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“Deakin University aims to be a catalyst for
positive change for the individuals and the

communities it serves. It aspires to be
recognised as Australia's most progressive

university.”

—Deakin University Act 2009

“We want everyone to feel encouraged to speak
up and share their diverse experiences, ideas
and perspectives in a place where they feel

empowered to challenge ideas and contribute to
new processes, enjoy flexible ways of studying

and working, and make a positive impact for the
whole community.”
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isabellemilevoj@gmail.com

Dear Deakin University, 

As a Bachelor of Science student at Deakin, I completed a professional practice
placement under the guidance of Dr. Adam Cardilini. The result was this report,
stemming from my personal experience attending your University.

At Deakin, I participated in learning activities using animal organs and other
tissues. When I asked laboratory staff about the acquisition methods, they
couldn't provide any information—through no fault of their own as they were not
required to. 

My personal values regarding animal treatment meant I was uncomfortable
making uninformed decisions about my participation in these activities. It did not
occur to me that I might make a conscientious objection and potentially complete
an alternative learning activity. 

Initially, I refrained from speaking to my Unit Chairs, wanting to meet their
expectations and excel academically. 

When undertaking a unit with focus on animal use in science, I approached Dr.
Cardilini with my concerns. He introduced me to Deakin’s Conscientious
Objection Procedure (within Deakin’s Animal Ethics and Welfare Procedure). 

Though valuable, the procedure contains significant gaps. It is my belief that
students and teaching staff—especially those who may be unfamiliar with the
nuances of animal ethics—would benefit from more comprehensive policy
guidance.

Deakin University excels as a leader in progressive, student-centred education. As
both an alumnus and current student, I feel empowered by University staff and
policies. In line with these high standards, I offer in this report opportunities to
improve Deakin's Conscientious Objection Procedure. It is my hope that it
empowers students to learn in a way that supports their ethical, cultural, and
religious commitments.

Warmly,

— Isabelle Milevoj
Student, Deakin University

https://policy.deakin.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=56


Analysis of the current Procedure, revealed these critical issues:

- Defensive Framing: The current Procedure fails to inform and empower
students effectively.

- Narrow Scope: The Procedure addresses only live animal use, neglecting
ethical concerns about cadavers and animal-derived materials. Some
species are excluded by the Procedure.

- Insufficient Transparency: While Deakin provides public access to the
Procedure, students lack the specific information about animal use in
courses and units required to make informed decisions about their learning.
The availability of alternative learning experiences is not promoted.

- Limited Alternatives: The Procedure lacks mandates for high-quality,
humane alternatives to animal-based activities.

- Legal Vulnerabilities: These limitations expose Deakin University to legal
risks under relevant legislation. 

Executive Summary

This report evaluates Deakin University's Animal Ethics and Welfare
Procedure, with particular focus on conscientious objection.

After evaluating conscientious objection policies across Australian
universities, opportunities for improvement have been identified. 

Deakin University has established itself as a progressive institution. With
some small updates, Deakin could become a national leader in
conscientious objection policy. 

This analysis addresses critical gaps in the current framework and
proposes revisions to create a more student-centred policy. A template for
a revised procedure accompanies this report.

Key findings

https://policy.deakin.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=56
https://policy.deakin.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=56


Recommendations

(1) Expand Scope: Include all forms of animal use explicitly. 

(2) Require Alternatives: Mandate development of quality alternatives with
equivalent learning outcomes.

(3) Enhance Transparency: Publish the Procedure in the University
Handbook, outline animal use in course materials, and disclose sources of
animal tissues. 

(4) Establish Oversight: Create a dedicated Conscientious Objection
Committee and Review Board with a neutral appeals process. 

(5) Provide Template: Provide a standardised template to students to
streamline objection submission and evaluation.

Benefits of Implementation

Implementing these recommendations will deliver many advantages:

- Inclusivity: Creates a collaborative learning environment that respects
diverse ethical, cultural, and religious perspectives. 

- Innovation: Strengthens Deakin's position as a pioneer in ethical
education. 

- Animal Welfare: Reflects contemporary ethical standards and reduces
unnecessary harm. 

- Operational Efficiency: Streamlines administrative processes and
supports teaching staff.

- Economic Advantages: Alternative learning methods often reduce costs
and save time. 

- Legal Compliance: Aligns with anti-discrimination legislation and ethical
codes, reducing legal and reputational risks. 
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Introduction

Conscientious objection procedures are crucial frameworks designed to
accommodate the ethical, moral, or religious beliefs of individuals. These
policies recognise that students may have deeply held convictions
preventing their participation in animal-based activities.

Deakin University nurtures a culturally diverse community. The University
demonstrates its commitment to inclusivity through a publicly accessible
Conscientious Objection Procedure—creating a strong foundation for an
improved framework to meet evolving ethical standards.

