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University of Melbourne, Animal Care and Use Policy (Draft 17 Dec 2024) 

  

24 January 2025 

Submission by Animal-Free Science Advocacy  

  

General comments  

Animal-Free Science Advocacy (AFSA) thanks The University of Melbourne for the 

opportunity to provide feedback on this consultation. We strongly encourage the adoption of 

policies and procedures that not only strengthen animal welfare standards, but also accelerate 

the transition toward scientifically validated animal-free models and methods that can replace 

the use of animals in science, research and teaching.  

  

We support the proposal to split the existing Research Ethics and Biorisk Management Policy 

(MPF1341) into three separate policies. This change will enhance clarity regarding 

procedures, oversight mechanisms and compliance requirements. Our feedback specifically 

addresses the Animal Care and Use Policy, as noted below, with suggested amendments 

where applicable.  

   

Overall, we believe the draft policy is progressive and well-constructed. We particularly 

welcome the inclusion of prohibited practices such as the forced smoke and swim tests. 

AFSA has actively campaigned against these harmful and outdated experiments, advocating 

for their elimination across Australia. Additionally, we urge the University to consider taking 

bold steps toward ending the use of primates in research, a practice that raises significant 

ethical and scientific concerns.   

  

We also believe the policy could be strengthened by prioritising and emphasising the 

principle of Replacement, the first of the ‘3Rs’ outlined in the Australian Code for the Care 

and Use of Animals for Scientific Purposes (2013). Greater alignment with this principle 

would signal the University’s commitment to fostering innovation in human-relevant research 

methods.  

  

We appreciate The University of Melbourne’s openness for feedback and value the 

opportunity to contribute to this important consultation. AFSA remains available to provide 

further guidance or support in the implementation of these recommendations, and looks 

forward to the University’s continued leadership in this area.  

 Section Original text Comment Suggested amendment 

Objectives 

1.2     The reflected commitment 

could include financial support. 

Addition of:  
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For example, UNSW have 

offered a 3Rs funding scheme 

since 2019: 

https://www.inside.unsw.edu.a

u/innovation-and-

engagement/unsw-grants-

awarded-projects-promoting-

the-3rs-in-research   

  

This would support 4.5 (d)  

(h) funding of an annual 

3Rs grant program with 

a focus on Replacement, 

accessible to staff, 

students and 

researchers.  

1.2    The reflected commitment 

could include ongoing 

professional development and 

training support for University 

employees and AECs on 

ethics, the 3Rs and non-animal 

research methods.   

  

This would support 5.2 (f)  

Addition of:  

(i) ongoing professional 

development and 

training for university 

employees and AECs on 

ethics, the 3Rs and non-

animal research 

methods.  

1.2    The reflected commitment 

could help strengthen the 

University’s focus on 

conscientious objection as 

outlined in its Selection and 

Admission Policy, as well as 

support the ongoing oversight 

and review of this policy:  

https://policy.unimelb.edu.au/

MPF1295/#section-10  

  

1.2    The reflected commitment 

could include allocating 

financial resources to ensure 

minimum staffing levels, as 

universities often lack 

sufficient resources to 

effectively implement 

supportive policies and 

procedures. Failure to meet 

minimum staffing requirements 

  

https://www.inside.unsw.edu.au/innovation-and-engagement/unsw-grants-awarded-projects-promoting-the-3rs-in-research
https://www.inside.unsw.edu.au/innovation-and-engagement/unsw-grants-awarded-projects-promoting-the-3rs-in-research
https://www.inside.unsw.edu.au/innovation-and-engagement/unsw-grants-awarded-projects-promoting-the-3rs-in-research
https://www.inside.unsw.edu.au/innovation-and-engagement/unsw-grants-awarded-projects-promoting-the-3rs-in-research
https://www.inside.unsw.edu.au/innovation-and-engagement/unsw-grants-awarded-projects-promoting-the-3rs-in-research
https://policy.unimelb.edu.au/MPF1295/#section-10
https://policy.unimelb.edu.au/MPF1295/#section-10
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can create a psychologically 

unsafe environment and 

compromise animal welfare. 

Such resourcing would align 

with the principles outlined in 

The Code.  

Scope 

2.2 (c)    We recommend including 

evidence of a University policy 

that specifically protects 

animals used in the arts.  

  

2.4   In the case of 

University activities 

governed by external 

Animal Ethics 

Committees, this policy 

should be read in 

conjunction with 

policies and procedures 

applicable to the host 

organisation.  

