Mary Creagh                                                                        28 Clarke Grove

House of Commons                                                              Pinders Heath

London                                                                                  Wakefield

SW1A 0AA                                                                           WF1 4 TH

2 February 2008

Dear 

HUMAN FERTILISATION AND EMBRYOLOGY BILL : ABORTION ISSUES

The above Bill, which will be shortly considered by the Commons as drafted, does not include any specific provisions to vary the present abortion legislation but reliable sources expect that some Members of Parliament will take the opportunity to amend the Bill during its passage to make abortion more easily available. The changes expected to be submitted include allowing nurses and midwifes to perform abortions, the removal of the need for two doctors’ signatures to authorise the procedure, no right of opt out for doctors on conscientious grounds, and extending the Abortion Act to Northern Ireland without a local electorate majority mandate.

The debate and sides taken on the rights and wrongs of abortion are well recognised but to manipulate the Bill as a means of introducing unannounced, non-core proposals and amendments in order to liberalise still further the casualness of abortion provision seems to me a improper way of making changes and is not compatible with a civilised, democratic society.

I ask you therefore to oppose any amendments that would make abortion easier and more freely available. 

Yours sincerely

Michael Starford  

House of Commons

London

SW1 0AA

Dear 

HUMAN FERTILISATION AND EMBRYOLOGY BILL : DECISION MAKING

I understand that the above Bill will shortly be considered by the Commons following its recent passage through the House of Lords. I have a number of serious concerns relating to specific proposals in the Bill particularly in the area of the role, representative make up and powers of the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Authority in its present form. 

The Bill appears to contain nothing that would ensure that future decision making becomes more inclusive of the broad spectrum of society in general. All public authorities should have the ‘common good’ as their prime responsibility which should not exclude the views of any section of the population secular or faith based. The way forward would be the setting up of a statutory National Bioethics Committee in an advisory capacity to provide the basis for reflecting and representing fairly all the major issues to be taken into consideration even if this results in a dissenting minority on contentious bioethical matters. This change would be fair and reasonable and in all our interests. 

The Bill gives more scope to the Secretary of State to make decisions in bioethical matters but transparency is lacking with no provision for a genuine cross representative view which reflects the whole of Society. This obvious bias may be perceived as the self interest of non-elected appointees which is undemocratic, undesirable and indefensible. There must be a better and fairer way in regulating this sensitive issue which gives confidence no matter how unpalatable the way decisions affecting fertility are made. I ask you therefore to consider proposing amendments to the Bill to seek out an acceptable change whereby a full range of views with a proper ethical scrutiny can be heard within the statutory regulatory body and perhaps the establishment of a National Bioethics Commission (a kind that exists in many other countries) may be the way forward.

Yours sincerely         

Mary Creagh MP                                                                 28 Clarke Grove

House of Commons                                                             Pinders Heath  

London                                                                                 Wakefield

SW1A 0AA                                                                          WF1 4TH

6 February 2008

Dear Ms Creagh

HUMAN FERTILISATION AND EMBRYOLOGY BILL : STEM CELL RESEARCH

I understand that the above Bill will shortly be considered by the Commons following its recent passage through the House of Lords. I have a number of grave concerns relating to the use of human embryos for reproductive and experimental  purposes particularly in the area of stem cell research.

The Bill provides an opportunity to look again at the present regulations and the whole question of the use of human embryos for research purposes in the light of current findings based on scientific evidence and medical achievements. Stem cells extracted from clinically created embryos defy control when injected into animals or cultivated in the laboratory. The lengthy trial results indicate that the extracted cells are genetically unstable, prone to producing tumours, immunity rejection problems and organ enlargement and all in all are considered far to dangerous for clinical use in the foreseeable future. The biochemistry industry has gambled in this area of research anticipating a significant breakthrough with highly disappointing results. 

The use of adult stem cells is ethical and effective. These cells are far less subject to tumour formation and immune rejection than embryonic stem cells, the results of which have never been used successfully to treat a single patient Adult and umbilical-blood cord cells, by contrast, have already been used to treat more than 70 disorders. Indeed some well known scientists in the field have abandoned cloning and embryology research to follow this route.