Deakin's current Procedure fails to support students seeking to raise
conscientious objections. Its narrow scope neglects ethical concerns about
animal cadavers, tissues, and other animal-derived materials used in
teaching. This undermines the Procedure's effectiveness but presents an
opportunity to realign with Deakin's core values.

In the past, universities have faced legal consequences for inadequate
conscientious objection policies (Knight, 2002). Anti-discrimination
legislation and human rights frameworks protect religious, ethical, and
philosophical beliefs. Failure to accommodate conscientious objections
exposes institutions to potential legal challenges.

Why change?

Life and health sciences education has traditionally relied on animal use.
Societal attitudes towards this are shifting as students advocate for
humane educational alternatives (Knight, 2002).

These alternatives encompass:

- Computer simulations,
- Instructional videos,
- Supervised clinical experiences,
- Patient simulators,
- Non-invasive self-experimentation,
- Ethically sourced preserved 
   specimens and cadavers,
- Anatomical models and mannequins.



Australian University
Is a conscientious objection

policy publicly available?
(0 = No, 1 = Yes)

Deakin University 1

Australian Catholic University 0

Australian National University 0

Avondale University 0

Bond University 0

Charles Darwin University 1

Charles Sturt University 1

CQ University 1

Curtin University 1

Edith Cowan University 0

Research supports the effectiveness of humane teaching methods.
Zemanova and Knight (2021) conducted a systematic review revealing
superior learning outcomes in 30% of studies using humane methods, while
60% demonstrated equivalent results.

Many institutes acknowledge these advancements. Murdoch University
pioneered this shift in 1998, becoming the first Australian university to
implement a conscientious objection policy for animal use in education. 

My 2024 investigation into all Australian universities revealed half now
provide public access to conscientious objection policies, reflecting a
national trend towards reduced harmful animal use in science education
(see Table 1). For further comparison of university policies, see Appendix 1.

Table 1

Availability of Conscientious Objection Policies at Australian Universities,

2024

https://policy.deakin.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=56
https://policies.cdu.edu.au/view-current.php?id=194
https://policy.csu.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=511
https://delivery-cqucontenthub.stylelabs.cloud/api/public/content/assessment-policy-and-procedure-higher-education-coursework.pdf
https://s30991.pcdn.co/about/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2023/02/Conscientious_Objection_Procedures.pdf


Federation University of Australia 1

Flinders University 0

Griffith University 1

James Cook University 0

La Trobe University 1

Macquarie University 0

Monash University 0

Murdoch University 1

Queensland University of Technology 0

RMIT University 1

Southern Cross University 0

Swinburne University of Technology 1

Torrens University Australia 0

University of Adelaide 1

University of Canberra 1

University of Divinity 0

University of Melbourne 1

University of New England 1

University of New South Wales 0

https://policy.federation.edu.au/research/procedures/research_ethics/ch11.php
https://sharepointpubstor.blob.core.windows.net/policylibrary-prod/Objections%20to%20the%20Use%20of%20Animals%20in%20Teaching%20Policy.pdf
https://policies.latrobe.edu.au/document/view.php?id=224
https://murdoch.navexone.com/content/dotNet/documents/?docid=3085&public=true
https://policies.rmit.edu.au/document/view.php?id=82
https://www.swinburne.edu.au/research/ethics-integrity/animal-research/
https://www.adelaide.edu.au/staff/research/system/files/media/documents/2019-08/animal-users-handbook.pdf
https://www.canberra.edu.au/uc-research/graduate-research/current-research-students/study/research-project-management/integrity-and-ethics/ethics/accordion/animal_ethics/animal-ethics-documents/Animal-Ethics_Complaints-Procedure_updated-2018.pdf
https://policy.unimelb.edu.au/MPF1295/#section-10
https://www.une.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/348174/UNE-AEC-Operating-Procedures.pdf


University of Newcastle 0

University of Notre Dame Australia 0

University of Queensland 1

University of South Australia 1

University of Southern Queensland 0

University of Sydney 1

University of Tasmania 0

University of Technology Sydney 1

University of the Sunshine Coast 0

University of Western Australia 0

University of Wollongong 1

Victoria University 1

Western Sydney University 0

Total: 50%

Deakin University ranks among the progressive institutions offering public
access to their conscientious objection policies. However, the current
Procedure lacks the comprehensiveness needed to adequately support
students.

Though searchable online, the Procedure receives little promotion within
course materials or from teaching staff. It fails to provide clear guidance on
raising objections or potential outcomes, leaving students uncertain about
pursuing this option.
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This mirrors my personal experience. Despite discomfort with certain
required learning activities in my science units, I remained unaware of my
right to conscientiously object. Laboratory staff I queried lacked knowledge
about animal tissue sources or methods of euthanasia. They did not refer to
the Procedure, which also went unmentioned in the University Handbook,
Unit Guides, and other course materials.

