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AWA ENFORCEMENT

The latestreport (for calendar year 1993) on labora-
tory animal use in Great Britain has just been pub-
lished and indicates that animal use continues to de-
cline (by about 3% between 1992 and 1993) from the
high point between 1972 and 1978. The reports on
laboratory animal use in Great Britain providearecord
of changes in use for the past 110 years. In analyzing
that record, several interesting trends appear (see
Table 1).

[NOTE: From 1885 to 1987, the numbers refer to the
number of animal experiments where each time an
animal is used, it counts as one experiment. In 1987,
there was a change in reporting requirements and the
subsequent numbers refer to animal procedures. The
table in this article uses appropriate factors where
necessary.|

From 1885 to 1911, animal use grew from around
800 to 95,000 a year. This marked the period when
bacteriology was a major growth area in the medical

Table1: Trends in Aﬁimal-ﬁse in Great Britain |
Period |

1922-1931 .
1932-1936
1937-1971
1972-1978
1979-1993

(cont. on pg. 2)

On January 5, 1995, The USDA Office of Inspector
General (OIG) released a report on the enforcement of
the Animal Welfare Act (Audit Report #33600-1-Ch).
This followed an earlier evaluation of the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service’s (APHIS) performance
in enforcing the Act, published in March, 1992, which
concluded that APHIS was not adequately enforcing
the Act’s provisions on animal dealers.

APHIS does not have sufficient authority over
animal research and other facilities to properly
enforce therequirements of the Animal Welfare
Act.

The latest report not only looked at animal dealers
but also addressed animal research facilities. Repre-
sentatives of OIG reviewed inspections filed for 96
animal care facilities and visited 26 research facilities
and 16 animal dealers. The facilities were not ran-
domly selected. In fact, it appears as though the
facilities were specifically visited because of past prob-
lems.

The first finding was that “APHIS does not have
sufficient authority over animal research and other
facilities to properly enforce the requirements of the
Animal Welfare Act. For instance, APHIS cannot re-
voke registrations or suspend operators to deal with
serious or repeat violations without a lengthy adminis-
trative hearing process. During this hearing process, the
operator can continue to commit the violations for
which the facility was originally cited." (emphasis

(cont. on pg. 3)
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Animal Numbers (continued from page 1)

sciences. (In 1912, research on infectious diseases ac-
counted for 63,522 of the 83,599 animal experiments.)
Itisnotclear why animal use declined during the 1912-
1921 period. Itis likely that the first World War had a
major impact although the decline started before the
war began (the high point was 95,731 animals used in
1910, followed by slight fall in 1911 and then a steady
decline to 55,552 in 1917). There was a renewed spurt
inanimal use after the end of World War One (perhaps
stimulated by the discovery of insulin) as animal use in
testing and bioassay grew from 20,000 a year to 255,000
a year in 1932 (total use in 1932 was just over 589,000).

From 1937 (just after the discovery of the sulfona-
mide, Prontosil) to 1971, animal use grew steadily by
6% per annum from just over 900,000 experiments a
year to 5.6 million in 1971. There were two years
during the war (1941 and 1942) when there was no
growth in animal use. The growth rate from 1945 to
1962 varied around 7-8% and then fell to 3-4% from
1962 to 1971. In 1952, a relatively detailed survey of
laboratory animal use was undertaken and recorded
the following categories of animal use (Table 2). (The
numbers for use categories and laboratory categories
did not match precisely.)

From 1972 to 1978, the number of experiments
fluctuated around an average of 5.5 million. The high
during this period was 5,607,435 in 1972 and the low
was 5,195,400 in 1978. However, there is no obvious
trend. In1972,5.32 million experiments were reported
and in 1974 the figure was 5.56 million.

f'I‘ablez e by Pnrpose and Type of
e Laburatory #
| Diagnosis 202000  95%
Testing /bioassay 811,000 38.1%
Cancer research 196,000 45%
Nutrition research 50000  23%
Infectious diseases 240,000 11.3%
Pregnancy testing - GER00-— TSI
.O&ei*caiegﬁﬁgsr_- 641,000  301%
TOTAL ‘-2,139,900 -
Govemment la;bs 397,000  18.7%
Commercial labs 521,000 24 6%
Other}abmammes 1,200,000

.TO’I‘Ai. 2118000

From 1979 onward, there has been a continuous
decline every year except 1991. However, in 1987,
institutions were required to enumerate “procedures”
rather than experiments. In that year, there were
3,631,400 “procedures” and 2,953,900 “experiments”
(a 22.9% difference). If one uses the same factor to
extrapolate back to the peak of animal use in the mid-
1970s, there would have been 6.75 million procedures.
As0f1993, there were 2,827,700 procedures, indicating
that there has been a 58% decline in animal use since
the mid-1970s in Great Britain.