I ask you therefore to contribute to the debate and to re-consider the blanket use of all stem cell research in the light of the overwhelming evidence during the progress of the current Bill. Excluding any religious or ethical objection the waste of massive research funds in financing a failing embryonic research programme is both unnecessary and a burden on the existing population and future generations when the cost is eventually passed on.

Yours sincerely 

Michael Starford       

House of Commons

London

SW1A 0AA

Dear

HUMAN FERTILISATION AND EMBRYOLOGY BILL : WELFARE OF THE CHILD

I understand that the above Bill will shortly be considered by the Commons following its recent passage through the House of Lords. I have a number of grave concerns relating to specific proposals in the Bill particularly with regard to the welfare of the child.

The present law states that, when a clinic provides infertility treatment, it must consider the welfare of the child who is to be born, including the need of the child for a father. In practice clinics provide for single women and same sex couples to receive infertility treatment, although surrogate mothers are not recognised in the present law and businesses are forbidden from profiting for arranging surrogacy. The law also allows parents to screen out unwanted embryos to prevent the development and ‘live birth’ of a child with a disability but excluding gender selection. The state currently takes responsibility for many aspects relating to the welfare of the child eg regulating the process of adoption, assisted reproduction and provides state funded clinics specialising in conception techniques. However the Bill in its present form omits any reference to a “father” presumably to avoid discriminating against single women and women in civil partnerships who are eligible to have fertility treatment.

I can understand why the term “father” is omitted from the registration process in certain circumstances if the birth/parent mother decides that is what she wants but it seems biological nonsense to show the “mother “ as the “father” when registering the birth for same sex couples which is a proposal included in the new Bill. There is also a difficulty for a child conceived by donor sperm who wishes to find out his/her biological parents. There may be a sound reason for this information to be excluded from the birth certificate particularly the anonymity of the donor in some cases, but not to include the word “father” in the context of the Bill seems to me not to recognise social reality as it stands now.

The question of allowing parents to select a child primarily for the purpose of donating tissues and organs to help an existing sibling seems to be fraught with exploitation possibilities and dangers. Obviously there is no consent from the ‘donor’ child to be born for this purpose and to be utilised as a ‘spare parts’ tool kit for possibly an indeterminate period or to to be harvested as the “need” arises at the discretion of the parents or until the child reaches the legal age to make independent decisions.The question of legalising surrogacy is also a minefield unless stringent controls are introduced to avoid commercial opportunism by the wrong parties at a time when would-be parents desperate for children will be at their most vulnerable.

I know that you have yet to listen to the debate in the chamber of the House but I look to you to propose or support amendments to the Bill on these important issues highlighted above in the interests of common sense and the general welfare and protection of any child likely to be affected by the legislation.

Yours sincerely      

House of Commons

London

SW1A 0AA

Dear

HUMAN FERTILISATION AND EMBRYOLOGY BILL : HYBRID EMBRYOS

I understand that the above Bill will shortly be considered by the Commons following its recent passage through the House of Lords. I have a number of grave concerns relating to specific proposals in the Bill particularly the authorisation of the creation of Hybrid Embryos, part human and part animal.

 The argument that this kind of research is necessary for the progress of scientific knowledge and will lead to cures and successful treatment for difficult diseases and disabilities is flawed because it is based on current research with human embryos which has produced no viable health benefits so far. If something is unethical it should not be done and limitations must be imposed to stop it. There is no case as far as I can ascertain for allowing the creation of a cross species embryo and no good rational reason has been put forward to justify it.

The proposed creation of a Hybrid Embryo, part human and part animal, for the purpose of experimentation and research is a step too far. For those who believe in a religious dimension human beings are distinct from animals and to seek to produce a creature which is a mixture of human and non human is not compatible with the respect for the human nature that God creates and redeems. It is at least a questionable and disturbing act against human dignity. Tampering with genetic manipulation of this nature is likely to result in uncontrollable and unforeseen dangers as more and more bizarre advanced trials are conducted.

 The fundamental values and concerns of those opposed to the Bill should be seriously considered (faith based or otherwise) particularly as there are more proven successful alternatives in the area of adult stem cell sources. Indeed some well known scientists in the field have abandoned cloning and embryology research to follow this route.

I know that you have yet to listen to the debate in the chamber of the House but I look to you to propose or support an amendment to the Bill prohibiting the creation of ‘interspecies embryos’.

Yours sincerely

