
ANZCCART is very
pleased to announce
that Dr Michael

Festing, a research scientist
with the Toxicology Unit of
the UK Medical Research
Council at the University of
Leicester, will be giving a
series of workshops in
Australia and New Zealand
in July.

The theme of the work-
shops is Doing better animal
experiments.  Dr Festing is well
known for his contribution to
this topic and to improving
laboratory animal welfare, for
which he has received a num-
ber of international awards.
He is the author of over 200
publications.

The workshops will
emphasise the principles of
Reduction and Refinement
and are intended for honours
and post-graduate students,
as well as researchers and
technical staff.  Members of

animal ethics committees are
welcome to attend.  Each
workshop will commence at
10 am and conclude about 3
pm.

Dates and venues will be:

• Perth (University of
Western Australia), Wed-
nesday, 12 July.

• Adelaide (University of
Adelaide) Friday, 14 July.

• Melbourne (University of
Melbourne), Monday, 17
July.

• Sydney (University of
New South Wales),
Wednesday, 19 July.

• Brisbane (University of
Queensland)
Friday, 21 July.

• Auckland (University of
Auckland) T u e s d a y ,
25 July (to be confirmed).

A set of notes will be pro-
vided to all workshop partici-
pants.

Dr Festing has provided the
following brief outline of the
workshops.

Further information will
be available from our website
h t t p : / / w w w . a d e l a i d e . e d u . a u
/ANZCCART/  There will be
a registration fee of $50 per
person for each workshop,
which will include a set of
notes, morning tea and lunch.
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For ethical and economic
reasons laboratory animals
should only be used in well
designed experiments which are
correctly analysed and interpret -
ed.  There appears to be scope for
improvement. This workshop
will discuss the choice of ani -
mals, the importance of genetic
and microbiological quality, the
use of animal models, and the
ways in which animals can most
effectively be used in experi -
ments bearing in mind Russell
and Burch’s “Three Rs”. We
will examine the avoidance of
bias, the importance of uniformi -
ty, sources and types of variabil -
ity, the effective use of heteroge -
neous material, and the estima -
tion of sample sizes using the
power analysis and resource
equation methods.  The use of
factorial designs to provide more
information for a given input of
resources will be shown using
examples.

After discussing the concept
of the “experimental unit”, we
will revise the principles of sta -
tistical inference, and examine a
hypothetical badly designed
experiment. Participants will
then be asked to redesign the
experiment, working in pairs,
and a sample of these will be dis -
cussed by the group. 

Active participation will be
encouraged throughout the
workshop, which will be direct -
ed mainly at scientists  using
laboratory animals, but it
should also be suitable for labo -
ratory animal professionals.
While some background in sta -
tistics would be helpful, it is not
essential, and complex formulae
or calculations will be avoided.

Dr Michael Festing
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Introduction

This paper addresses the
question of what legal
issues arise for any

body or individual seeking to
bring about the implementa-
tion of nationally applicable
animal welfare legislation in
Australia.  Essentially, the
aim is to identify legal issues
which will need to be con-
fronted in this context and to
suggest, and to comment
upon, some strategic options.
While identifying legal issues
(many of which appear to
present difficulties!) my
intention is to provide an
analysis which might be a
useful practical start for the
consideration of possible tac-
tics and strategies.  Because of
the nature of national legisla-
tion in a federal system of
government, the legal issues
dealt with are largely consti-
tutional issues.

Assumptions

In this context I make a num-
ber of assumptions which, in
the interests of certainty
throughout the paper, I shall
clarify here at the outset.

First, the term “animal
welfare” is taken to be a refer-
ence to specific matters such
as the prevention of cruelty to
animals; the provision of
appropriate exercise for ani-
mals which are confined to
cages or whose freedom of
movement is otherwise limit-
ed; the prohibition of poison-
ing, trapping etc; and the
application of appropriate
standards for the treatment of
research animals.  These
things are typically provided
for in existing State and
Territory legislation.

The second assumption in
this paper is that it is consid-
ered desirable either to have
uniform laws for animal wel-
fare applying throughout all
States or, alternatively, that

there be one central legal
regime which may or may not
contain laws which are identi-
cal in all jurisdictions.

This paper does not
address the question of
whether there is actually a
need to have uniform animal
welfare legislation.  It may be
that, on an analysis of the
effectiveness of the existing
arrangements, it is apparent
that there is little to gain in
any practical sense from
changing to a national
approach.  I take the app-
roach that it is for animal wel-
fare bodies to assess whether
the present system of animal
welfare legislation and
administration is working
and to identify areas where
change might be needed.

The third assumption this
paper makes is that it is con-
sidered desirable to have
these uniform animal welfare
laws contained in legislation
as distinct from relying on
case-based law — what we
lawyers have traditionally
called the “common law”.
This is the law which is
sourced in things such as the
application of precedent, an
area which is unlikely to have
much impact on animal wel-
fare issues.

Existing legislation:
constitutional basis

The present position with
respect to animal welfare leg-
islation is that each of the six
States and two Territories has
its own legislation.  This is
partly a function of
Australia’s federal system.
Constitutional responsibility
for making laws about animal
welfare rests with the parlia-
ments of those eight jurisdic-
tions.  As would be expected,
many of the laws are similar
from one State or Territory to
the next, but there are also
differences.  There is nothing
to prevent the parliament of
any State or Territory from

amending its existing similar
legislation so that it may dif-
fer more markedly from that
of the other jurisdictions.

Of greater significance to
the issue of possible uniform
legislation is the reason why
the States and Territories, and
not the Commonwealth, have
the legislative power with
respect to animal welfare leg-
islation.  The Commonwealth
Parliament’s power to make
laws is limited, while the
power of the State
Parliaments (and to a lesser
extent that of the two
Territory parliaments) is, for
all practical purposes, unlim-
ited.  The Commonwealth
Parliament’s powers are said
to be “enumerated”, while the
State parliaments’ powers are
said to be “plenary” or “resid-
ual”.  What does this mean?

The   Commonwealth’s
powers

The Commonwealth Consti-
tution provides, in section (s.)
51, that the “Parliament shall
have power to makes laws for
the peace, order, and good
government of the Common-
wealth with respect to:-”  and
then goes on to list about 40
different subject matters such
as trade and commerce; taxa-
tion; pensions ; medical and
dental services; external
affairs; and conciliation and
arbitration.  This illustrates
the precise nature of these
specific (or enumerated) pow-
ers, which are often referred
to as the “heads” of power.
What is significant about
them is that their presence in
s. 51 of the Constitution indi-
cates that the Common-
wealth Parliament has the
power to enact Acts of
Parliament only if any given
Act of Parliament can be char-
acterised as being a law about
one or more of the powers
enumerated in s. 51.  A con-
comitant of this is that if a
purported Act is passed by
the Commonwealth Parlia-

ment and that purported Act
cannot be characterised as
being under at least one head
of power, the law may be held
invalid by the High Court of
Australia.

State Parliaments, on the
other hand, have a general
power to make laws for “the
peace, order and good gov-
ernment” (or similar words
which may vary slightly from
one State constitution to
another) of the State.  There
are virtually no limitations on
the topics about which State
Parliaments can pass legisla-
tion.  They can even pass laws
about the same topics as s. 51
of the Commonwealth Con-
stitution gives to the
Commonwealth Parliament.
The only restrictions are that,
where a Commonwealth law
and a State law contain provi-
sions which are inconsistent,
the provisions of the
Commonwealth law will pre-
vail (s. 109), and where the
Commonwealth Constitution
gives the Commonwealth
Parliament powers which are
expressed to be exclusive
(such as customs, excise and
bounties - see s. 90).

