
1 Legal Critique

1.1 Introduction
The 1986 Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act sets up a series of licences and respon-
sible people to manage animal houses, laboratories, and animal experiments.  Apart
from our criticisms of the basis of animal research itself, our criticism of the 1986
Act is that it relies upon a voluntary Code of Practice for the Housing and Care of
Animals Used in Scientific Procedures (COP) for animal protection.

There are no regulations written in to the actual Act, the law, to protect laboratory
animals.  The Act restricts the reasons that animals can be used for vivisection to
those listed in the criteria for issuing a ‘Project Licence’, but this list of criteria cov-
ers just about everything imaginable, including vague catch-all phrases such as ‘the
advancement of knowledge in biological or behavioural sciences’. Thus, we have a situa-
tion where just about anything goes if a case can be made that the ‘cost’ of the
experiment (i.e. the pain and suffering of the animal) is worth the ‘benefit’ to the
‘legitimate interests of science and industry’.

One of the main blocks to open public debate on this issue is the amount of secrecy
surrounding animal experimentation.

When the 1986 Act was passed, we expressed the opinion that unless real protection
was placed into the actual legislation, there would be no real control over what hap-
pens to animals in laboratories.  The vivisection industry is a highly secret world,
policed by itself, with no access to outsiders.  Once an animal is in the lab, the
experimenters themselves are their own judge and jury.  Even the Home Office
Inspectorate appears to be drawn from within the vivisection industry.

The Secretary of State for the Home Office, the Animal Procedures Committee and
the Home Office Inspectorate often claim that there is adequate provision for pro-
tection of animals in their voluntary Code of Practice for the Housing and Care of
Animals Used in Scientific Procedures (COP).  We have now conducted investigations
into six British laboratories, chosen at random, and on each occasion have found
this COP to be worthless in terms of day-to-day protection from cruelty and suffer-
ing.  It is important to remember here that we are not talking about the kind of
wanton cruelty covered by other anti-cruelty legislation.  This is the cruelty and suf-
fering which can be brought about by sloppiness, ignorance, or lack of training, or
lack of empathy and desensitisation.
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Six laboratories investigated by the NAVS:  SmithKline Beecham, Stock (1990); St Barts
Medical School (1991); St Mary’s Medical School (1992); Toxicol Laboratories (1993);
Charing Cross & Westminster Medical School (1994); Institute of Neurology (1995).

Photos L to R:  L. Wallis/NAVS; L. Wallis/NAVS; T. Phillips/NAVS; A. Thomas/NAVS; C. Iles/NAVS; J. Creamer/NAVS.



This report is the result of our latest undercover investigation into day-to-day ani-
mal life at two laboratories, Charing Cross & Westminster Medical School, Fulham
Palace Road, London W6, and The Institute of Neurology, Queen Square, London
WC1.

The reason for the ‘undercover’ method is simple.  The secrecy of project licence
applications, Home Office investigations into breaches of the law and of the COP,
even the names of the Home Office Inspectors, forces us to go to great lengths in
order to obtain the information to which we, need access.  The public are prevented
from knowing what goes on inside laboratories;  information on animal experiments
is buried in academic science libraries and indigestible government reports;  there is
no open public debate on whether experiments are justified before licences are
awarded by our anonymous Inspectorate.  These decisions are all made on our
behalf by the vivisection community, advising the Home Office, which in turn
licences the vivisection community.

After almost a year’s preparation and training for his task, followed by job-seeking,
NAVS member Cris Iles secured a position and worked as a Trainee Technician in
the Department of Comparative Biology at Charing Cross & Westminster Medical
School from 4th January 1994 to 31st May 1995.  From there he moved to The
Institute of Neurology, again as a Trainee Technician, working in the Denny-Brown
Laboratories from 1st June 1995 to 3rd September 1995.  Cris attended a day
release BTEC course in Animal Technology at the City of Westminster College.  In
all, our investigation including research, information gathering, collation of findings
and writing has taken almost three years.

The National Anti-Vivisection Society’s Special Investigations Department is com-
mitted in both time and resources to uncovering the evidence that is needed to
reveal to the public the reality of the secret world of vivisection.  Thus far, we have
only scratched the surface.