Table 3. Animal Use by Type of Laboratory (‘000s of |
Procedures - figures before 1987 corrected from expen
: ments by mu!ﬁplymg by a factor of 1.23) '

1976 4449 834 1,338
I9RL IR eee 1,275
1987 g0z o aeh 920

1993 08 . e o

% Decline 654%

55.6%

There have also been some interesting trends in
animal use by the different categories of laboratory.
Since 1977, the annual reports of animal use have
included a breakdown of animal use by the following
categories of laboratory: universities (including medi-
cal schools), polytechnics, national health service hos-
pitals (not including medical schools), public health
laboratories, government departments, quasi-autono-
mous government organizations (Quangos), non-profit
making organizations and commercial concerns. These
do not break out clearly into the 1952 categories of
government, commercial and other laboratories, butit
is possible to obtain some idea of trends by grouping
universities, polytechnics and hospitalsinto the “other”
category, grouping public health, government and
Quango laboratories as “government” and putting
non-profit and commercial laboratories into “com-
mercial.”This last grouping may appear counter-intui-
tive but it should be recognized that Wellcome Labo-
ratories, the pharmaceutical giant, has been operating
as a type of non-profit under the auspices of the
Wellcome Trust. Also, 80% of animal use in the non-
profit category is identified as involving the develop-
ment and testing of therapeutic agents. Using this
scheme, one obtains the trends identified in Table 3.

It is very apparent from Table 2 that the major fall
in animal use has occurred in commercial laboratories.
This is due to a change in the drug discovery process
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from raw empiricism (entailing the screening of tens of
thousands of compounds inanimals for potential thera-
peutic activity) to more targeted approaches in which
compounds are first screened for their ability to inhibit
enzymes or act on cell cultures before they are tried in
animals. This shift to “drug-discovery-from-first-
principles” has continued and, as a result, animal use
has plummeted. By contrast, the fall in animal use in
university laboratories and medical schools has been
much smaller.

While the above statistics have been subjected to
some manipulation to elicit trend information, the
numbers from Great Britain have usually been consid-
ered reliable and thus provide some insights into
changes in animal use and some of the possible factors
influencing those changes. It is likely that the factors
influencing the trends in Great Britain are also operat-
ing in the other OECDnations. The overall magnitude
of the downward trend will probably differ, however,
according to the proportion of commercial, public and
government research activity in each country. For
example, in the USA in the mid seventies, the ratio of
commercial, publicand government research has been
estimated as about 40:30:30 compared to 60:20:20 in
Great Britain. Therefore, one would not expect to
observe quite as large a decline in animal use in the
USA because of the smaller proportion of commercial

the last session, on May 6, speakers and topics were
Laurie Marker-Kraus of the Cheetah Conservation
Fund, Mutidisciplinary Approach to Conservation;
Linda Munson of the University of Tennessee College
of veterinary Medicine, Implications of disease on
Conservation of Wild Populations; and Ed Bangs of
USEWS, Wolf Reintroduction in Yellowstone and
Northern Idaho. C

' FOI \ 'rwN OF mopm _

In the past five to ten years, biomedical research
organizations have been much more active in their
support of advocacy groups that defend and promote
the use of animals in research and testing. The Euro-
pean Biomedical Research Association is the most
recent animal research advocacy group and is a rela-
tively belated response to organized animal protection
lobbies in the European Union. For example, Euro-
group was started in the late 1970s by the Royal Society
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals and has
become a very effective lobby for animal protection in
the European Union where more and more initiatives
affecting the treatment of animals in all member coun-

use. ¥ | tries in the EU are cropping up. (4
e CARNiVORE s AWA Enforcement (cont. from page 1)
CONSBRVATION SE NARS added) If APHIS does not wish to try to persuade the

The Center for Animals recently cosponsored a
three-session program on national and international
issues in carnivore conservation. Additional sponsors
were the Tufts Wildlife Clinic, Tufts Wildlife Club,
Veterinarians for Global Solutions and Tufts Interna-
tional Programs.