A word about the Territories

An observation about the
Northern Territory and the
Australian Capital Territory
is relevant here in order to
clarify the picture.  The
Commonwealth Parliament
has unlimited power to make
laws for territories under s.
122.  This legislative power is
not confined to the enumerat-
ed powers provided in s. 51.
Thus, any law passed by the
Commonwealth in relation to
the Northern Territory or the
Australian Capital Territory
providing for animal welfare
will be constitutionally valid
or, more accurately, it will not
be invalid for the reason only
that it is about animal wel-
fare.

Animal welfare legislation in Australia for
the future — what scope is there for a

national approach?
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No “animal welfare”  power

There is nowhere in the
Commonwealth Constitution
a head of power described as
“animal welfare” or “animal
protection” or “prevention of
cruelty to animals” or any-
thing remotely like it.  This
means that, as a basic propo-
sition, the Commonwealth
Parliament has no power to
make laws with respect to
animal welfare.

Characterisation — a way
around the problem?

Does this mean that it is
impossible for the Common-
wealth Parliament to enact an
animal welfare law?  Not nec-
essarily.  The way in which
the High Court interprets the
Constitution allows for any
given law to be valid so long
as the law can be shown to be
a valid exercise of any one
head of power.  This brings us
back to the basic question of
characterisation: if a law is a
law under one (or more than
one - it does not matter how
many) head of power, it does
not then matter that it is also a
law about another subject or
subjects not provided for in s.
51.  To illustrate this, if a law
about animal welfare were to
be passed by the Common-
wealth Parliament and could
be characterised also as a law
with respect to interstate
trade and commerce, the law
would be valid because inter-
state trade and commerce is
one of the enumerated heads
of power (s. 51(i)).

An example

From the early 1950s until the
late 1980s, successive Co-
mmonwealth governments
adhered to a so-called “two-
airlines” policy.  The Co-
mmonwealth Constitution
does not give the Common-
wealth Parliament an air
transport or an airlines head
of power so it would have
been unconstitutional for the
Commonwealth Parliament
to enact a two-airlines policy
Act.  The Commonwealth
Parliament used its interna-
tional trade and commerce
power (s. 51(i)) to regulate the
number of aircraft imported
into Australia.  This was
clearly valid legislation as the

Australian aircraft industry
was not big enough to manu-
facture aeroplanes of suffi-
cient size and sophistication
to be used in commercial air
transportation.  The motive of
the Parliament in enacting
laws prohibiting the importa-
tion of more than a set num-
ber of aeroplanes was not rel-
evant to the issue of the con-
stitutional validity of the leg-
islation.  Legally, what mat-
tered was simply that the law
could accurately be charac-
terised as a law with respect
to “trade and commerce with
other countries” (to use the
exact words of the
Constitution).

This suggests a strategy
which may be considered as a
means of getting around the
stated problem of looking to a
legislature which has no
direct power to enact national
animal welfare legislation.

Oh for a Treaty!

A suggested first step would
be to explore in some detail
the contents of international
treaties to which Australia is
a party to determine whether
those treaties contain obliga-
tions on nations which are
parties to them.  The reason
for suggesting this as a first
step in this strategy is that
there is clear case law in the
High Court decisions for the
legal principle that any legis-
lation enacted by the
Commonwealth Parliament
to give effect in Australia to
Australia’s obligations under
an international treaty is a
valid legislative exercise of
the external affairs power (s.
51(xxix)).  The subject matter
of the domestic law enacted
by the Commonwealth
Parliament is irrelevant: as
long as Australia is a signato-
ry to an international treaty
and in order to fulfil its treaty
obligations, it is required to
ensure certain things happen
or do not happen or happen
in a particular way.  An Act of
Parliament requiring those
things within Australia will
be a valid law.

The Franklin Dam

Thus, the Commonwealth
Parliament was able to pass
legislation in the 1980s pre-
venting the Tasmanian
Government from allowing
the State’s Hydro-Electric
Commission to build a dam
on the Gordon River down-
stream of its junction with the
Franklin River.  Australia was
(and still is) a party to an
international treaty (the
Convention for the Protection
of the World Cultural and
Natural Heritage) requiring
Australia to do whatever is
necessary to protect certain
sites designated as world her-
itage sites.  Normally, the
Commonwealth Parliament
would not be constitutionally
able to move into a State and
prevent that State (or one of
its instrumentalities) from
building a dam because not
only is there no head of
power which provides for
this but there is, additionally,
a principle of constitutional
law that prevents the
Commonwealth from inter-
fering with the legitimate
functions of State govern-
ments and their organs and
instrumentalities.  There was
no suggestion here that build-
ing the dam would not have
been a legitimate State (or
State instrumentality) func-
tion.  However, the High
Court held that because
Australia had an internation-
al obligation to protect the
place where the proposed
dam was to have been built
and because wherever an
inconsistency arises between
a Common-wealth law and a
State law, the
Commonwealth law prevails
(s. 109), the Commonwealth
law was valid under the
external affairs head of
power.

A difficulty with the strat-
egy of relying on the external
affairs power is that it would
be essential to identify an
existing treaty under which
Australia has obligations.
Having regard to types of
matters which are typically
the subject of international
treaties, it seems unlikely that
there would be a general
treaty in existence on which
this strategy could be entirely
based.

It may be that there are a
number of treaties, each con-
taining specific detailed pro-
visions of an animal welfare
nature, that could be relied
upon in such a way that a
Commonwealth Act or series
of Acts could pick up and
apply these particular provi-
sions collectively.  Again, I
am of the opinion that such
an option is unlikely to be
available because of the usual
types of matters which
nations regard as of interna-
tional concern and which
form the basis of treaties.

Use of a Code with selected
s. 51 powers

In settling on a strategy, it
may be worth considering
developing a Code of
Standards for animal welfare
in Australia and seeking to
have legislation passed which
could be linked to adherence
to the Code of Standards.  For
example, a law could be
passed pursuant to the trade
and commerce power (s.
51(i)) which prohibited deal-
ing in certain goods and ser-
vices unless the Code of
Standards were complied
with.  The Code might, for
example, include minimum
standards for the handling
and treatment of cattle for
meat production.  The law
enacted by the Common-
wealth Parliament could pro-
hibit the sale of meat pro-
duced other than in accor-
dance with the conditions
imposed by this Code of
Standards.  A limiting factor
here would be that the sale of
the meat would need to be
inter-State or international in
character.  The trade and
commerce power is specifical-
ly “with other countries, and
among the States”.  The
Commonwealth Parliament
has no power to make laws
with respect to intra-State
trade and commerce.

Another option to consid-
er is that of the payment of
bounties to producers who
comply with certain stan-
dards of animal welfare pro-
tection.  The Commonwealth
Parliament has power to
make laws with respect to
“bounties on the production
or export of goods” (s. 51(iii)).
A difficulty arises here in the
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fact that bounties involve the
payment by the Common-
wealth of money.  Such an
option, while clearly within
the Constitutional power of
the Commonwealth Parlia-
ment, would be unlikely to
attract the support of the gov-
ernment of the day because it
would not be revenue neutral.

The Commonwealth
Parliament has power to
make laws with respect to
“foreign corporations, and
trading or financial corpora-
tions formed within the limits
of the Commonwealth” (s.
51(xx)).  Any law requiring
corporations to do things
with respect to animal wel-
fare would be valid under the
corporations power.  To the
extent that animal welfare
standards should be imposed
on corporations, there is a
clear Commonwealth head of
power here.

Too cumbersome?