2 National Anti-Vivisection Society



1.2 The Animals 
(Scientific Procedures) Act
1986
Before we discuss our findings at the two laboratories, it is helpful to outline the
way the administration of the Act is arranged;   the workings of the Home Office
Inspectorate and the Animal Procedures Committee, and the various responsibilities
of individuals listed in the Act who have been put in place to govern animal experi-
mentation, on our behalf:

Certificate of Designation

This is issued to the person who represents the governing authority of the establish-
ment where animal experiments are to take place, and who is ultimately responsible
to the Home Office for ensuring that the conditions of the certificate are observed.
The Designated Establishment Certificate holder must appoint and supervise per-
sons responsible for day-to-day care of animals;  appoint a veterinary surgeon and
ensure only licensed experiments are carried out by licensed personnel.  The buck
should stop here1,2.

The Named Day-to-Day Care Person

The Named Day to Day Care Person is responsible for all animal health and wel-
fare;  responsible for animal breeding and supply rooms, animal house management,
record-keeping, etc.  This person has to notify the personal licensee or destroy an
animal if its health or welfare are a concern;  has to know which areas of the build-
ing(s) are listed in the certificate of designation and the purposes for which they are
designated (i.e. experiments or breeding);  ensuring that animals in all designated
areas are seen and checked at least once a day by a competent person;  must be
familiar with project licences in operation and what limits have been placed upon
them.  Reports to the holder of the Certificate of Designation1,2.

The Named Veterinary Surgeon

The named veterinary surgeon (or, in exceptional circumstances, another suitably
qualified person) is responsible for visiting the designated establishment at a fre-
quency which will allow the effective monitoring of the health status of the animals;
regular contact with certificate holder and day-to-day care person;  providing com-
prehensive veterinary services;  advising licensees;  supervising medical care of ani-
mals, familiarity with restrictions on project licences.  Can order animals to be
destroyed, and can certify an animal for use in further procedures, or to be
released1,2.

Project Licence

The project licence holder is responsible for the use of animals in a programme of
experiments;  for the direction, management and supervision of the project;  justifi-
cation for use of animals and assessment of cost/benefit;  ensuring that experiments
are conducted within legal limits, that only authorised animals are used, that person-
al licensees working on the project are authorised, that staff comply with the severity
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conditions on the project licence;  responsibility for the care of animals used in the
project, in a management role.  Conducts experiments under Personal Licence.
Another place for the buck to stop1,2.

Personal Licence

The personal licence holder is responsible for all animals submitted to procedures
under the terms of his or her licence. Under paragraph 3.4 of the COP, the personal
licensese bear primary responsibility for the care of animals on which they have car-
ried out scientific procedures.  Should be familiar with severity limits of project
licences;  should ensure cages or pens carry labels indicating all necessary details
about animal and project.  Report to Project Licence Holder1,2.

The Animal Technician

The work of animal technicians is not specified in the Act or the COP, therefore
they are not part of the legal chain of responsibility.  However, animal technicians
are employed to assist the Day-to-Day Care Person, and are responsible for looking
after the needs of the animals in breeding and supply rooms, minor post-operative
care, assistance on experiments as requested.  Inevitably, they are the people with the
most direct daily contact with the majority of animals in an establishment.  They
feed them, water them, breed them, and kill them1,2.

Summary of Responsible Individuals

The line of responsibility for daily animal health and care is slightly different from
the chain of legally responsible personnel, and is listed in the COP in the following
order:-

(a)  the personal licence holder
(b) the animal technician
(c) the named day-to-day carer
(d) the named vet
(e) the project licence holder
(f ) the designated establishment certificate holder

The position of Day-to-Day Care Person has often in the past been portrayed as the
position which will ensure a watching brief is kept over the welfare of all animals in
the establishment.  An ‘animals friend’.  However, this has been shown to be non-
sense.  The Medical Research Council’s 1991 report resulting from their inquiry
into the notorious Feldberg case (where animals were becoming conscious during
burning experiments) found that the ‘day-to-day animal carer’ did not consider it to
be his job to check up on animals once he had passed them out of his animal house,
and into the hands of the vivisector, Feldberg.