I discovered the Procedure only after consulting Dr. Cardilini, a senior
lecturer specialising in this area—too late to make informed decisions about
my learning experience. Students who are aware of the Procedure are likely
to struggle to anticipate which learning activities involve animal use based
on available course materials. This hampers both students and teaching
staff from arranging alternatives in advance.

Deakin could benefit from conducting more extensive research in this area.
Understanding student awareness, perceptions, and experiences with
conscientious objections could inform development of a more effective
Procedure.

Whether the University currently captures data on conscientious objection
is unclear. Establishing a process to record and analyse this information
could ensure the Procedure reflects current needs.

11



Limitations of the Current Procedure

Deakin University strives to provide an inclusive academic environment.
However, the current Conscientious Objection Procedure undermines this
goal by restricting students with diverse ethical values from fully engaging
in their education. Addressing these limitations will ensure all students feel
confident, supported, and respected throughout their learning journey:

(1) Defensive Framing: The current Procedure lacks accessible,
comprehensive guidance for students seeking to make objections. This
deprives students of essential information needed to understand and
exercise their rights and values.
 
(2) Exclusionary Nature: The current Procedure restricts conscientious
objection to core units, unnecessarily limiting student choice and access to
learning opportunities based on ethical beliefs. This restriction could
discourage enrolment when students anticipate their ethical concerns
won't receive accommodation.
 
The requirement to submit objections through Unit Chairs creates a barrier.
Students recognise Unit Chairs have a direct say in learning delivery,
potentially discouraging objections due to fear of causing offence or facing
repercussions.
 
The absence of a formal appeals process compounds these challenges,
leaving students without recourse when dissatisfied with objection
outcomes.

(3) Potential for Harm: Animal use perceived as harmful causes moral
distress for students required to participate in activities conflicting with
their values. This distress diminishes observational and critical thinking
skills, promotes emotional numbing, and undermines personal conscience
in academic settings (Cunningham, 2000; Fawcett & Mullan, 2018; Tiplady,
2012). Reducing reliance on animal use mitigates this harm and creates a
more supportive learning environment.

The current Procedure focuses solely on welfare concerns for live animals,
overlooking important ethical dimensions. By limiting its scope to species
classified as animals under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act
(POCTA), the Procedure fails to acknowledge the capacity for suffering
among many excluded species. This narrow definition will continue to be
problematic as Victoria's developing Animal Care and Protection Laws
expand protections to include a wider range of species.
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The Procedure fails to mandate disclosure of tissue sources used in
educational activities. Common industry suppliers may employ practices
that violate the ethical standards of some students. For example, many view
commercial livestock breeding and slaughter as exploitative and
unsustainable. This creates ethical conflicts for those who believe
education should not compromise animal welfare.
 
By allowing harmful practices to persist, the current Procedure undermines
efforts to promote sustainable and ethical interactions with the natural
world. The University has a crucial opportunity to educate future
generations about ethical and respectful engagement with animals.
 
The current Procedure does not require staff to justify all animal use or
demonstrate adherence to the National Health and Medical Research
Council's governing principles of Replacement, Reduction, and Refinement
(2021). Consequently, animals frequently appear in teaching scenarios
where humane alternatives could achieve identical educational outcomes.

(4) Lack of Transparency: Prospective students receive no information
about animal use in courses before enrolment. Current students likewise
lack details about animal use in laboratory settings or assessments within
unit information. This prevents informed decisions and delays
conscientious objection processes, ultimately increasing staff workload.
 
The University provides no definition of conscientiously held beliefs,
creating potential difficulties for staff evaluating objections.

(5) Legal Liability: Universities have faced legal challenges due to
inadequate conscientious objection policy (Knight, 2002). Conscientious
objection represents a legitimate and often legally protected provision
within Australian society (Knight, 2014). The Australian Code for the Care
and Use of Animals for Scientific Purposes mandates that institutions
maintain procedures addressing complaints and non-compliance relating to
animal use in science, including:

“Section 5.1 (i) complaints concerning the care and use of animals by the
institution, including conscientious objection in the case of teaching

activities”.
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And:

“Section 2.1.5 (iv) ensuring that policies and procedures are made
available to all relevant people and AEC members, and are promoted

within the institution. This includes institutional policies on the care and
use of animals, work health and safety, confidentiality, freedom of

information legislation, legal requirements, conscientious objection in the
case of teaching activities, privacy and commercial-in-confidence

considerations”. 

The governing principles ensure universities apply:

“1.1 (v) applying Replacement, Reduction and Refinement (the 3Rs) at all
stages of animal care and use: (a) the Replacement of animals with other

methods (b) the Reduction in the number of animals used (c) the
Refinement of techniques used to minimise the adverse impact on

animals”

Similar jurisdictions also recognise the right to conscientious objection. For
example, in New South Wales a fundamental principle holds that individuals
should never face compulsion to act against their conscience (New South
Wales Law Reform Commission, 1984). 