From the examples given
above, the best use that can be
made of the Commonwealth
Parliament’s reliance on its
enumerated heads of power
is nevertheless likely to prove
piecemeal and unsatisfactory.
It would, by any standards,
be best described as cumber-
some and would almost
inevitably not cover all cir-
cumstances or situations.  For
example, the hypothetical sce-
narios discussed above would
not include standards for
household pets or for horses
kept for riding and dressage
competitions and the like.  As
referred to in the brief discus-
sion of the bounties power,
the political will needed by
governmentpoliticians would
be very likely to be a problem.
The question of political will,
though not a legal issue as
such, may present a real prob-
lem if an attempt is made to
rely on the clever use of a
variety of powers.

Referral by the States -
s. 51(xxxvii)

To avoid having to rely on
this piecemeal approach, an
option that could be consid-
ered is that of referral of mat-
ters by State Parliaments to
the Commonwealth Parlia-
ment.  This is explicitly pro-

vided for in s. 51 (xxxvii) of
the Constitution and there are
precedents for it.

However, referral of pow-
ers by a State may be politi-
cally problematical.  States do
not like losing powers or con-
trol over matters in their juris-
diction.  In seeking to imple-
ment this strategy, several
points would need to be
borne in mind.

First, it would be neces-
sary to be clear, before any
approaches were made, about
the precise contents of the
animal welfare legislation
sought.  It would be necessary
to anticipate the States’ ques-
tion: “what exactly is it you
want us to hand over ?”.

Second, it would be neces-
sary to bear in mind that,
when dealing with what are
presently State jurisdictional
issues relating to animal wel-
fare generally, the questions
of sheep and cattle produc-
tion would arise — as would
control of horse-racing.

The attraction of this
option is that, as a possible
strategy, it would have the
merit of ensuring that the
Commonwealth Parliament
unequivocally had the power
to pass an Act to make laws
with respect to whatever
power is referred by the
States.  With States effectively
locked in at the stage of agree-
ing to refer the matter in ques-
tion, the likelihood of a High
Court challenge would be
minimal.  It would be advis-
able, as part of this strategy,
to anticipate the possibility
that some, but not all States,
would be prepared to refer
matters to the Common-
wealth.  It may be that the
overall strategy of imple-
menting national animal wel-
fare legislation can be
achieved only in a series of
phases.  If, say, three States
initially agreed but the other
three refused, it may be possi-
ble to ask the Commonwealth
to co-operate with those three
compliant States by passing
animal welfare legislation to
apply in those three jurisdic-
tions in the hope that the oth-
ers may follow in time.

If a State Parliament refers
a matter to the Common-
wealth Parliament, there is
nothing to stop that State
Parliament from repealing its
referring legislation at any
future time.  It is a basic prin-
ciple of constitutional inter-
pretation that no parliament
can bind future parliaments.

Complementary State and
Territory legislation

A variation of the strategy of
obtaining the co-operation of
the States and Territories is
one under which each State
and Territory Parliament
enacts its own animal welfare
legislation but where the con -
tents of each State and
Territory Act are identical.
This approach has the partic-
ular merit of avoiding the
need to come to terms with
the lack of clear Common-
wealth power.  As observed
at the start of this paper, the
State and Territory
Parliaments have the consti-
tutional power to make laws
for animal welfare.  A joint
State and Territory co-opera-
tive scheme would involve a
total of eight Parliaments
passing legislation in exercise
of this power.

Such an option could be
pursued either with or with-
out Commonwealth involve-
ment.  There is no legal neces-
sity for Commonwealth
involvement, but in the
absence of some sort of bind-
ing or nationally unifying
role, the success of such a
strategy would be heavily
dependent upon co-operation
by a wide range of jurisdic-
tions and jurisdictional needs.

This option would pre-
sumably be less threatening
to the States than those dis-
cussed above.  The States
would not be asked to give up
any of their powers.  They
would not have potentially
overriding Commonwealth
legislation, under the trade
and commerce or bounties or
external affairs powers, with
which to contend.  The States
could be expected to agree in
principle far more readily for
the reason that they would be
seen to have control over the
legislation.

The administration of any
joint legislative scheme
would be complex.  In the
first place, having six States
and two Territories agree on
the details of an animal wel-
fare protection regime may be
difficult and time-consuming.

Summary

There are three broad options:

Option 1: The Common-
wealth can pass legislation
under one or more of its leg-
islative powers having appli-
cation throughout the
Commonwealth.

Option 2: The Common-
wealth can pass legislation
pursuant to the referral to it
by State Parliaments of mat-
ters under s. 51(xxxvii) and
using its power under s. 122
to make laws for the
Territories.

Option 3: Each State and
Territory can pass identical
legislation.

The simplest option is Option
3, but it has the greatest ele-
ment of risk so far as longevi-
ty and stability of the scheme
is concerned.  The most
secure, legally, would be
Option 1, but there is little
likelihood of there being reli-
able Constitutional power.
Option 2 might well be the
option to consider first
because, if State Parliaments
can be induced to refer ani-
mal welfare power only, one
Commonwealth Parliament
enactment would be all that is
required.

Neil Dwyer
Senior Associate
Corrs Chambers Westgarth
Lawyers, Canberra

Editor’s note
This is an edited version of a
paper presented at the
RSPCA Australia scientific
s e m i n a r , C a n b e r r a , 2 2
February 2000.

Copyright of the paper is
owned by Corrs Chambers
Westgarth and any enquiries
regarding the paper should
be directed, in the first
instance, to Neil Dwyer in the
Canberra Office of that firm.
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The last issue of ANZC-
CART News highlight-
ed the passing of new

animal welfare legislation in
New Zealand.  There is no
national animal welfare legis-
lation in Australia, as this is a
matter for the eight states and
territories.   Legislation in a
number of states and territo-
ries has been or is being
reviewed.

Northern Territory

The Animal Welfare Act 1999
was passed by Parliament in
October 1999 and has been
given assent.  It replaced the
Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals Act (1980).  The Act
includes a new section (Part
5) on Teaching or Research
Involving Animals, which
includes the provision of
licences to operate premises
where animals are to be used
for teaching or research.  It
also establishes animal ethics
committees (AECs) and will
adopt in its Regulations the
Australian Code of Practice
for the Care and Use of
Animals for Scientific
Purposes.

It establishes on Animal
Welfare Authority in the
Northern Territory Depart-
ment of Local Government, as
well as an Animal Welfare
Advisory Committee to the
Minister.

Western Australia

An Animal Welfare Bill was
introduced to the WA Lower
House in February 2000.   The
current Act was passed in
1920, since when there have
been enormous changes both
in the use and handling of
animals and in public atti-
tudes towards them.  The old
Act does not cover the use of
animals for scientific purpos-
es.  This and many other
issues will now be covered
once the new legislation is
enacted.

South Australia

Following a review of the

Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals Act (1985), amend-
ments to the legislation came
into effect on 1 February,
2000.  The changes were rela-
tively minor, as the Review
Panel reaffirmed that the leg-
islation is contemporary, nec-
essary, adequate and appro-
priate.  The amended Act
now recognises five cate-
gories of membership of
AECs instead of four, adding
the person with responsibility
for the day-to-day care of
experimental animals.  This
brings it into line with the
requirements of the Code of
Practice for AEC member-
ship.

Victoria

The Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals Act (1986) was
recently reviewed according
to the requirements of the
National Competition Prin-
ciples.  Changes were minor
and did not relate to the use
of animals for scientific pur-
poses.

New South Wales

The Animal Research Act
(1985) was reviewed in 1999.
This included widespread
public consultation.  The
report of the Review
Committee has not yet been
provided to the responsible
Minister.