In fact, the result of the MRC’s Feldberg inquiry found that:  
(a) the named day-to-day care person did not consider it to be his job to check

on the handling of animals once they were in the hands of the researchers;
(b) the named vet was not there to see what was happening, despite that he had 

been aware of the problem for years;  
(c) the Home Office Inspectors do not consider it their job to seek out and 
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report upon improper laboratory procedures;  
(d) the designated establishment licence holder did not feel he had the authority

to stop Feldberg.  
This view was supported by the Medical Research Council and the Home Office,
and begs the question - who is responsible3?

The Animal Procedures Committee

In addition to these ‘responsible persons’, the Home Secretary appoints an advisory
committee, The Animal Procedures Committee, which meets approximately half a
dozen times a year, in addition to which it has some small sub-committees.
Contrary to popular assumption, the Animal Procedures Committee (APC) does
not review all project licence applications.  Project licence applications are dealt with
directly by the Home Office Inspectorate (which we discuss later), and only those
projects which fall into certain categories, or about which the Inspectorate wish to
consult, are passed to the APC.  The Project Licence Applications referred to the
APC are:  for cosmetics, for experiments on conscious animals for tobacco, for train-
ing in microsurgery, and for ‘substantial’ pain experiments on primates.  The APC
also advises the Home Secretary on matters concerned with the Act4.

We have had reason to question the composition of the APC during the past year5.
In early 1995 we looked at the background of the members of the APC, and found
that of the 15 members, 12 were either vivisectors or people with a financial interest
in the vivisection industry (or both), 1 was an animal welfare representative with a
20-year background conducting animal experiments, 3 were neutral.  Our analysis
showed some of those on the committee had previously worked for, or been funded
by, organisations whose project licence applications were likely to come before the
Inspectorate or the APC itself;  an unsatisfactory situation, in our view.  After our
objections and questions in the House of Commons on this, three more ‘animal
welfare’ representatives were appointed to the Committee.  Thus, by May of 1995,
the APC was composed of:

Prof Margaret Brazier(n), Prof Ronald Anderson(v), Prof Margaret Boden(n), Prof
Barry Bridges(v), Dr Fiona Broughton Pipkin(v), Dr David Christopher(v), Dr
Yvonne Cripps(n), Mr Roger Ewbank(v), Dr John Flack(v), Dr Paul Flecknell(v), Prof
Susan Iversen(v+), Mrs Judy MacArthur Clark(v+), Miss Cindy Milburn(aw), Dr Iain
Purchase(v), Dr Jaqueline Southee(v/aw), Prof Michael Spyer(v+), Dr Anthony
Suckling(v/aw), Mr Les Ward(aw)5.

Key to connections:
v=vivisection background/interest;  v+=pro-vivisection lobby connections;  aw=animal welfare;  n=neutral.

At no time is a formal, official, detailed profile given of these quietly-appointed peo-
ple.  If there is a question in the House of Commons, brief details of the new
appointee’s current position is given6.  If it had not been for the profile provided by
us, the interests and backgrounds of the APC members would not be publicly avail-
able.

If nothing else, this highlights the need for free access to information, public
accountability when appointments are made to such an important committee, and
most importantly, constant public vigilance.  Members of the public expect labora-
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tory animals to be given the benefit of any doubt when it comes to whether or not
they should be used in experiments.  The public cannot be confident that such ben-
efit will be given when the individuals in positions of influence are mostly those
who are sympathetic to the requests of acquaintances, or colleagues, or others work-
ing in the same field as themselves.

All of this aside, there is now an opportunity for the Animal Procedures Committee
to redeem itself, on two counts:   (a) the issue of public access to project licence
applications to allow debate about justification, and  (b) the issue of environmental
enrichment and standard laboratory housing.  Both are addressed in this report.

In its 1994 annual report to Parliament, the Animal Procedures Committee stated:-
“...We attach the utmost importance to the conditions in which laboratory animals live
their lives.  Only a small portion of the animal’s life will be spent as an active research
subject.  Animal Welfare considerations require that proper regard be paid to the quality
of the animal’s whole life.  This involves far more than ensuring conditions are hygienic
and that animals’ physical health is properly cared for.  Environmental enrichment is
crucial to quality of life...”4.