The current wording does not 

guarantee that animal research 

conducted under cross-

institutional agreements would 

align with the institution 

maintaining the highest 

standard of animal welfare. We 

suggest adding new points to 

explicitly reflect this 

commitment and ensure that 

lower standards are not 

accepted.   

Addition of: 

Research governed by 

external AECs or 

Boards should only 

receive cross-

institutional approval if 

it meets standards 

equivalent to or higher 

than those approved by 

the Australian AEC.  

Policy 

4.1  The University is 

committed to the 

responsible, ethical, 

humane and compliant 

care and use of animals 

for scientific purposes, 

where such use is 

justified by the benefits 

to the community. 

The statement does not address 

the possibility of ruling out 

commercial benefit of the 

research. A significant portion 

of animal research is conducted 

for the independent testing of 

pharmaceutical products and 

devices, which cannot be 

justified as a direct benefit to 

the community since the 

immediate benefit is financial 

gain for the University through 

funding.  This could be either 

amended to eliminate financial 

gain as the primary 
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justification, or acknowledge 

that this is accepted as a benefit 

under the policy.  

4.4  Program Participants 

must only use animals 

for scientific purposes 

(e.g. breeding, research 

or teaching) where:  

(a) a properly 

constituted AEC, 

named on the relevant 

Scientific Procedures 

Premises Licence, has 

determined that the 

use is justified by the 

benefits; and  

(b) with the 

authorisation of the 

Licence Nominee 

appointed for the 

relevant licensed 

premises on which the 

use will occur (or, in 

the case of an interstate 

licence, the relevant 

Dean). 

The principle of 

Replacement—the first of the 

3Rs—should be emphasised 

here, as animals should only be 

used when no valid alternatives 

exist, and replacements must be 

actively considered in 

accordance with The Code.  

 

Consultation with experts on 

non-animal models and 

methods can include, but is not 

limited to, specialists in 

organoids and organ-on-chip 

models (e.g., from the Non-

Animal Technology Network or 

the Monash Organoid 

Program), in silico virtual 

digital human models, and 

international experts from 

Centres for Alternatives to 

Animal Testing, such as those 

at Johns Hopkins University or 

Konstanz University.  

 

Evidence supporting the need to 

prioritise replacement 

considerations at the funding 

stage is provided by 

investigations conducted by 

Replacing Animal Research 

UK, which offers a useful 

checklist available here: 

https://replacinganimalresearch.

org.uk/wp-

Addition of:  

(c) no scientifically valid 

alternative is available, 

and this must be 

justified through 

consultation with 

experts on non-animal 

models and methods. 

This justification should 

be established prior to 

submitting an animal 

ethics application and, 

ideally, during the 

funding application 

stage.  

https://replacinganimalresearch.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Replacement-Checklist-Handout.pdf
https://replacinganimalresearch.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Replacement-Checklist-Handout.pdf
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content/uploads/2024/12/Repla

cement-Checklist-Handout.pdf  

 

In Australia, anecdotal evidence 

suggests a similar issue, where 

research is often already 

designed and funded by the 

time it reaches the AEC. At that 

stage, requiring researchers to 

search for alternatives is 

unlikely to result in more than 

tokenistic efforts.  

 

Therefore, the search for and 

consideration of replacement 

options must occur during the 

funding stage.  

Prohibited activities 

5.8    There is substantial evidence 

questioning the scientific value 

of mono- and polyclonal 

animal-derived antibodies, as 

recognised by the European 

Union. A new database is now 

available to source non-animal 

recombinant antibodies, 

providing a viable replacement 

option that should be utilised:  

https://antibodies.humanspecifi

cresearch.org/why-use-animal-

free-antibodies/  

https://www.ture.com/articles/s

41587-020-0687-9  

  

Both AFSA and RSPCA 

policies advocate for the 

prohibition of non-human 

primates in research. AFSA’s 

Addition of:  

(g) use of non-human 

primates  

(h) use of cats and dogs 

unless they are the 

direct benefactor of the 

research  

(i) xenotransplantation  

(j) development and 

production of animal-

based monoclonal and 

polyclonal antibodies   

(k) the study of human 

pain and psychological 

conditions and emotions 

(l) animal models of 

traumatic brain injury 

research  

https://replacinganimalresearch.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Replacement-Checklist-Handout.pdf
https://replacinganimalresearch.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Replacement-Checklist-Handout.pdf
https://antibodies.humanspecificresearch.org/why-use-animal-free-antibodies/
https://antibodies.humanspecificresearch.org/why-use-animal-free-antibodies/
https://antibodies.humanspecificresearch.org/why-use-animal-free-antibodies/
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41587-020-0687-9
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41587-020-0687-9
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position on primate research in 

outlined on our website:   

https://animalfreescienceadvoc

acy.org.au/ending-primate-

experiments/  

 