Universities failing to provide alternatives to animal-based learning
experiences face vulnerability to legal challenges and potential damages,
particularly when disregarding conscientious objection. Such cases often
generate considerable adverse publicity (Knight, 2014).

Universities attempting to restrict enrolment to students accepting animal
use risk legal challenges. This includes requiring students to sign
participation agreements upon enrolment, mandating conscientious
objection registration at enrolment, or screening to exclude potential
objectors. These practices could also discourage applicants who fear
discrimination.

14



Recommendations

The following recommendations aim to create a policy that supports
students in navigating their education with confidence, consistency, and
respect for their ethical convictions. By implementing these changes,
Deakin University can ensure students feel empowered to act in alignment
with their personal values while meeting academic requirements.

Recommendations for revision to Deakin's Animal Ethics and Welfare
Procedure include:

(1) Expand Scope: Broaden the definition of animal use to include all animal
species, regardless of classification. Extend coverage to animal cadavers
and materials derived from animals. Make conscientious objections
available for activities within all units, including elective units.
 
(2) Ensure Alternatives: Units involving approved animal use must provide
alternative learning activities without animal involvement. These
alternatives must require equivalent time and effort while delivering
comparable knowledge and skill outcomes.
 
(3) Improve Transparency: Publish the complete Conscientious Objection
Procedure in the University Handbook and summarise it in course materials
whenever animal use occurs. Course and unit publications must provide
detailed information about animal use, including:

- Which courses and units use animals.
- Species and number of animals used.
- Whether animals are live or deceased.
- How and where animals are sourced.
- Summary of procedures performed (such as dissection).
- Justification for animal use necessity.
- Details of refinement methods used to decrease suffering and maximise
wellbeing.
- Care details including housing conditions on or off campus, before and
after use.
- Whether and how animals are euthanised.
 
When courses involving animals commence, provide students with
applicable Australian guidelines, including the NHRMC Code.

15
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(4) Establish a Conscientious Objection Committee: A neutral third party
external to the objector's unit or course must evaluate objections to
prevent student-staff conflict and reduce burden on teaching staff who
may lack expertise in animal ethics.
 
Form a Conscientious Objection Committee comprising at minimum:

- A student representative.
- Law school academic.
- Researcher with substantial, recent experience using animals for scientific
purposes.
- Person with demonstrable commitment to and established experience in
animal welfare who remains uninvolved in animal use for scientific
purposes.

The Committee must:

- Develop guidelines determining whether objections align with the
University's definition of conscientiously held beliefs.
- Evaluate whether decisions carry negative legal implications or violate
statutory, regulatory, or University policy requirements.
- Document outcomes and approved alternatives for annual analysis.
- Produce an annual Conscientious Objection report informing future
learning experience delivery.
 
The Committee represents best practice for an inclusive, effective
Procedure. Alternative oversight options, in decreasing order of preference,
include:
- Creating an academic administrative role similar to special consideration
administration.
- Utilising the Animal Ethics Committee (AEC).
- Delegating to the Head of School.
 
Sufficient training must be provided to those in a dedicated administrative
role should one be established.
 

16



(5) Establish a Conscientious Objection Review Board: Form a Review Board
comprising at minimum:

- A student representative.
- Law school academic.
- Researcher with substantial, recent experience using animals for scientific
purposes.
- Person with demonstrable commitment to and established experience in
animal welfare who remains uninvolved in animal use for scientific
purposes.

The Review Board is to handle appeals of Committee decisions. Both
administration and conscientious objectors must perceive the Board as
balanced and impartial.
 
(6) Provide a Conscientious Objection Template: Develop and distribute an
appropriate template to assist students in submitting objections and ensure
evaluators receive all necessary information.

Rescued mice awaiting adoption at the Massachusetts SPCA [Photograph], by Jo-Anne McArthur, 2014, We Animals (https://weanimals.org/)
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Benefits of the Proposed Revisions

Implementing the recommended changes to the Procedure offers
significant advantages to both Deakin University and its students:

(1) Fostering a Collaborative and Inclusive Learning Environment: A revised
Procedure strengthens the partnership between staff and students. Clear
conscientious objection pathways welcome students from diverse
backgrounds, particularly those with religious, cultural, or ethical objections
to animal use.
 
This approach demonstrates Deakin's commitment to inclusivity by creating
an academic environment that honours diversity in personal beliefs. By
incorporating student input into policy decisions, Deakin acknowledges the
importance of personal agency and critical thinking in academic
development.
 
(2) Enhancing Innovation in Teaching and Learning: Encouraging humane
alternatives to animal-based methods promotes innovative teaching
approaches. Computer simulations, virtual labs, and other non-invasive
models create dynamic, flexible learning opportunities unconstrained by
traditional methods. These alternatives align with sustainability principles
through reduced resource consumption. 

