Not surprisingly, the company
claimed there waslittle demand
for cloned catsand dogs. Av
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GRID-TECHNOLOGY
USES COMPUTERS,
NOT ANIMALS

A new project funded by the
European Union (EU) will desgn
adatabase that could spare the
lives of millionsof animalsused
in research. Just in time for the
implementation of REACH
(Regigration, Evaluation, and
Authorization of Chemicals,
aprogram that will retes all
chemicals of one metric ton or
more that are manufactured
or imported into the EU), this
technology could be used to
evaluate the risksof chemicals
without the use of animals.

Known as Chemomentum,
the database will be congtructed
with grid-technology, a cluster

of computersthat can
processlarge amounts

of data expeditioudy.
Chemomentum will contain
information about chemical
compoundsand computer models
that run virtual tests. For example,
researcherswill be able to change
the chemical sructure of a
compound and watch itsinteraction
with atarget. Compound gructures
can be changed repeatedly so that
researchersmay analyze the effects.

Fundamentally, thistechnology
could eliminate the need for
experimental animal tests. Instead,
userswould input information
into the system and viewthe
resultson screen. Thisiscalled
predictive teging, and it ismore
cog-effective and lesslaborious
than animal tedts, traitsthat are
appealing to any company.

Mathilde Romberg, aresearch
fellow at the Universty of Ulster
in Ireland and a partner in
the Chemomemtum project,
predictsthistechnology will
reduce the number of animals
used in toxicity tegs. She saysthe
system should Onelp the chemical
industry and European regulatory
bodiesevaluate the substances
and assessrelated risks, with
fewer and fewer animal testsO

It isesimated that at least 10-11
million animalsare used annually
in the EU alone. Technologies
such asChemomentum could
begin to decrease thisnumber and
eventually make animal teging
obsolete. av
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In acontroversal
move, the British
government may put
the breakson aplan
to ban the creation
of animal-human
embryos. The change
comes after a group of
nearly 45 researchers,
policy-makers, and
academicspublished
an open letter in the
UK Times, claiming that
aban would symie
scientigs. In addition,
two teams of British
researchershave applied
for permission to create
such hybrids, and a
third hasannounced it
hasplansto applyif the

previous applications
are approved.

The researchersplan
to use animal-human
hybrids (also known
ascybrids) to create
gem cellsfor usein
sudying diseases such
asAlzheimer@and
Parkinson@ Their
goal isto eliminate
the need for donated
eggs, which are hard
to come by since the
processrequireswomen
to undergo hormone
injectionsand surgery.
In addition, human
gem cell research isa
hotly debated subject
at present. Rather,
they propose to take
DNA from human
patientsand insert it
into an empty animal
cell, creating a cybrid

embryo, should the
methodology work.

Jug like cloning
and other animal
experiments, creating
cybridsisacruel and
unnecessary procedure.
Unlike the human
DNA donors, animals
who give up their eggs
are not volunteers
and undergo invasive
proceduresto remove
their eggs. They
experience many of the
same conditionsasother
laboratory animals,
such asconbnement,
untreated ailments,
and eventual death.
Moreover, data obtained
from animal and cybrid
experimentsare not
readily extrapolated to
humans, so the process
isinefpcient. Those

seeking to bnd cures
for human disease
would do better using
human cell culturesor
computer smulations.

Jose Cibelli, a
researcher who patented
the socalled interspecies
cloning technique,
isdoubtful that the
proposed experiments
will work. Cibelli, who
will soon publish a
scientibc paper detailing
the failure of hisattempt
to clone monkey genes
in cow eggs, explains,

Ot could be that we are
doing something wrong.
But it lookslike the
farther apart the gpecies
are on the evolutionary
tree, the harder it will
be to clone.Oav
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Ireland May Be First
to Ban Primate
Experiments

Each year, nearly 10,000 primates
are used for research in the European
Union (EU), and many more are
held at breeding facilities, which
specibcally supply animalsfor
these purposes. However, a recent
bill proposed by Ireland®@Green
Party and the Irish Anti-Vivisection
Society could ofbcially ban primate
research from the country, which is
one of the EUG 27 member dates.

Ireland isin good company. Great
Britain, New Zealand, Sweden,
and The Netherlandshave banned
experimentson Great Apes, afamily
that includesgorillas, chimpanzees,
bonobos, orangutans, and humans.
Unfortunately, many other primates
who are not consdered Great Apes
continue to be used in these and other
countries. For example, marmosets
and macaques are the most commonly
used primates. Also used are tamarins,
gpider monkeys, squirrel monkeys,
and ow monkeys. If passed, Ireland®
Primate Bill would extend to all of
these animals, giving the country a
unique chance to take the moral lead
in banning all primate experiments.

Scientibcally, there are drawbacks
to using primatesor other animals
to sudy the human condition. For
example, different speciesrespond
differently to chemicals, infections,
and diseases. These reactionsare
often exacerbated by stressbrought
on by laboratory conbnement, which
can alter the metabolic process of
all animals, including humans.

Although it hasbeen at least 10
yearsdnce the last primate experiment
was performed in Ireland, thereisno
law that prohibitsresearchersfrom
using the animalsagain. Ireland®
Department of Health, which licenses
animal experimentsin the country,
contendsthat it hasa policy against
licensng projectsinvolving primates.
However, Green Party member
Dan Boyle insgtsthat, if approved,
thisbill would give legal validity to
formally sopping thispractice. av
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Did you know you can support AAVS (-:OOdbearCh

by searching the internet? A new webste, ~SRHEO]
www.GoodSearch.com, allowsyou to do just that.