At the first session on April 22, speakers and topics
were: Eric York of University of Massachusetts,
Ambherst, Fisher Population Dynamics in Massachu-
setts; William Swanson of the National Zoological
Park Conservation and Research Center, Reproduc-
tive Research Strategies for Conservation of Non-do-
mestic Felids; and Todd Fuller of University of Massa-
chusetts, Amherst, Large Carnivore Ecology and Ra-
diotelemetry. At the second session, on May 5, Gary
Tabor of the Kendall Foundation presented Carnivore
Ecology in East Africa anad Drew Major of USFWS
spoke on Conservation of North American Felids. At

USDA Office of the General Counsel to take on an
administrative hearing, it can issue warning letters,
suspend a facility’s operations for periods not to ex-
ceed 21 days, or enter into a “stipulation agreement”
under which the operator of the facility agrees to pay
a specified amount (up to $2,500 per violation).

The OIG found that APHIS typically charges “fines”
of around $300 per violation which animal dealers
regard as simply a cost of doing business. The OIG
recommended that APHIS set higher “stipulation”
fees and the agency reported that it was developing a
new schedule of recommended payments for different
violations. The OIG also found that only 281 of 389
stipulation fees were paid during financial years 1992
and 1993.

APHIS agreed with the OIG thatlegislative changes
to the AWA could enhance its enforcement efforts and
responded that USDA personnel are cooperating with

(cont. on pg. 4)

1995

THE ANIMAL POLICY REPORT 9(1)




AWA Enforcement (continued from page 3)

Congressional offices to expand enforcement author-
ity by providing drafting services and consultation
and anticipated that relevant legislation would be
introduced in 1995. The OIG felt that the proposed
level of action was inadequate and argued that APHIS
needed to take the lead in initiating and drafting
legislation for Congressional consideration.

The OIG report expressed concern at APHIS' lack
of ability to rescind the licences and registrations of
violators of the Act without resorting to the time and
effort of a formal administrative hearing. In particu-
lar, the report noted that some animal dealers refused
APHIS (and OIG personnel) access to their facilities
and recommended that any facility that repeatedly
refuses access to APHIS inspectors should be immedi-
ately referred for administrative hearings so that their
ability to operatecanbe terminated. APHISresponded
that they cannot simply refer cases for administrative
hearings and that the process is more complicated and
time-consuming. That is why they prefer to use stipu-
lation agreements and temporary suspension powers.
The OIG disagreed and argues that the use of stipula-
tion fees is often ineffective in such cases because of the
difficulties of enforcing collection.

The OIG also investigated the activities of the Insti-
tutional Animal Care and Use Comittees (IACUCs) at
the 26 research facilities it investigated. They found
that, at 12 of the 26 facilities, the IACUCs were not
fulfilling their responsibilities under the Act and had
the following deficiencies:

Seven JACUCS completed the semi-annual
reports improperly (e.g. did not identify defi-
ciencies and did not include plans and sched-
ules to remedy problems);

Four JACUC:s did not enforce the provison
that written narratives about the search for
alternatives be included in the protocol forms;

Four IACUCs did not include adequate jus-
tification for the number of animals proposed
for the research;

Three IACUCs did not provide written as-
surances that the research did not unnecessar-
ily duplicate previous experiements;

TwoIACUCSdid notensure adequate docu-
mentation of procedures designed to limit
discomfort and distress to the animals; and

Two IACUCs permitted research activities
to begin prior to protocol review or approval.
At one facility, a protocol received “executive
approval” from the IACUC chairman, who
was also the principal investigator for the
protocol.

APHIS stated that it does review internal IACUC
practices during its inspections. APHIS is also coop-
erating with other government agencies on this matter
and plans to implement specific guidelines for its
inspectors by July 1, 1995.

The OIG Report also criticized APHIS for not mak-
ing sufficient and necessary inspections. They agreed
that APHIS had improved after the earlier OIG audit
and was now making annual inspections at all facili-
ties, but it was still not making the higher priority
reinspections at facilities with “direct” violations of
the Act. (A “direct” violation is defined as one which
endangers the health or well-being of the animals
whereas in “indirect” violations the immediate well-
being of animals wasnotatrisk.) According to APHIS,
policy memorandum No. 205 (8/31/92), “direct” vio-
lations must be corrected within an appropriate
timeframe not to exceed 30 days and reinspections
must be conducted within 45 days of the scheduled
correction date. However, a review of inspection
reports revealed that 9 of 16 research facilities and 9 of
22 animal dealers were not reinspected according to
these requirements. Thirty-two of the facilities were
eventually reinspected but six had not been as of
February, 1994.

