
Gene therapy, not editing, saved baby Layla

The GLP aggregated and excerpted this blog/article to reflect the diversity of news, opinion and 
analysis. 

I had planned to blast the news of the use of gene-editing to save a British baby from aggressive
leukemia. “Two months later, Layla was cancer-free,” proclaimed one of many enthusiastic reports.

I’m always skeptical when I hear the words “cancer” and “cure” in the same sentence, let alone uttered so
soon after treatment and without an accompanying technical paper so I can see the data. But when I
considered the timing of unfolding events, I realized that the seemingly premature reporting of Layla’s
rapidly restored health just might add an important point to the heated discussion over gene and genome
editing. That is, can we keep the promising clinical applications on somatic cells, while forbidding the
Frankenstein scenarios of germline manipulation?

In the rush to get stories out, some media reports muddled gene editing and gene therapy. I noticed right
away that the first sentence of the Wall Street Journal article linked “gene-editing technique” to an article
about the very gene therapy that I wrote my book about, for a form of hereditary blindness. It adds a gene
that doesn’t integrate into a chromosome. Other gene therapies stick the healing genes into chromosomes
somewhat randomly. Gene editing, in contrast, switches out or replaces a gene at its precise location in a
chromosome. The distinction isn’t just genetic jargon — it could mean the difference between a sustained
effect and one that fades as modified cells divide.

Read full, original post: Will Layla Save Gene Editing?

http://www.wsj.com/articles/gene-editing-credited-with-eliminating-an-infants-aggressive-cancer-in-london-1446750337
http://blogs.plos.org/dnascience/2015/11/12/will-layla-save-gene-editing/