(3) Reducing Animal Suffering: Expanded protections covering all animals
used in teaching—not just those defined by POCTA—ensure broader
application of ethical standards, reducing harm across all species.  

(4) Supporting Staff: A comprehensive, formalised Procedure equips staff
with clear policy guidelines. Teaching staff can develop alternatives to
animal-based activities proactively rather than responding reactively. This
systematic approach ensures consistent student treatment.

(5) Economic and Time-Saving Advantages: Humane alternatives like
computer simulations often cost less than traditional animal-based
methods. After initial technology investments, they typically remain usable
indefinitely, enabling repeated exercises and expanded learning
experiences without additional costs.
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Students engage with content at their preferred pace and can repeat
experiments to strengthen understanding. Research demonstrates the
time-saving benefits of alternative learning methodologies (Brown et al.,
1998; Dewhurst et al., 1994; Fawver et al., 1990). Students using simulations
can investigate more variables and combinations than those using real
animals.

(6) Meeting Legislative Requirements: A revised Procedure ensures
Deakin's compliance with relevant codes and anti-discrimination legislation.
Transparent, consistent policies for conscientious objection strengthen the
University's legal position.

Purported financial or administrative difficulties are not normally
considered a sufficient reason for an educational institution to deny the
right of conscientious objection (Knight, 2014). A university refusing a
conscientious objection request would be required to demonstrate that the
financial and administrative costs of accommodating such requests would
be so substantial that they would threaten the institution's ability to
continue operating (Knight, 2014).

This consideration holds particular relevance since humane teaching
methods typically cost less than animal-based approaches (Knight, 2014).

A sheep wearing a bell relaxes in a shaded outdoor spot at Pear Tree Farm Animal Sanctuary [Photograph], by James Gibson, 2022, We Animals
(https://weanimals.org/)
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Case Studies at Deakin

The following case studies highlight my experiences as a second-year
Bachelor of Science student at Deakin University. They illustrate learning
experiences involving animal use and demonstrate critical shortcomings in
the University's current Conscientious Objection Procedure.

A bullfrog used for breeding sits partially submerged in murky water on a frog farm [Photograph], by Seb Alex, 2022, We Animals
(https://weanimals.org/)

https://weanimals.org/


Example: Inadequate Course Information 

The current Procedure fails to require public disclosure of animal use
necessary for course completion. This critical information would enable
students to make informed educational choices before enrolment.
 
Publicly available information for the Bachelor of Science (S320) omits any
mention that animal use represents a mandatory component of the course.
Prospective or current students searching the course page find no
reference to this requirement.
 
Major sequences within this course—for example Animal Biology, Cell
Biology and Genomics, and Human Biology—also lack transparency
regarding animal use in their public overviews.
 
The University Handbook (2025) neglects to detail animal use requirements
or conscientious objection options.
 
Examining for instance specific units like Systems Physiology (SLE221), a
core unit within the Human Biology major, reveals no indication that
laboratory practicals involve observation and conduction of dissections of
hearts, lungs, kidneys, and whole foetal pigs.
 
Once enrolled, students encounter additional barriers. The Unit Guide,
often reviewed for assessment details at unit commencement, obscures
animal use activities. For example, Systems Physiology learning outcomes
merely state "identify the structure and function of several of the major
systems within the body," while assessment descriptions vaguely mention
"Assessment 3 Practical discussions." This provides insufficient information
about the dissections conducted in practicals.
 
Laboratory materials neither inform students about conscientious
objection options nor provide procedural guidance. The source of animal
organs and cadavers remains undisclosed in materials, and tutors lack this
knowledge when questioned. These gaps severely restrict students' ability
to make informed participation decisions or submit conscientious
objections with sufficient advance notice for alternative arrangements.
 

https://www.deakin.edu.au/course/bachelor-science
https://www.deakin.edu.au/courses/major/animal-biology-bachelor-science
https://www.deakin.edu.au/courses/major/cell-biology-and-genomics-bachelor-science
https://www.deakin.edu.au/courses/major/cell-biology-and-genomics-bachelor-science
https://www.deakin.edu.au/courses/major/human-biology-bachelor-science
https://www.deakin.edu.au/students/enrolment-and-fees/manage-your-course/handbooks
https://www.deakin.edu.au/courses-search/unit.php?unit=SLE221


This information vacuum increases the likelihood of last-minute objections,
creating unnecessary administrative burdens for staff. The current
Procedure undermines Unit Chairs striving to deliver thorough, inclusive
learning experiences.

Despite public availability on the University website, the Procedure
receives minimal distribution among students. Despite my special interest
in animal welfare—making me more likely than most to know about such
policies—I remained unaware of its existence. This underscores the urgent
need to increase visibility of the Conscientious Objection Procedure at
Deakin.