Some of the issues mentioned above are largely
paperwork problems (e.g. documentation of the search
for alternatives) but some are not. In particular, the
lack of specific enforcement authority and the inability
of APHIS to suspend the licenses and registrations of
dealers and facilities that repeatedly are found tobe in
serious violation of the Act are major problems. It
simply isnot acceptable that a registered facility refuse
reasonable access to a duly authorized APHIS inspec-
tor.

Whether ornot Congress will address this problem
this year is, however, a major question. The times do
notexactly favor giving governmentagenciesincreased
enforcement powers although animal welfarehasnever
been a partisan political issue. The last amendments
to the Animal Welfare Act in 1985 were, in significant
measure, the result of action taken by Senator Dole (R-
KS) when he added language, that had been devel-
oped in part by Congresswoman Patricia Schroeder
(D-CQO), onto the 1985 Farm Bill. ¥
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' MASTER OF SCIENCE
IN ANIMALS AND PUBLIC POLICY

. LETTER TO THE EDITOR

The quantity, quality and diversity of applicants
for Tufts’ new master of science in animals and public
policy program have confirmed the Center’sbelief that
there is an unmet demand for graduate level studies in
the field of human/animal relationships and related
publicpolicies. AsofMay 1st,applications for thenew
program numbered 25 with several more expected
before the admissions committee meets for a second
time in late May to again review candidates. As the
first class will number only six or seven, competition
for admission is stiff.

The program received final approval by the univer-
sity just seven months ago. Consequently, announce-
ment of the new degree has been largely word-of-
mouth until recently when articles about the new
degree, the only one of its kind in the U.S,, began to
appear in organization newsletters and trade journals.
However, despite the delayed “marketing” of the pro-
gram, over 200 requests for information have come
into the Center. Applications foradmission have come
from 13 states and Japan.

Applicants represent a wide variety of professions
and backgrounds with almost half having already
earned another graduate degree. Among this first
group of applicants are social workers, veterinarians,
educators, research and laboratory technicians, ani-
mal trainers, marketing and sales associates, animal
welfare specialists, a nurse, and an attorney. Previous
fields of study include animal science, biology, psy-
chology, sociology, nursing, law, education, art, phar-
macology, English and business. The qualifications of
the initial group offered plaus in the program are
exceptional and we are very pleased with the level of
interest to date. We are now in the process of fleshing
out the courses and detailing topics and faculty. The
Center's staff is very enthusiastic about the response to
the program and, if current levels of interest are sus-
tained, hoped to increase class size in the further years.

For more information on the masters program,

. Ina short remewqf '
ment, written by two dog lovers, Rod :md Pattz s tmnd—
and with half of the review occupied with a lead-up to a
declaration of me as loser in a “debate” in the pages of
Science with book reviewer, Harold Herzog — your
reviewer made a significant error. I did not, as claimed,
write a preface to the book, which more attention to the

 book itself and less to Herzog's review and our exckange
of letters in Science would have revealed.

Herzog treated an zzpp!e as an orange in his review. '

 The Strands did not pretend (nor did 1) that the book was

more than it was: an accurate exposé (not a hint of a

- Iawsuzt) qf the extremist philosophy and tactics of the

of the movement, with their apparent

fidzsdam for humanity, written for the general public. As

Iasked Hal Herzog: would an exposé of certain, disrepu-

table TV evangelists require one to explore as well the

sincere religious beliefs of those they exploit?

Herzog has chosen to focus his intetest on the latter '
half of that equation while minimizing the immediate
societal problem presented by the extremist Ieadersth
However, I would not argue that Herzog's “limited”
focus is any less useful than the Strands’, only noting
that the group whose depredations he minimizes is also
merrily ruining lives and careers outmde tf:e }mﬂs nf: ;
amdeme, as the Strands have documented.

 Itisthe leadership of the animal nghts movement,
reaffirming with lies the beliefs of the true believers

Herzog has studied and, by hiding amongst “animal
 protectionists,” confusing those others he has neglected,

those many with more traditional concerns for animal
weifare, that inspired the Strands to write their book.
And it is people who know, love and work with animals
hke the Stmnds, amd wha seea c!ear dzstmctwn between

the most to improve ammal welfare ina world fiuzt must 5;
also attend to human welfare it ¥

AdrmnR,Momson DV.M PhD

contact the Center and request a brochure or ask to Prqfessﬂr ofAmtomy
speak to Joan Weer. (] ity ‘sylmma
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