Australian Capital Territory

A new Animal Welfare Act is
currently being drafted in the
ACT.  While a number of
changes are proposed, these
will not affect the use of ani-
mals for scientific purposes.

Queensland

A new Animal Welfare Bill is
being drafted and will be
known as the Animal Care
and Protection Bill.

A summary of animal
welfare legislation and its
administration in Australia is
shown in the table on page 6.

Changes to animal welfare
legislation around Australia

More on
ANZCCART’s

webpage

h t t p : / / w w w . a d e l a i d e . e d u . a u /
ANZCCART/

ANZCCART has
recently upgraded
and expanded its

website, to provide a more
comprehensive service to its
clients and to the interested
public.  In addition to the
most recent edition of ANZC -
CART News, the website now
includes all 21 published
facts sheets, as well as notes
from workshops held over
the last two years.  As there
are no published proceedings
from workshops, these notes
are the only written record of
what were in some cases very
detailed discussions.  For
example, the workshop on
animal health monitoring,
held in September 1998, con-
tains four papers from the
invited speakers.

The website also includes
a list of current publications
and an index for volumes one
to ten of A N Z C C A R T N e w s
(1988 to 1998).  This will be
progressively updated.
Further interest will be pro-
vided over the next few
months when a selection of
the best articles published in
this newsletter will be added
to the website.

One of the most useful
attributes of any website is
cross-linkages to other web-
sites.  ANZCCART has links
to its major sponsors web-
sites as well as to those of bio-
medical societies in Australia
and New Zealand (in the lat-
ter case via the Royal Society
of New Zealand), as well as
to a number of overseas
organisations.  These include:

• Canadian Council on
Animal Care (CCAC)

• Universities Federation
for Animal Welfare
(UFAW)

• Scientists Center for
Animal Welfare (SCAW)

• Fund for the replacement
of animals in medical
e x p e r i m e n t a t i o n
(FRAME)

• NORINA

The availability of each
new issue of ANZCCART
News on our website is being
promoted electronically to
biomedical researchers
throughout Australia and
New Zealand, thus greatly
increasing its access to prac-
tising animal scientists.

ANZCCART’s 2000
Conference

Farm animals in research
— can we meet the

demands
of ethics, welfare, science

and industry?

This will be held in
Adelaide on 30
November and 1 Dec-

ember, 2000.

The program is being
prepared and will be pub-
lished in the June issue of
ANZCCART News. Please
put these dates in your
diary.

ANZCCART AGM

The 2000 Annual
General Meeting will
be held at the

University of New South
Wales in Sydney at 3pm on
Friday, 26 May, 2000.

A notice of meeting
including an agenda and
copy of the 1999 Annual
Report will be sent to all
members in late April.  

Members should contact
ANZCCART’s Adelaide
office before 14 April if they
wish an item of business to
be placed on the agenda.

Robert Baker
Director



Animal Welfare Legislation and Administration in Australia

STATE / TERRITORY LEGISLATION AND DATE OFFICE RESPONSIBLE

New South Wales • Prevention of Cruelty to Animal Welfare Unit
Animals Act (1979) Department of Agriculture

• Animal Research Act 1985 Locked Bag 21
• Exhibited Animals Orange NSW  2800

Protection Act 1986 Tel:  063 91 3670
Fax:  063 91 3570
www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/nsw/
consol_act/toc.html     and, for documents,
www.agric.nsw.gov.au/Aw/index.html

Victoria • Prevention of Cruelty to Bureau of Animal Welfare
Animals Act 1986 Department of Natural Resources 

and Environment
Attwood, VIC  3049
Tel: 03 9217 4147
Fax: 03 9217 4331
www.dms.dpc.vic.gov.au/

South Australia • Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Animal Welfare Office 
Act 1985 Department of Environment

and Heritage
GPO Box 1047, Adelaide  SA  5001
Tel: 08 8204 8894
Fax: 08 8204 8717
www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/disp.
pl/au/legis/sa/consol act/poctaa19853

Queensland • Animals Protection Act 1925 Animal Welfare Unit
(under review) Department of Primary Industries

GPO Box 46, Brisbane QLD  4001
Tel: 07 3235 4315
Fax: 07 3239 3510
www.legislation.qld.gov.au/LEGISLTN/
CURRENT/A/AnimalsProtA25_01_.pdf

Western Australia • Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Department of Local Government
Act 1920 - 1976 (under review) 15th floor, 32 St George’s Terrace

Perth  WA   6000
Tel:: 08 9222 0401
Fax: 08 9222 0559
www.dlg.wa.gov.au

Tasmania •  Animal Welfare Act 1993 Department of Primary Industries 
and Fisheries
New Town Research Laboratories
St John’s Avenue
New Town  TAS  7008
Tel: 03 6233 6883
Fax; 03 6278 1875
www.dpiwe.tas.gov.au

Australian Capital Territory •  Animal Welfare Act 1992 Animal Welfare Officer
Urban Services
Environment ACT
PO Box 144, Lyneham  ACT  2602
Tel: 02 6207 2249
Fax: 02 6207 2244
www.act.gov.au/environ

Northern Territory •  Animal Welfare Act 1999 Department of Local Government
GPO Box 4621
Darwin  NT  0801
Tel: 08 8999 8474
Fax: 08 8999 8426
www.nt.gov.au/dhlg/localgov
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New publications on
non-animal 
alternatives

T he Australian Code of
Practice for the Care and
Use of Animals for

Scientific Purposes (section 1.9)
requires that:

techniques which replace or com -
plement the use of animals in
scientific and teaching activities
must be sought and used wher -
ever possible.

It is the responsibility of
the researcher to abide by this
and the Animal Ethics
Committee scrutinising the
proposed work must be satis-
fied that the use of animals is
necessary.  However, finding
appropriate databases has not
been easy for researchers or
AEC members.  This has been
remedied by two new publi-
cations:

• Searching for Inform-
ation on Non-Animal
Replacement Alternatives
— a guide to search tech -
niques, databases and
specialised resources.

Written by Dr Krys
Bottrill from FRAME, this 52
page monograph is a slightly
cut-down version of the How
to search for Three Rs informa -
tion that is presented on the
FRAME website which is con-
stantly updated.  While the
web version deals with all
Three Rs, the hard copy deals
only with replacement alter-
natives.  Single copies of the
hard copy are available free
of charge.

Contact details:
Dr Krys Bottrill, FRAME
96-98 North Sherwood Street
Nottingham  NG1 4EE UK
Fax:  44-0115-9503570
email:  
krys@frame_uk.demon.co.uk
w w w . f r a m e _ u k . d e m o n . c o . u k /

• Accessing Information on
the Reduction, Refine-
ment and Replacement of
Animal Experiments.
Report and Recommend-
ations of a Focus on
Alternatives Workshop
by G. Langley et al.,
ATLA 27: 239-245 (1999).

This report by representa-
tives from RSPCA (UK),
FRAME, UFAW and other
groups is intended to assist in
accessing information of the
Three Rs.  It includes a list of
databases and websites on
this topic.  The workshop dis-
cussed the practicality of
establishing a new, single,
comprehensive database on
the Three Rs and concluded
that this does not appear fea-
sible.  A selection of smaller,
comprehensive databases,
each clearly focussed on a
defined aspect of the Three Rs
for a specific purposes, would
be the best approach.  A cur-
rent example is the NORINA
database of audiovisual facili-
ties which can reduce or
replace animal use in educa-
tion.  NORINA is available on
the Internet free of charge.

