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PER CURI AM *

Appel | ants appeal fromthe district court's order setting the
conditions of appellants' pretrial release. And, appellants’
patients seek |leave to continue as amcus curiae in this court.
The petition to continue as am cus curiae i s GRANTED

Appel l ants and am cus curiae contend that the district court
abused its discretion ininposing the condition that appellants not
commt any offense in violation of federal, state, or local |aw
while on pretrial release. Appellants and am cus curiae maintain

that appellants should be allowed to continue to treat their

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



patients wth antineopl aston pendi ng the resol uti on of appellants

crimnal trial. The condition that appellants not viol ate federal,
state, or local law was statutorily required under 18 U S. C. 8§
3142(c) (1) (A . The interstate distribution of antineoplaston
violates federal |law and has been prohibited by a pernanent
injunction. United States v. Burzynski Cancer Research Institute,
et al., No. H83-2069 (S.D. Tex., May 24, 1984). The intrastate
distribution of antineoplaston wthout approval of the United
States Food and Drug Adm nistration (FDA) and outside of FDA-
approved clinical trials violates Texas |aw. See Trustees of the
Nort hwest Laundry and Dry Cleaners Health & Welfare Trust Fund v.
Burzynski, 27 F.3d 153, 155 (5th Cr. 1994), cert. denied, 115 S
Ct. 1110 (1995). The district court did not abuse its discretion
in inposing the conditions of pretrial release.

Am cus curiae assert that, in the alternative, the court
should stay the pretrial release order pending the resolution of
appel lants' crimmnal trial. Am cus curiae have not presented a
substantial case on the nerits to establish a | egal basis for the
court topermt appellants to continue to distribute antineopl aston
w t hout FDA approval and outside of FDA-approved clinical trials.
See Ruiz v. Estelle, 650 F.2d 555, 565 (5th Cr. 1981), cert.
denied, 460 U S. 1042 (1983).

Appel lants' nmotion for oral argunent, and am cus curiae's
nmotion for oral argunent, notion to nmaintain stay, and notion to
remand for evidentiary hearing are DENIED. The district court's

order inposing conditions for pretrial release is AFFI RVED