In the instances we give in this report (and where appropriate we have referred to
evidence from previous investigations), we detail how neither named veterinary sur-
geons nor Home Office Inspectors visit breeding areas of animal houses regularly
enough to properly judge the living conditions for the animals.  We also highlight
the environmental deprivation suffered by animals we have filmed and pho-
tographed, and have noted especially, how the very small animals such as mice and
rats, are offered no environmental stimulation whatsoever.  In fact, we have found
that in general the smaller the species, the less consideration it receives.

Home Office Inspectorate

We commented earlier that the Home Office Inspectorate appears to be drawn from
the same community as those they police.  They are required to have medical and/or
veterinary qualifications7, and their response to previous reports would indicate their
leanings in this direction.  It is the appointment of Home Office Inspectors and the
secrecy with which their identities is guarded, which we feel is a major symptom of
the problems of the administration of this legislation.  We know the identity of the
head of MI5, but not the names of inspectors of vivisection laboratories!  These
individuals cannot be challenged on their background, their competence, their
beliefs about favouring non-animal research and they cannot be questioned by the
people who pay their salaries - the taxpayers.  The concept of having an Inspectorate
staffed by individuals placing the emphasis of research on non-animal method is
simply not given a chance to be developed.
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1.3 Legislative Compliance
The first questions we raise as a result of our investigation are concerned with pro-
ject licences issued for work on animals at the two establishments.

1.3.1  Charing Cross & Westminster Medical 
School Use of Animals instead of Cell Culture

During work involving implanting C2 cells into nude mice, a research team at
Charing Cross & Westminster Medical School (CXWMS) concluded that they had
found a good way of growing large quantities of muscle cells for biochemical analy-
sis, or for growing transgenic cells. They found that live mice were far more produc-
tive than tissue culture for this type of cell, and that: “the amount of muscle obtained
from a single graft, regularly between 20 and 30 mg, greatly exceeds that which could be
produced in tissue culture at comparable cost, time and effort”14. (See Section 3,
Scientific Critique, para 3.1.2).

It is a requirement of the Act that: “The Secretary of State shall not grant a project
licence unless he is satisfied that the applicant has given adequate consideration to the
feasibility of achieving the purpose of the programme to be specified in the licence by
means not involving the use of protected animals” 7. Therefore researchers must fully
evaluate the use of alternative methods before carrying out any piece of research, but
this group is suggesting the use of live animals simply because they are more produc-
tive than an alternative technique which does the same job.

Full discussion of this project is detailed in the ‘Scientific Critique’ (section.

Questions:  We would appreciate the opinion of the HO Inspectorate on this sug-
gestion.  We would also like to receive the view of the APC.

1.3.2   Institute of Neurology - Project Licence:
Possible Lack of Information to Home Office

P.J. Goadsby is Wellcome Senior Research Fellow in the Department of Clinical
Neurology.  His Project Licence Application to experiment on cats for migraine
research was signed on 9 May 1995, and countersigned by the Institute Secretary on
11 May. The five-year Project Licence (PPL 70/3725) was (apparently) datestamped
by the Home Office on 15 May 1995, and issued on 25 July, together with a
Personal Licence (PIL 70/12483).

The background given by this individual states that he has been experimenting on
rats, cats, guinea-pigs and macaques since 1981.  He has worked in Australia, New
York, Paris and at the National Hospital for Neurology in Britain15. Publications
dated 1992 from The Prince Henry Hospital, Little Bay, Australia, list him as a
Wellcome Senior Research Fellow also15.

It is not possible to describe the proposed project, as certain experimental protocol
details are missing from the sequence of pages we have seen.  However, it seems that
all procedures will be carried out on cats under terminal anaesthesia, and the project
will use 25 adult cats per year.
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A feature of this Project Licence
Application may be the study of
“spreading depression”, an
experimentally-induced event in
animals which has never been
seen in humans.  Goadsby’s
recent publications from
Australia and France confirm
his interest in this area.  Yet the
spreading depression theory in
respect to humans was dis-
counted some 10 years ago by a
30-year clinical study in 1,000

patients;  thus, one of the main principles of this research is seriously undermined.