Recently rescued pig Laura peeks at the camera while lying in her bed at the farm sanctuary Santuario Igualdad in Chile [Photograph], by
Gabriela Penela, 2016, We Animals (https://weanimals.org/)

https://weanimals.org/


Example: Necessity of Animal Use in
Assessments

The current Procedure does not require justification for animal use within
learning activities and assessments. The NHMRC guiding principles require
education providers to replace animals with alternative methods and
reduce animal numbers whenever possible (2021). A revised Procedure
should support Unit Chairs in developing activities aligned with this
legislation.
 
Additionally, the Procedure does not mandate disclosure of animal sources
used in learning activities.
 
These procedural deficiencies emerge clearly in an assessment from a
second-year unit in the School of Life and Environmental Sciences—a core
unit for Cell Biology and Genomics and Human Biology majors within
Deakin's Bachelor of Science program.
 
The University Handbook and Unit Guide describe this assessment merely
as an "Online quiz and report in poster format," without mentioning
required animal use. Only upon enrolment do laboratory materials reveal
that students must extract DNA from chicken tissues (muscle, blood, and
feathers) to determine chick sex.
 
Neither laboratory materials nor tutors provide information about chicken
tissue origins. The conscientious objection option remains unmentioned
throughout course materials.

Each student receives one tissue type for DNA extraction. Most extractions
and analyses fail, prompting instructions to use shared class data for report
writing—highlighting the unnecessary nature of chicken materials when
students could achieve identical learning outcomes analysing pre-existing
data.
 

https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/about-us/publications/australian-code-care-and-use-animals-scientific-purposes


While the practical skills taught (DNA extraction, Polymerase Chain
Reaction, and Gel Electrophoresis) hold value, these skills can be effectively
taught without animal-derived materials. Plant-based DNA extraction would
eliminate ethical concerns while satisfying legislative requirements for
animal replacement.
 
Animal material wastage appears in other learning activities too. In another
core Human Biology unit, additional organs were provided for observation
after dissections were completed. Despite available instructional videos
and virtual simulations, this additional animal use lacked clear justification.
 
These examples demonstrate the need for a Procedure requiring thorough
evaluation of proposed learning activities to justify animal use, followed by
transparent disclosure of animal material sources. Without these features,
the Procedure fails to support staff in providing inclusive learning
experiences, or students in making informed participation decisions.

Co-founder Marisol de la Reguera gently holds one of the resident hen Kiwi’s newborn chicks in her hands at the farm animal sanctuary
Santuario Igualdad in Chile [Photograph], by Gabriela Penela, 2015, We Animals (https://weanimals.org/)

https://weanimals.org/


Template for Conscientious Objectors

Below is a suggested template that can be adapted and provided by the
University to assist students:

Subject: Conscientious Objection

<date>

 Dear <Conscientious Objection Committee>,

<Course and Course code>

<relevant Unit(s) and Unit code>

<Week>

I wish to inform you that participating in or directly observing

activities involving the harmful use of animals, including <describe

relevant learning activity e.g., performing invasive experiments on

animals, anaesthetised or otherwise, or on animal tissues, such as

dissecting animal cadavers other than those ethically sourced>,

would be a violation of my conscientiously held beliefs. This

includes participating in <name of practical classes or assessments

concerned>. 

I am, however, willing to achieve the relevant learning objectives in

other ways. I respectfully request an alternative

learning/assessment arrangement.

 Thank you and sincerely,

 <Name, and Student number> 



Suggested Conscientious Objection Guidelines

Below are plain english guidelines for Deakin University's Conscientious
Objection Procedure. This resource could assist students and staff in
understanding the process effectively:
 
(1) Pre-Enrolment Transparency: Staff must inform students about animal
use in courses before enrolment. Publish this information in course
descriptions and the University Handbook. Include the Conscientious
Objection Procedure within relevant course and University Handbook
materials. 

(2) Alternative Learning Activities: Units planning animal use must receive
approval and develop alternative learning activities. These alternatives
must replace animal use completely while delivering equivalent knowledge
and skill outcomes. When students commence courses involving animals,
provide them with the NHMRC Australian Code for the Care and Use of
Animals for Scientific Purposes. For units using animals, staff must include
detailed information in the Unit Guide. Staff must either provide the
complete Procedure or explain conscientious objection and direct students
to the full Procedure.

(3) Objection Submission: Students should review the Procedure and
submit objections to the Conscientious Objection Committee using the
provided template.

(4) Support Resources: If students express concerns without clearly
articulating their objection basis, staff should refer them to counselling or
other support services to help clarify their concerns. The Committee must
respond within five working days.

(5) Appeals Process: Students dissatisfied with Committee decisions may
appeal to the Conscientious Objection Review Board according to the
established Procedure. The Review Board must respond within five working
days.

(6) Record Keeping and Analysis: The Committee must maintain detailed
records of objections, outcomes, and approved alternatives. These records
require annual review and analysis. Make a comprehensive report publicly
available.