Nerve Physiology
software package *

The software package
Nerve Physiology comes
as two 3” disks which

are easily installed into a
Windows 3.1 or Windows 95
environment.  The package
contains the simulation pro-
gram and a file of the manual
to accompany the program.

Seven tasks (experiments)
are presented which cover the
core exercises given to stu-
dents in (cell) physiology
practical classes.  The pro-
gram maintains the need for
students to “collect” data,
analyse it and then use it to

develop an understanding of
how nerves work.  The exer-
cises have been cleverly con-
structed to retain most of the
valuable learning experi-
ences.  For example, data on
stimulus strength versus
action potential amplitude
must be written down by the
student, and can then be used
to plot a graph, for which a
facility is provided.  Auto-
mating the transfer of data
would detract from the pro-
gram.  Navigating through
the tasks is simple. For each
task there are actions to be
taken, and questions to be
answered.  Moving back and
forwards between these
aspects has been made conve-
nient.  Thus the experimental
data can be revisited once ques-
tions have been addressed.

There are a few theoreti-
cal errors in the script, but
these do not subvert the
learning of procedures.  For
example the tutors’ notes
(page 2) should point out that
axons have the organelles and
ability to synthesize enough
ATP to run the membrane
pumps for days.  Also in
experiment two the display
may lead students to think
there was a resting membrane
potential of 0.5mV, which is
not correct.  An additional
concern is that basic elements
of experimental design are
sublimated.  For instances a
very good sequence of time
interval between pulses is
predetermined for the stu-
dents — since the students
cannot learn that this should
be done by discovering it for
themselves it should be
drawn to their attention.

At this point one has to
ask why has this set of tasks
been set for students to do
over the last half century?  Is
it the knowledge, or the pro-
cedures involved?  The
knowledge is rather dated,
but the procedures are still

worth it.  My feeling is that
the program would certainly
help some students gain more
from the practical exercise
where live nerve fibres are
used.  However they would
lose on several important
aspects that we intend stu-
dents to deal with: the need to
use living material to advance
biological knowledge; the
care needed when handling
delicate living tissues; and
most importantly, the
vagaries of biological experi-
ments due to the possibility
of errors when using complex
equipment and to biological
differences between samples
of living tissue.  One excellent
use we could see for it is as a
practical test for students
who have done the practical
class, an otherwise impracti-
cal  form of examination.

Readers will have seen a
more extensive discussion of
these and other issues (Lluka
and Oelrichs, 1999) in a previ-
ous ANZCCART News.

Bryan Dumsday
Department of Zoology,
University of Melbourne,
Vic. 3010

Reference

Lluka, L. and Oelrichs, B.
(1999). Replacement and
reduction of animal usage
in teaching physiology
and pharmacology at the
University of Queens-
land. ANZCCART News,
12 (2): 4-7.

* Available on loan from:
The Humane Society
Australian Office
PO Box 439
Avalon  NSW  2107

Tel: 02-9973-1728
Fax: 02-9973-1729
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Ethics, Animals and
Science,

by Kevin Dolan
Blackwell Science,

Melbourne

ISBN 063205 2775

Price $85.00  (soft cover)

This book is written by a
pastoral theologian,
who tells us in the pref-

ace that he has also been
involved in cancer research
for 25 years.  Its scope is very
broad.  The first third is
devoted to ethics, with chap-
ters on morality, ethical theo-
ry, freedom, personal morali-
ty, and ethics and society.
Most of this material is poorly
organised, with scarcely any
relevance to the topic of the
book.

The next third is titled
Ethics and Animals, with chap-
ters on human attitudes to
animals, animal rights, bene-
fits to animals from human
activities (the first of such
benefits is said to be ‘domesti-
cation’) and animal aware-
ness and pain.   A notable fea-
ture of this part of the book is
a lengthy review of Peter
Singer’s doctrine of
speciesism (in chapter 7) with
no very clear verdict emerg-
ing at the end.

The final third of the book
takes up the theme of the title
- Ethics, Animals and Science.
The chapters in this section
cover respectively the contro-
versy over the use of animals
in science, the Three Rs, cost-
benefit analysis of animal
experiments, and ethics com-
mittees.   The final chapters
are dominated by extracts
from a variety of sources,
e.g., the UK Home Office, the

Canadian Council on Animal
Care, the University of
Utrecht, with only minimal
commentary from  Dolan
himself.

There is little if any recog-
nition of the work carried out
in this field over the last 15
years.   Writers such as
Barbara Orlans, Andrew
Rowan, and Bernard Rollins
are hardly mentioned.  On the
philosophical side, there is no
proper discussion of Tom
Regan’s views, let alone those
of Peter Carruthers and
Raymond Frey, or the recent
and challenging work of
Hugh LaFollette and Niall
Shanks.   Instead, the final
part of the book increasingly
focuses on distinctly British
themes and concerns.  For
example,  we are told that the
activist group People for the
Ethical Treatment of Animals
is “unusual” because it is not
“home-grown” (page 173).  

When Canadian legisla-
tion is mentioned (page 246)
it is said to be “surprisingly
like the tenets of practice
within our own legislation”
and “‘includes many of the
details of British legislation.”
The reason for this surprise
must, I conjecture, be the
author’s ignorance of the
impressive degree of interna-
tional collaboration among
those directly concerned in
animal welfare and ethics,
coupled with his unaware-
ness of the history of the
ethics review process in
Canada.   In hunting for a
“working model” for animal
ethics review committees,
Dolan turns to human
research ethics committees in
the UK;  in all this, he seems
unaware of the existence of
an Australian model which
might have served his pur-
pose.

Although nicely printed, the
book is marred by a large
number of typos.  The late
Alfred Jules Ayer is referred
to as “Ayers” in most of the
text (and in the index as well),
and the author writes about
him and John Mackie as if
unaware that neither of them
is still alive.   For some writers
mentioned, dates of birth and
death are given, along with
the full name.  In other cases
these details are omitted.  The
result is surprisingly slipshod
for an academic work.
Readers who want to know
about Stephen Budiansky’s
views on the delayed adult-
hood of dogs and cats are not
given his first name, and the
only reference they can fol-
low up is to a BBC2 television
programme from 1992.   I am
surprised that Blackwell’s
copy editor did not insist on
more rigorous standards for
the book.

Other irritations are more
significant from the stand-
point of content.   For exam-
ple, throughout part I, we are
given potted accounts of
some moral philosophers and
some styles of ethical theoris-
ing.  The relevance of this
material to animal ethics is
never clarified.  Each chapter
is divided into short sections.
These sections often fail to
connect into any sustained
argument across the chapter
as a whole.  Sometimes even
the sentences that make up
the sections fail to combine
into anything coherent.   Here
is a typical instance.
Discussing attacks aimed at
“liberating animals” from sci-
entific establishments, Dolan
comments:  “The released lab-
oratory animal could be a
helpless, endangered crea-
ture.  For example, not so
long ago in East Anglia pet
cats suffered from attacks by

mink which had been
released in an animal libera-
tion operation” (page 174).
The example here is not an
illustration either of the help-
lessness, or of the endangered
status of the mink (even sup-
posing they were laboratory
animals, rather than ones
from commercial fur farms).
The cumulative effect of
dozens of such non sequiturs
is disorientating for the read-
er and unacceptable in a book
produced by a leading scien-
tific publisher.