However, since we have incomplete details of this Project Licence Application,  we
can’t tell whether spreading depression forms part of the proposal.  We would like to
know whether, at the time this application was approved:-

(a) Did the Home Office Inspectorate know about the clinical studies which
undermine so much of Goadsby’s past (and possibly present) work on
spreading depression?

(b) We believe we have a complete sequence of the scientific references used 
in support of this application; the references relating to the human study
do not appear. Was this factor discussed before the Project Licence was
awarded?

(c) If the Home Office did know about this clinical evidence, why did they
approve his application for research on cats (a species quite unlike humans
in their susceptibility to spreading depression, and hence, possibly quite 
different in other important ways too)? 

(d) If the Home Office didn’t know about this clinical evidence, that is good
reason for them to refer applications to organisations such as the NAVS for
independent comment. 
Would the Home Office inform us whether they consulted widely about
this application?

This issue is of key interest to the public, therefore it is essential that the Home
Office supply us with a full copy of P.J. Goadsby’s Project Licence application, so
that we can correct our comments should it be necessary.

Full discussion of this project is in section 3, Scientific Critique, para 3.2.3.

1.3.3   Institute of Neurology:
Questions on Project Licence Application and
Questions on conditions of primates

R.J. Lemon is using macaques for experiments looking at the nervous connections
between the brain and the muscles of the hand.

Lemon signed his Project Licence Application on Friday 16th December 1994.  On
Wednesday 21st December 1994, the five-year project licence was drawn up by the
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Home Office, and signed on behalf of the Secretary of
State16. This gives a maximum of three working days,
assuming Lemon did not rely on the Royal Mail for
delivery of the application.

The project requirement is listed as 11 macaques and
5 rats for each of the five years [total 55 macaques and
25 rats]. In addition, 6 squirrel monkeys and 4 cats
would have been used in year one only; the project
involves 5 experimental procedures, of which 3 are
expected to involve moderate pain, and 2 mild pain17.

In addition to the answers to specific questions posed
by the application form, the application was accompa-
nied by about 24 typed pages of rationale, protocols
etc.17.

We have extensive video and photographs of one of
the animals, in which a steel headpiece with cannulae
and electrodes is permanently bolted into the head of a
Pig-tailed macaque monkey, (Macaca nemestrina),
Elisa, where it stayed for several months.  Lemon
notes:  “M. nemestrina monkeys are used because of their
generally intelligent character, enabling them to deal with
complex tasks, their generally docile and friendly nature,
their capacity to deal with the procedures over long peri -
ods of time (up to 12 months) and their large hands,
which make the recording of EMG’s from individual

muscles much eas -
ier.” During the course of this procedure, the
monkey is required to be restrained by the
headpiece being bolted to three rigid bars
attached to the cage sides for periods of up to
four hours.  Lemon notes:  “side effects of the
arm/neck and head restraint:  monkeys are dis -
turbed by these restraints when they are first
applied, although they readily accept them after a
few sessions.  To reduce the stress during the first
and few subsequent sessions, small doses of
diazepam are used.” Lemon deems this experi-
ment to cause ‘moderate’ pain, and this
description has been accepted by the Home
Office.

Despite having several areas of concern:
(i)  the project involves a large number of

primates;
(ii)  5 different procedures are being 

covered by the licence;
(iii)  in one procedure involving squirrel 
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monkeys the animals are being re-used
in another experiment;

(iv) in more than one procedure, a non-schedule 1 killing method is being
used;

(v) in a procedure on macaque monkeys neuromuscular paralysis is being 
combined with general anaesthesia;

(vi) On 19th September 1994 (just 3 
months earlier) it appears that the 
Institute of Neurology’s
Superintendent had written to the 
Home Office requesting permission 
to obtain macaque monkeys (for a 
different licence holder) from a non-
designated supplier in China, because 
the lab didn’t have a stable supply of
primates.  See questions at 1.3.4.