Template for Revised Animal Ethics and
Welfare Procedure

Provided is a suggested template that includes revisions to Deakin’s current
Animal Ethics and Welfare Procedure. It is hoped that this can be adapted
for development of a more comprehensive and student-centred Procedure.
Track Changes have been provided so amendments to the current
Procedure can be identified:

https://policy.deakin.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=56
https://policy.deakin.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=56


















Conclusion

Revising Deakin University’s Animal Ethics and Welfare Procedure is a
necessary step towards creating a more inclusive, ethical, and student-
centred learning environment. 

While Deakin has already demonstrated leadership in fostering a diverse
and supportive academic culture, the current Procedure does not fully align
with the University's values and commitment to innovation, inclusivity, and
student wellbeing. 

Addressing its limitations, including scope, accessibility, and transparency,
is both achievable and essential. The recommendations outlined in this
report aim to empower students by providing them with the resources and
support needed to align their education with their personal values and
convictions. 

By acting now, Deakin can set a new standard for conscientious objection
policy in higher education.

Sylvia, a rescued piglet, peeks up while napping in her straw bed at Woodstock Farm Sanctuary [Photograph], by Jo-Anne McArthur, 2024, We
Animals (https://weanimals.org/)

https://policy.deakin.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=56
https://weanimals.org/


Contact Information

For inquiries or to discuss the recommendations in further detail, please
feel free to reach out. 

Isabelle Milevoj

Student, Deakin University

isabellemilevoj@gmail.com

Dr. Adam Cardilini 

Senior Lecturer, Faculty of Science Engineering and Built Environment,

School of Life and Environmental Science, Deakin University

adam.cardilini@deakin.edu.au 
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Appendix 1: Comparison of Conscientious
Objection Policy at Australian Universities

My investigation identified conscientious objection policies across
Australian universities via Google searches—the approach prospective
students most likely use when researching potential universities. Searches
combined university names with keywords "conscientious objection" or
"animal use".

I examined the first two Google result pages, assuming prospective
students were unlikely to search beyond this range. When necessary, I
conducted additional exploration through publicly available university
policy libraries using keywords. 

After identifying and downloading policies for analysis, I documented their
public availability in Table 1 and collected data on key areas of concern for
animal welfare (see Table 2). More than half of university policies applied to
all animal species. Most universities allowed conscientious objections to be
made for all units, as opposed to just core or undergraduate units. Most
universities made mention of the option to participate in an alternative
learning activity, but none mandated it as a required option.

Data was also collected on key areas of student concern (see Table 3). Less
than half of Australian universities ensured prospective students are
informed about animal use prior to enrolment, require a neutral third-party
to evaluate objections, or provide an appeals process.

All Australian universities can improve in these areas and appeal to
prospective students by providing transparent and comprehensive
conscientious objection policies.



Australian University

Does the
policy include

all animal
use?

Can an
objection be
made for all

units?

Is the availability
of alternative

teaching methods
mandated?

Deakin University 0 0 0

Charles Darwin
University

1 1* 0

Charles Sturt University 0 1* 0

CQ University 1 1 0

Curtin University 1 1 0

Federation University of
Australia

1 1 0

Griffith University 1 1* 0

La Trobe University 1 1 0

Murdoch University 1 1* 0

RMIT University 1 1 0

Swinburne University of
Technology

0 0 0

University of Adelaide 1 1 0

Table 2

Comparison of Animal Welfare Concerns in Conscientious Objection

Policies at Australian Universities, 2024

https://policy.deakin.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=56
https://policies.cdu.edu.au/view-current.php?id=194
https://policies.cdu.edu.au/view-current.php?id=194
https://policy.csu.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=511
https://delivery-cqucontenthub.stylelabs.cloud/api/public/content/assessment-policy-and-procedure-higher-education-coursework.pdf
https://s30991.pcdn.co/about/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2023/02/Conscientious_Objection_Procedures.pdf
https://policy.federation.edu.au/research/procedures/research_ethics/ch11.php
https://policy.federation.edu.au/research/procedures/research_ethics/ch11.php
https://sharepointpubstor.blob.core.windows.net/policylibrary-prod/Objections%20to%20the%20Use%20of%20Animals%20in%20Teaching%20Policy.pdf
https://policies.latrobe.edu.au/document/view.php?id=224
https://murdoch.navexone.com/content/dotNet/documents/?docid=3085&public=true
https://policies.rmit.edu.au/document/view.php?id=82
https://www.swinburne.edu.au/research/ethics-integrity/animal-research/
https://www.swinburne.edu.au/research/ethics-integrity/animal-research/
https://www.adelaide.edu.au/staff/research/system/files/media/documents/2019-08/animal-users-handbook.pdf


Note. 0: No, 1: Yes. *Students may be advised to undertake a different unit or can
only object within undergraduate units.