Chapter 4 is entitled “The
Nature of Freedom”.  In it we
are taken through a number
of reflections, for want of a
better term, headed respec-
tively “Free will”, “Determin-
ism”,  “Existentialism (the
farthest reaches of freedom)”,
“Liberty”, “Freedom of
Speech”, “Liberty and the
Commons”, “Ethics and Poll-
ution”, ”Population and the
Commons”, “Liberty and
Rights”, and finally
“Slavery”.   Although the
writer’s historical knowledge
is widely displayed by means
of snippets from Kipling,
Justinian, Sartre, Plato,
Einstein, Moore, Huxley,
Haeckel, Mill, Diderot, and
many others, the chapter has
no clear point, and has little
relevance to the book’s
themes.   Indeed, with the
exception of the chapter on
animal awareness and pain,
most of the material of inter-
est to readers of ANZCCART
News is in part III of the book.

Despite his protests that
he is not favouring any par-
ticular side in the debate over
the use of animals in science,
Dolan’s sympathies are clear-
ly pro-vivisectionist.   Domes-
tication, he thinks, is a great
benefit to many animals, and
relief from the fear of preda-

Book review
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tion is a “little-mentioned
privilege of the laboratory
mouse” (page 144).   (I look
forward to Dolan’s defence of
the “privileges” of imprison-
ment, bonded labour and
arranged marriages.)   He
regards utilitarianism as the
‘ideal’ ethical theory for
weighing up the costs and
benefits of animal research.
This may be why he spends
so long reviewing the posi-
tion of Peter Singer, while
largely ignoring the work of
non-utilitarian thinkers.  He
describes the opponents of
animal use as “ignorant” peo-
ple who argue without any
“factual support for their
opinions” (pages 182 - 3).
Although I agree with the lat-
ter view, it is only fair to point
out that people in glass hous-
es should be careful.  Despite
his obvious faith in the
“immense achievements of
animal experimentation”
(page 183), Dolan himself
cites not even a single
detailed case to justify his
faith in animal research.  

Towards the end of the
book, there is increasing cita-
tion of documentation on ani-
mal ethics and ethics review
processes.  Much of this is
quite interesting, though it
reads as if the author rather
gave up on writing the book
and relied on quoting other
sources instead.  A critical
commentary on this material
would have been very help-
ful.   Overall, the book is very
much a curate’s egg, with
some genuinely interesting
material, but far too disorgan-
ised and self-indulgent to be
of much use either to the
working scientist or to the
student of ethics.   

Andrew Brennan
Department of Philosophy
The University of Western
Australia, Perth
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An overview
of the National

Registration
Authority

Australia has a National
Registration Scheme
(NRS) for agricultural

and veterinary chemical
products to ensure that they
meet Australia’s high stan-
dards for performance and
safety. About 6,500 animal
health and crop protection
chemical products are regis-
tered for use in Australia. To
reach the marketplace as
products registered for legal
sale, new products are scien-
tifically evaluated and regis-
tered by the National
Registration Authority for
Agricultural and Veterinary
Chemicals (NRA).

The NRA is responsible
for administering and manag-
ing the NRS.  Work of the
NRA protects the health and
safety of people, animals, the
environment and Australia's
overseas trade, as well as sup-
porting Australian agricultur-
al and livestock industries. 

Within the Scheme, the
NRA assesses the safety and
efficacy of agricultural and
veterinary chemical products
and determines whether their
use is likely to jeopardise
trade. It also approves prod-
uct labels and specifies condi-
tions of use, thus regulating
agricultural and veterinary
chemical products supplied
to the Australian market.
Once the product is sold, con-
trol of use becomes the
responsibility of the States
and Territories.

The NRA is a Common-
wealth Statutory Authority
within the portfolio of the
Australian Minister for
Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry.  The Parliamentary
Secretary to the Minister has
direct portfolio responsibility.
A Board of Directors is
responsible for providing
good corporate governance,
determining corporate strate-
gy and providing guidance to
senior management.

Principal responsibilities

The NRA’s principal respon-

sibilities are described in the
Agricultural and Veterinary
Chemicals (Administration)
Act 1992 and the Agricultural
and Veterinary Chemicals
Code Act 1994. The
Administration Act estab-
lished the NRA and confers
powers to administer the
NRS, while the Code Act
gives the NRA authority to:

• evaluate, approve and
control the supply of
active constituents for
proposed or existing agri-
cultural or veterinary
chemicals; and

• evaluate, register and
control the manufacture
and supply of agricultural
and veterinary chemical
products.

The legislation also sets
criteria for approving active
constituents, registering
products or reviewing exist-
ing chemicals. The active con-
stituent or product:

• should not pose any
undue hazard to the safe-
ty of people exposed to it
during handling or using
anything containing their
residues;

• would not be likely to
harm humans when used
as directed or have an
unintended effect that is
harmful to animals,
plants, things or to the
environment; and

• would not unduly preju-
dice Australia’s overseas
trade.

Issuing permits

The NRA also issues permits
for use of registered products
“off-label” and for use of
unregistered products. Often
the latter type of permit is
required for data to be collect-
ed to support registration of
that product. Any animal tri-
als conducted under an NRA
permit, e.g., to establish effi-
cacy of a chemical product,
must be approved by a rele-
vant animal ethics committee.
Such committees are often
internal company committees
that have external representa-
tion, such as a representative
from the community, the
RSPCA, or a minister of reli-
gion.

Requirements on animal
testing

The NRA requires that appli-
cants seeking to register
chemical products have com-
pleted all the testing and eval-
uation necessary to ensure
that the product meets all the
criteria above to allow it to be
registered. In many cases, an
applicant would need to con-
duct tests on animals to
obtain data.

The NRA requests that
any data, including those
generated from the use of the
product in animals, are pro-
vided when applicants apply
to register an agricultural or
veterinary chemical product.
Animal data are expected for
evaluation of the potential for
human toxicity and for evalu-
ation of the effectiveness and
safety of the product in target
animal species (i.e., those for
which the product is regis-
tered). Advice on human tox-
icity aspects is provided by
the Therapeutic Goods
Administration within the
Australian Department of
Health and Aged Care.

Concern over animal wel-
fare is a primary reason why
the NRA requires animal data
in order to ensure the effec-
tiveness and safety of the
product in target animals.
Where the NRA believes a
product may compromise
animal welfare (e.g., pro-
longed injection regimens),
the NRA may consult with
animal welfare organisations.

The NRA is also actively
involved in international har-
monisation of technical
requirements affecting regis-
tration of veterinary products
through the International
Cooperation on the Technical
Requirements for the
Registration of Veterinary
Medicinal Products (VICH). 

The benefits and goals of
establishing harmonised
requirements include:

• a reduction in animal test-
ing studies required by
individual countries
through agreement on the
core essential studies
which can be accepted by
all countries; and
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• implementation of uni-
form in vitro testing meth-
ods, in place of in vivo
testing.

Of particular relevance to
animal welfare, VICH is cur-
rently developing interna-
tionally harmonised guide-
lines to establish acceptable
daily intakes of veterinary
residues in humans (based on
no effect levels in animals or
in vitro studies), and to deter-
mine the efficacy of
anthelmintics in cattle, sheep,
goats, horses, dogs and cats.

Chemical review

Chemicals are not registered
forever.  Another key compo-
nent of the NRA’s work is to
review older chemicals
through the Existing
Chemical Review Program.
Through this program, the
NRA determines whether
chemicals continue to meet
contemporary standards of
performance and safety. If
necessary, the NRA will
change the conditions of reg-
istration or withdraw the
chemical from the market.  

The Special Review
Program allows the NRA to
immediately review chemi-
cals if issues arise that could
impact on the terms of regis-
tration, e.g., the findings of
new research, availability of
new scientific data or con-
cerns that have been raised
about the use or safety of a
particular chemical.   Market-
place monitoring of agricul-
tural and veterinary chemi-
cals by the NRA occurs to
ensure the products are regis-
tered and conform to the
standards set at the time of
registration.