Founded by Ken Ramberg, former founder of JOBTRAK, adivison of
Monster.com, and JJRamberg, MSN anchor, GoodSearch.com allowsinternet users
and supportersof AAVSlike you to raise money for AAVSwhile searching
the internet.

How does GoodSearch.com work? It@simple. Powered by Yahoo!, the site works
like any other search engine, but each time you use it, moneyisgenerated for AAVS.
Lagt year, search enginesgenerated close to $6 billion in revenue from advertisers.
GoodSearch.com donates 50 percent of itsadvertising revenueN currently equaling
1 cent for every searchN to designated charitiesincluding AAVS. A penny does not
sound like much, but they do add up. Just think how many timesyou click your
mouse every day!

Start usng GoodSearch.com asyour main search engine today, and be sure to pass
thismessage on to your friendsand family. If you have any questions, please contact
Heather Gaghan at hgaghan@aavs.org or ChrisDerer at cderer @aavs.org.
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A unique way of paying tribute to
kindred animalsand animal loverswhile
making a gift in their name to help stop
animal suffering. All AAVS memorial gifts
are used for continuing our misson®work
of ending the use of animalsin biomedical
research, product teging, and education.

Memorial donationsof any amount are
greatly appreciated. With adonation of
$50 or more, your memorial will also be
acknowledged in a special recognition
section of AAVS@Annual Report. At your
request, we will notify the family member
or other individual you have remembered
asamemorial gift to AAVS.
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Patricia Greenhood
Los Altos, CA
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Margaret Heinemann and Diane
Mays Landing, NJ
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Louise Simmons

Harrison, NY
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Elizabeth Parks
Micanopy, FL
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Deborah A. Pietrzak

Pittsburgh, PA
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Mrs. Leon C. Hauser
Chicago Ridge, IL
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Throughout thisissue of the AV Maguazine, articleshave informed
readersof acrigsin modern scientibc experimentation,
populated by an alarming number of playerswho choose

to push ahead with technology that causes sufferingin

animals, in spite of the lack of public acceptance.

he following question
might have occurred to
readerswho care about
animals. Wouldn®it be
great if we could turn
thistrend around and
channel newtechnologies
in positive waysin order to help animals
instead of harming them?

That isabig idea, and the Peld of
alternatives provides a way forward.
That iswhy AAVS established the
Alternatives Research & Development
Foundation (ARDF), which fundsand
promotesthe development of new, non-
animal, alternative methodsfor basic
biomedical research, product tegting,
and educational demondrations.

ARDF isshowing that alternatives
are better, more humane toolsfor
conducting research. That perspective
buildsa unique bridge between the
community of animal advocatesand
enlightened researchers seeking to
answer legitimate scientibc questions
that may impact public health and
safety. ARDF fundsthe development of
technological innovationsthat benept
humansand spare animals.

ARDF grantshave included the
development of aremarkable, yet
smple method in small and
medium scale production of
monoclonal antibodiesthat is
becoming more widely adopted. If the
trend continues, ARDF expectsthat
itseffortswill have impacted over a
million animalsayear who would have
been used in acommon monoclonal
antibody production technique called
axcites, which involves simulating
atypically painful disease gate in
mice in order to collect Buid from
needlesinserted into their abdomens,
sometimesrepeatedly, over days.

But what use isanew method if no
oneisusing it? Because the peld of
alternativesresearch isyoung and
somewhat unique in that it brings
together scientigsfrom awide variety of
disciplines, meetingsand conferences
are vital in order to facilitate the
efbcient relay of information among
industry researchers, academic
<cientigts, and government regulators.
ARDF both sponsorsand participates
in national and international
meetingsthat advance the adoption of
aternatives.

Thissummer, ARDF is co-sponsoring
the Sixth World Congressfor
Alternativesand Animal Use in Life
Sciences, in Tokyo, Japan, recognizing
that research laboratoriesusng animals
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are increasng activitiesin Asa, and
alternatives could gain afoothold if
given achance.

Readers of AV Magazine who wish
to be a part of the exciting peld of
alternatives development are needed
to support thisimportant work.
Donationsare tax-deductible and can
be sent along with the coupon on the
right to the AAVS ofbce, usng the
envelope in the center of the magazine,
or to the Foundation directly at ARDF,
801 Old York Rd., #316, Jenkintown,
PA 19046. Call (215)887-8076 for more
information.
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Rattling the Cage: Toward
Legal Rights for Animals
by Steven M. Wise
Arguesthe need to extend
fundamental rightsand
liberty to animals.
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Drawing the Line: Science and
the Case for Animal Rights

by Seven M. Wise

A sequel to Rattling the Cage,
Wise makesthe case for
animal rights, citing the law
and scientibc evidence.
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The Complete Vegan Cookbook D! ion: The Power of Man,
by Susann Geiskopt-Hadler the Suffering of Animals,
& Mindy Toomay and the Call to Mercy

Over 200 vegan recipesto by Matthew Scully

tantalize your taste buds.

A new and insightful portrait of

the way society views animals.

Ladies fitted camisole with bra.
Lipstaste better when they®e cruelty-free.

AAVS logo tote bag
Show othershow you feel about
animal experiments

Reach out to animalsin
laboratoried
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AAVS logo mug
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endingthe use of animalsin science
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Find more merchandise by visiting our website at www.aavs.org.
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Just because we can,
doesn’t mean we should.

Animal cloning has a 1% success rate and .

involves much suffering as animals endure
multiple invasive procedures and are born
with serious health problems and deformities
The FDA may soon allow animals to be sold -

for food.

The American Anti-Vivisection Society
801 Old York Rd., #204

Jenkintown, PA 19046-1685

A Non-Profit Educational Organization
Dedicated to the Abolition of Vivisection