University of Canberra 0 1 0

University of Melbourne 0 1* 0

University of New
England

0 1 0

University of Queensland 0 0 0

University of South
Australia

1 1 0

University of Sydney 1 1* 0

University of Technology
Sydney

0 0 0

University of Wollongong 1 1* 0

Victoria University 1 1 0

Total: 62% 81% 0%

https://www.canberra.edu.au/uc-research/graduate-research/current-research-students/study/research-project-management/integrity-and-ethics/ethics/accordion/animal_ethics/animal-ethics-documents/Animal-Ethics_Complaints-Procedure_updated-2018.pdf
https://policy.unimelb.edu.au/MPF1295/#section-10
https://www.une.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/348174/UNE-AEC-Operating-Procedures.pdf
https://www.une.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/348174/UNE-AEC-Operating-Procedures.pdf
https://policies.uq.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=375&version=1#minor3
https://i.unisa.edu.au/policies-and-procedures/university-policies/research/res-3/
https://i.unisa.edu.au/policies-and-procedures/university-policies/research/res-3/
https://www.sydney.edu.au/policies/showdoc.aspx?recnum=PDOC2020/509&RendNum=0
https://www.uts.edu.au/about/uts-governance/policies/uts-policy/research-policy#breaches
https://www.uts.edu.au/about/uts-governance/policies/uts-policy/research-policy#breaches
https://policies.uow.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=154&version=1
https://policy.vu.edu.au/document/view.php?id=30&version=3


Australian University

Are students
informed of

animal use in
advance of
enrolment?

Are
objections
made to a

neutral third
party?

Is there an appeals
process?

Deakin University 0 0 0

Charles Darwin
University

1 0 1

Charles Sturt University 1 1 1

CQ University 0 0 1

Curtin University 1 0 1

Federation University of
Australia

0 1 1

Griffith University 1 0 0

La Trobe University 1 0 1

Murdoch University 0 0 1

RMIT University 0 1 0

Swinburne University of
Technology

0 0 1

University of Adelaide 0 1 0

Table 3

Comparison of Student Concerns in Conscientious Objection Policies at

Australian Universities, 2024

https://policy.deakin.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=56
https://policies.cdu.edu.au/view-current.php?id=194
https://policies.cdu.edu.au/view-current.php?id=194
https://policy.csu.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=511
https://delivery-cqucontenthub.stylelabs.cloud/api/public/content/assessment-policy-and-procedure-higher-education-coursework.pdf
https://s30991.pcdn.co/about/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2023/02/Conscientious_Objection_Procedures.pdf
https://policy.federation.edu.au/research/procedures/research_ethics/ch11.php
https://policy.federation.edu.au/research/procedures/research_ethics/ch11.php
https://sharepointpubstor.blob.core.windows.net/policylibrary-prod/Objections%20to%20the%20Use%20of%20Animals%20in%20Teaching%20Policy.pdf
https://policies.latrobe.edu.au/document/view.php?id=224
https://murdoch.navexone.com/content/dotNet/documents/?docid=3085&public=true
https://policies.rmit.edu.au/document/view.php?id=82
https://www.swinburne.edu.au/research/ethics-integrity/animal-research/
https://www.swinburne.edu.au/research/ethics-integrity/animal-research/
https://www.adelaide.edu.au/staff/research/system/files/media/documents/2019-08/animal-users-handbook.pdf


Note. 0: No, 1: Yes. 

University of Canberra 0 1 0

University of Melbourne 1 0 0

University of New
England

1 0 1

University of Queensland 0 0 0

University of South
Australia

0 0 0

University of Sydney 0 0 0

University of Technology
Sydney

0 1 0

University of Wollongong 1 0 0

Victoria University 0 1 0

Total: 38% 33% 43%

https://www.canberra.edu.au/uc-research/graduate-research/current-research-students/study/research-project-management/integrity-and-ethics/ethics/accordion/animal_ethics/animal-ethics-documents/Animal-Ethics_Complaints-Procedure_updated-2018.pdf
https://policy.unimelb.edu.au/MPF1295/#section-10
https://www.une.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/348174/UNE-AEC-Operating-Procedures.pdf
https://www.une.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/348174/UNE-AEC-Operating-Procedures.pdf
https://policies.uq.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=375&version=1#minor3
https://i.unisa.edu.au/policies-and-procedures/university-policies/research/res-3/
https://i.unisa.edu.au/policies-and-procedures/university-policies/research/res-3/
https://www.sydney.edu.au/policies/showdoc.aspx?recnum=PDOC2020/509&RendNum=0
https://www.uts.edu.au/about/uts-governance/policies/uts-policy/research-policy#breaches
https://www.uts.edu.au/about/uts-governance/policies/uts-policy/research-policy#breaches
https://policies.uow.edu.au/document/view-current.php?id=154&version=1
https://policy.vu.edu.au/document/view.php?id=30&version=3