This would support 4.5 (a)  

5.8 (b)   cosmetic testing on 

animals  

Cosmetics testing should be 

extended to include industrial 

chemicals testing. While 

Australia does not have a full 

prohibition on animal testing 

for industrial chemicals, many 

industrial chemicals are used in 

cosmetics, meaning that an 

industrial chemical could be 

tested for an end use in 

cosmetics.   

testing of any chemical 

on animals if it will have 

an end use as a cosmetic  

5.8 (e)   animal surgeries, 

unless during the 

entire length of the 

operation, the animal is 

under the influence of 

an anaesthetic so as to 

be insensible to any 

pain  

  

The wording suggests that 

anyone, including a student or 

investigator, would be able to 

perform surgery. This raises 

concerns about potential 

adverse incidents resulting 

from animal surgeries being 

conducted by individuals who 

are not veterinary-trained or 

qualified.   

 

Suggest to instruct provision of 

preventative  pain relief when 

pain is anticipated/possible  

animal surgeries unless 

during the entire length 

of the operation, the 

animal is under the 

influence of both 

anaesthetic and 

analgesia and the 

surgery is conducted by 

a qualified veterinarian 

or supervised by one in 

the case of veterinary 

training  

Veterinary care  

5.11 (d)  timely  We recommend including 

specific details, such as 

ensuring 24/7 access to a 

qualified veterinarian and 

animal welfare monitoring by a 

  

https://animalfreescienceadvocacy.org.au/ending-primate-experiments/
https://animalfreescienceadvocacy.org.au/ending-primate-experiments/
https://animalfreescienceadvocacy.org.au/ending-primate-experiments/
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qualified veterinary nurse 

during unstaffed periods.   

Reporting a concern, issue or inquiry 

5.13  Where complaints 

raise the possibility of a 

breach of the 

standards governing 

the responsible conduct 

of research, they are 

handled in accordance 

with the University’s 

Research Integrity and 

Misconduct Policy and 

the Australian Code 

for the Responsible 

Conduct of Research.  

We suggest stating that the 

relevant policies are publicly 

available.  

 

We also suggest including 

specific penalties for 

noncompliance with the policy 

to ensure accountability and 

enforcement. 

  

Conclusion of involvement and re-homing 

5.14   Program Participants 

will consider 

opportunities to re-

home animals at the 

conclusion of their 

involvement in the 

Animal Care and Use 

Program, and any such 

re-homing will occur 

under the oversight of 

the AEC and in 

accordance with the 

Ancillary 

Requirements: 

Rehoming Procedure 

Guideline, [link] 

species-specific 

guidelines, the 

requirements of the 

Code and any 

applicable legislation. 

It is critical that re-homing is 

addressed at the animal ethics 

application stage—not as a 

tokenistic activity. We suggest 

strengthening the wording and 

expanding on the measures 

taken to facilitate re-homing.   

  

This would support 4.5 (a)  

Program Participants 

must consider 

opportunities to re-

home animals in their 

animal ethics 

application, and any 

such re-homing will 

occur under the 

oversight of the AEC 

and in accordance with 

the Ancillary 

Requirements: 

Rehoming Procedure 

Guideline, [link] species-

specific guidelines, the 

requirements of the 

Code and any applicable 

legislation. Participants 

must provide valid 

justification explaining 

why animals are deemed 

unfit for re-homing and 
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outline the specific 

circumstances leading to 

this determination.  

Definitions 

    We suggest defining ‘sentient’ 

to strengthen the 

implementation of the policy.  

  

Like humans, most animals are 

sentient, meaning they can 

experience pain and suffering.   

  

Sentience also 

implies autonomy and agency, 

meaning that like humans, 

animals have preferences—

such as the desire for fresh air, 

the ability to engage and thrive 

in their natural environment, 

and, importantly, the 

preference to avoid suffering 

and discomfort.  

  

    We suggest defining ‘humane 

killing’ to strengthen the 

implementation of the policy.  

  

    We suggest defining ‘forced 

smoke test’ and ‘forced swim 

test’ in accordance with 

NHMRC guidelines.   

  

    We suggest defining ‘Program 

Participant’ as this field was 

left blank.  

  

 

  

 