States control use of chemi-
cal products 

State/Territory agriculture,
health or environment
departments are responsible
for the use of chemicals,
including aerial spraying and
licensing of pest control oper-
ators.

Joanne Brandson
NRA, Canberra

The JETACAR report
on antibiotics 

The Joint Expert
Technical Advisory
Committee on Anti-

biotic Resistance (JETACAR)
Report  -  The use of antibiotics
in food-producing animals:
antibiotic resistant bacteria in
animals and humans is now
with the Ministers for Health
and Aged Care and for
Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry.  The report was
commissioned as an
Australian Commonwealth
government response to a
series of overseas reviews,
including the World Health
Organisation and agriculture
agencies in the UK, Europe
and USA, which dealt with
the issue of transfer of antibi-
otic-resistant bacteria from
animals to people or antibiot-
ic resistance genes from ani-
mal strains of bacteria to
human pathogens.

The terms of reference of
JETACAR were directed
towards resistance problems
in human pathogens ascribed
to the use of antibiotics in ani-
mals, but the Committee
acknowledged that misuse or
poor control of use of antibi-
otics in hospitals and commu-
nity medical practice settings
were the main causes of the
major global resistance prob-
lems in human medicine.
Major problems in Australia
include methicillin-resistant
Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA)
and penicillin-resistant pneu-
mococci.  Overseas, extended
spectrum lactamases and
multi-resistant Mycobacterium
tuberculosis are of significant
concern as well.   There is no
evidence at this stage that use
of antibiotics in animals has
had or will have any impact
on these particular resistance
problems.  However, because
of issues with resistance in
enteric bacteria, medical
authorities are keen to protect
antibiotics they regard as crit-
ical to treatment of various
serious human infections.  So
they are reluctant to allow
use of products such as third
generation cephalosporins
and fluoroquinolones in
food- producing animals and

are concerned about the
impact of commonly used
antibiotics such as tylosin on
the efficacy of the new
macrolides.  Use of these
antibiotics by medical practi-
tioners is controlled, usually
by government restrictions or
financial controls in hospitals.

Antibiotic resistance is
widespread in enteric bacte-
ria isolated from animals,
particularly intensively
farmed animals.  This illus-
trates the point that if bacteri-
al populations are exposed to
antibiotics, resistant strains
emerge.  

It is quite clear that antibi-
otic-resistant strains of salmo-
nella and campylobacter
spread from animals to peo-
ple via the food chain.
Human infections with these
organisms are usually self-
limiting and are rarely treat-
ed with antibiotics.   In very
young, elderly or immuno-
logically compromised
patients infections can be
severe and antibiotic treat-
ment is essential.  Treatment
failure has been reported,
with resistant strains traced
to animal sources.  Fluoro-
quinolone resistance in
campylobacters and multi-
resistant salmonella such as
S. typhimurium DT104 is of
concern overseas, but as fluo -
roquinolones are not regis-
tered for use in livestock in
Australia (and we do not
have S. typhimurium D T 1 0 4
either) this is not a particular
issue at this stage in
Australia.  

What are VREs?

Vancomycin resistant entero-
cocci (VREs) were first report-
ed in the late 1980s and the
discovery in the mid 1990s of
these organisms in pigs and
poultry fed a related antibiot-
ic, avoparcin, led to a flurry of
international reviews and
indirectly to JETACAR.
Enterococci are commensal
bacterial in the gut of all
mammals and birds and have
only emerged as human
pathogens in high-dependen -
cy nursing situations in
immunocompromised or oth-
erwise critically ill patients.
Because of huge problems

with MRSA in hospitals, van-
comycin became the drug of
choice in treating patients
with S. aureus infections and
in providing antibiotic cover
for other patients perceived
to be at risk of developing a
nosocomial infection with S.
a u r e u s.  There is mounting
evidence that one type of
vancomycin resistance, vanA,
is connected with the use of
avoparcin in animals.
However, another type of
resistance, vanB resistance,
has not been found in
avoparcin-treated animals.
VanB VREs are the common-
est VREs in the USA (where
avoparcin in not used in ani-
mals) and in Australia.  VanA
VREs are a major problem in
the UK and Europe where
vanA VREs are very common
in pigs and poultry.  It is
worth noting that vanA VREs
are very common in pigs and
poultry in Scandinavia too,
but are very rare in people.
MRSA is also very uncom-
mon in Scandinavian hospi-
tals , so there is no need to use
vancomycin.  Medical educa-
tion and infection control
practices in the Scandinavian
health system have been
effective in inculcating a
much more responsible atti-
tude to antibiotic use in
human medicine.

Intrinsic high-level resis-
tance and the capacity to
rapidly acquire additional
resistance genes is a feature of
enterococci and this has led to
medical concerns about the
use in animals of other antibi-
otics such as virginiamycin
and avilamycin.  Like
avoparcin these products are
used as growth promotants
and at least with virgini-
amycin there is some evi-
dence of acquired resistance
in animal strains of entero-
cocci.  The problem is that
although there are currently
no similar human products,
because hospitals have such
problems with VREs and
MRSAs (and now an emerg-
ing problem of reduced sus-
ceptibility of S. aureus to van-
comycin), medical pharma-
ceutical companies are look-
ing for alternatives.  So there
are human analogues of vir-
giniamycin and avilamycin in
the pipeline.  The European
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Union has responded to this
by withdrawing approval (on
a precautionary basis) for a
number of antibiotics which
had been used widely in
Europe (and are currently
used in Australia) as growth
promotants.

Recommendations

The full JETACAR report is
available on the web:
w w w . h e a l t h . g o v . a u / p u b s / j e
tacar.htm 

The recommendations
cover five elements of what is
described as an antibiotic
resistance management plan:

• regulation;
• monitoring and surveil-

lance;
• infection prevention;
• education; and
• research.

Some important recommen-
dations are that:

• antibiotic use should be
minimised in animals and
people and that antibi-
otics used as growth pro-
motants should not be
agents used therapeuti-
cally in man or animals or
that could cause cross
resistance with therapeu-
tic antibiotics;

• the registration of current
growth promotants that
may not meet  the above
criteria should be
reviewed;

• there be an audit trail for
antibiotics from importa-
tion to use; 

• all antibiotics for use in
people and animals be
classified as prescription
only products;

• there be uniform legisla-
tion around Australia
controlling the way
antibiotics are used;

• it be mandatory to follow
any NRA label restric-
tions on antibiotic use;

• data requirements for reg-
istration of new antibi-
otics or new uses of exist-

ing antibiotics address
antibiotic resistance
issues; and

• there be a comprehensive
system for surveillance
and monitoring of antibi-
otic resistance and antibi-
otic usage.

In addition, there are rec-
ommendations covering
reduction of contamination of
food with food-borne organ-
isms, research into alterna-
tives to antibiotics as growth
promotants, improved  infec-
tion control in hospitals,
codes of practice for the pru-
dent use of antibiotics, educa-
tion of doctors, veterinarians
and the community about
antibiotics and antibiotic
resistance further research
into antibiotic resistance and
ensuring that there is a com-
petent group responsible for
coordinating a resistance
management program. 

At this stage it is not clear
what the Ministers will do
with the Report.  However,
the fact that the report is in
the public domain enables
other groups such as the vet-
erinary profession to respond
directly to some of the issues
and recommendations.  It is
clear that there is a problem
of antibiotic resistance in
Australian livestock (and
companion animals for that
matter) and this cannot be in
the best interests of the on-
going health and productivi-
ty of our livestock and pets.
In addition, we do need to
recognise that we have a
responsibility to reduce the
transfer of resistant bacte-
ria/resistance genes from
animals/bacteria in animals
to people/human pathogens. 

There is need for greater
awareness and understand-
ing of modes of action of
antibiotics, antibiotic resis-
tance and the spread of resis-
tant bacteria and genes.  The
existing Code of Practice for
Prudent Use of Antibiotics
needs to be reviewed and
adopted and followed by all
veterinarians.  Most impor-
tantly, the amount of antibi-
otics used in animals for
growth promotant, prophy-

lactic and therapeutic pur-
poses must be reduced.  This
will not solve the resistance
problems in people but will
contribute to a reduction in
resistance in salmonella and
campylobacters and perhaps
also in enterococci.

Mary Barton
School of Pharmacy and
Medical Science
University of South Australia
Adelaide

AVERT
(Australian

Veterinarians in
Ethics, Research
and Teaching)

Annual Conference
Perth, June 27 - 28

Following a very success-
ful two day program
held during the annual

Australian Veterinary Assoc-
iation Annual Conference in
Hobart in 1999, AVERT is
again presenting a program
in Perth this year. Because of
common interests, AVERT is
joining with the Conservation
Biology Group for one ses-
sion looking at various
aspects of Australian wildlife
of mutual interest.

The final session of the
two-day program will
involve consideration of
issues relating to the use of
analgesics and non-steroidal
anti-inflammatory drugs
(NSAIDs) in the treatment of
farm animals. The majority of
the program is to be devoted
to ethical and AEC issues.
These include matters associ-
ated with inspection of facili-
ties and animals in research
situations, and the complex
matter of the use of alterna-
tives to animals in teaching
situations.

Speakers will include Dr
Glenn Albrecht, a biological
ethicist and Dr Tom
Donnelly, an Australian vet-
erinarian working and teach-
ing in the USA in the area of
animal welfare and animal
facility inspections.

Coming up

Consciousness, cognition
and animal welfare
UFAW Symposium

11-12 May, 2000
London

Contact: Dr Stephen
Wickens, UFAW

Tel: 44-01582-831818
Fax: 44-01582-831414

email:wickens@ufaw.org.uk

Australian Veterinary
Association Conference

25-30 June, 2000
Perth

Contact:Ms Doreen Culliver,
AVACOS

7 Phipps Place, Deakin,
ACT 2600

Tel: 02-6285-2600
Fax: 02-6285-3600

email: avacos@ava.com.au

International Conference
on Animal Science and

Veterinary Medicine
towards the 
21st century 

(ICA SVM 2000)
12-15 August, 2000

Beijing, China
Contact: Ms Xu Jinhua
Fax: 86-10-6289-5351

email:
xmskyczy@public3.bta.net.cn

ANZCCART 2000
Conference

Farm animals in research
— can we meet the

demands of ethics, welfare,
science and industry?

30 November - 1
December, 2000  Adelaide

Contact: ANZCCART’s
Adelaide office for details.

tel: 08-8303 7393
email: anzccart@waite.

adelaide.edu.au

XXI World Buiatrics
Congress

4-8 December, 2000
Punta del Este, Uruguay
Contact: Gabriela Rohr

Congressos and Reuniones
Cerrito 307

Montevideo 11.000
Uruguay

Fax: 598-2-916-8902
email: grohr@rohrsa.com;

or
rjsu@adinet.com.uy
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New Chair in
Animal Welfare in

Canada

The Atlantic Veterinary
College of the
University of Prince

Edward Island, Canada, has
obtained funding for a new
Chair in Animal Welfare and
will also provide a significant
increase in the scope of the
current Animal Welfare Unit
at the College.

This Unit will be expand-
ed to become the Animal
Welfare Centre, whose func-
tion is to advance knowledge
about issues of animal wel-
fare and related ethical con-
cerns through applied
research and teaching.

The appointee will work
with other faculty members
to develop graduate pro-
grams in veterinary medicine
specialising in animal welfare
and will develop an under-
graduate course for veteri-
nary students and a continu-
ing education program for
veterinarians and other inter-
ested persons.

For further information
about the Animal Welfare
Unit, contact is website :
www.upei.ca/-avc

Scientific use of
animals in Canada,

1997

The Fall, 1999 issue of
Resource, the newsletter
of the Canadian

Council on Animal Care
(CCAC), has published de-
tailed data on the numbers
and types of animals used in
research, teaching and test-
ing.

These data were collated
using the Animal Data Use
Form, introduced in 1996.
Numbers of animals used are
broken down according to
species, purposes of use and
categories of invasiveness as

defined by the CCAC.
Compared to the 1996

data, the figures from 1997
showed a 24.6% decrease in
the total numbers of animals
used, from 1,952,045 to
1,471,611.  A substantial
decrease in the number of fish
used accounted for 82% of
that decrease.  Fewer mice,
domestic birds and wild
species were used in 1997, but
there was a net increase in he
numbers of rats, farm animals
and reptiles used in 1997.

Copies of the CCAC
Survey of Animal Use 1997
and the Numbers of Animals
Used in 1997 per Purpose of
Animal Use and Category of
Invasiveness can be obtained
from the CCAC (email:cgau-
thier@bart.ccac.ca).  The
CCAC website address is
www.ccac.ca

Workshop for
Laboratory Animal

Managers

This two and a half day
workshop, co-spon-
sored by the

University of Melbourne , the
Ludwig Institute and ANZC-
CART, will be held at the
University of Melbourne on
Tuesday 30 and Wednesday
31 May and Thursday 1 June,
2000.  This workshop is for
animal house managers in
Australia and New Zealand
and will be led by Mr Fred
Douglas, Director of
Laboratory Animal Care at
Purdue University, USA.

Mr Douglas has been an
organiser and speaker at the
ILAM (Institute of Laboratory
Animal Managers) Labor-
atory Animal House
Managers’ Course in the
USA.  The Melbourne work-
shop will cover the following
topics:

• determining staff levels;
• hiring the right staff;
• developing a good train-

ing program;

• evaluating performance;
• personal leadership skills;

and
• dealing with difficult peo-

ple.

The venue is Lecture
Theatre 4, level 3, Medical
Building, University of
Melbourne, Grattan Street,
Carlton.

For further information, con-
tact:

Dr Lyndal Scott
Animal Welfare Officer
University of Melbourne
Parkville  3010
Tel: 03 9344 4070
email:
l . s c o t t @ r e s e a r c h . u n i m e l b . e d u .
au

NIH report on
monoclonal antibody

production

The US National
Institutes of Health
(NIH) has released a

report from a panel of experts
convened by the National
Research Council (NRC) and
the Institute of Laboratory
Animal Resources (ILAR) on
monoclonal antibody (mab)

production.  This followed
petitions from the American
Anti-Vivisection Society
(AAVS) and the Alternative
Research and Development
Foundation (ARDF), seeking
a ban on the mouse ascites
method for mab production.

The report is available on:
h t t p : / / g r a n t s . n i h . g o v / g r a n t s
/policy/antibodies.pdf

Seminar on 
transgenics to be
held in Sydney

This is to be held on 7
June, 2000 from 12 noon
to 3pm at the

University of New South
Wales in Sydney.  It will
address the theme that “the
next phase, if not the current
phase, of biological research
would emphasise genetic
manipulation as the domi-
nant tool of investigators”.

For further details contact:

Dr Susan Maastricht
Tel: 02-9311-3477
Fax: 02-9311-3727

email:
s.maastricht@unsw.edu.au
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