We are concerned that the Home Office
Inspectorate did not have time to study this
supplied material.  Neither was there time to
take expert advice on the suitability of this
project.  There is the possibility that the HO
Inspectorate conducted their investigation
into the application before it was submitted,
perhaps even advising Lemon on how to sub-
mit it.  If this this the case, we would like to
know whether this is the usual practice, and
whether the APC is aware of it.

The Home Office date stamped each page of
the application form on 13 December 1994,
three days before Lemon signed his complet-
ed application17. The implication of this date
stamp needs some explanation; is it supposed
to be the date the form was received from

Lemon? Two other approved applications we have seen (Branston, PPL 70/03372,
and Goadsby, PPL 70/3725) suggest that this is so; they were both date stamped by
the Home Office after being signed and dated by the applicants.

At the end of the Application Form, Robert Walker, Institute Secretary, signed the
following declaration:   “If this project is licensed by the Secretary of State I accept
responsibility for ensuring that suitable facilities for its performance will be available in
accordance with the Code of Practice for the Housing and Care of Animals Used in
Scientific Procedures and my responsibilities as set out in paragraph 2.6 of the
Guidance.”
In fact our video and photographs, taken some months after the licence was grant-
ed, show that facilities were not in accordance with the COP for the primates (see
section 1.4 COP, para 3.49, non-human primates).  Indeed, almost every COP was
ignored, with amongst other things, fascicularis macaques apparently being kept in
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cages measuring a pitiful
103cm by 70cm by 93.5cm
high the day before experi -
ments.  The Named Day to
Day Care Person is John
Frogley, Superintendent,
Denny-Brown Laboratories
(also Deputy Project Licence
Holder for the Roger Lemon
Project).

Roger Lemon states on his
Application:  “We have devel -
oped effective methods for the
housing, cleaning, premedica -
tion and post-operative care of
macaque monkeys.  We have spent time developing toys and other objects to keep the
monkeys from becoming too bored, and none of our monkeys displays the stereotypic
behaviour of bored captive monkeys.”

Certainly, during the period from June to September 1995, the monkeys did not
have “toys and other objects”, but small, wire cages with minimal furniture.  So
much so that one technician remarked to our investigator that it was perhaps “to
stop them being over stimulated”.  

Our extensive footage of the Rhesus macaque, Alice, shows her performing precisely
the kind of stereotypic behaviour that Lemon claims his monkeys do not suffer
from.

Is the Home Office Inspector aware that Alice is reputedly just ‘a companion’?  And
is he aware of the disturbed pattern of her behaviour?  Has he made any recommen-
dations that she be allowed any relief from the extreme confinement of the cage
shown on our film?  Does he know how long she will be kept like this?  We estimate
that Alice’s confinement would be the equivalent of a person being shut in a small
bathroom for life.

We would like to know:-

(a) Why was this licence issued with such speed?
Is the datestamp the date received by the Home Office?

(b) Did the Home Office Inspectorate consult widely on this application?
If so, when and how did the consultation take place?

(c) If consultation took place before it was submitted, is this general practice?
How often does this happen and why?

(d) Was the Animal Procedures Committee aware of this application?

(e) What is the Animal Procedures Committee’s view of this application and
the way in which it was processed?

(f ) The Pig-tailed macaque, Elisa, is scheduled to experience ‘moderate’ pain,
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according to the Application. 
With so few checks in place both prior to and once a project is under way,
is it not always in the interests of the experimenter to downgrade any
suffering?  Thus the desire would be to present ‘substantial’ suffering as
‘moderate’ and ‘moderate’ as ‘mild’.
How much checking went into the Home Office Inspector’s approval of
this classification?  
Does the APC agree with this classification, and why?
Does the APC consider there might be a conflict of interest when a
researcher is setting the pain level on their own applications?

(g) What action does the Home Office propose to take with regard to failure
of the Designated Establishment Certificate holder to meet the obligations 
set out in the declaration on the Project Licence Application?

(h) How will this affect the Designated Establishment Certificate of the
Institute of Neurology?

(i) What action does the Home Office propose to take with regard to the 
video & photographs of the conditions for the monkeys as compared to the
statements made in the Project Licence Application?

(j) What action does the Home Office propose over the failure of inspections
at this lab to identify the various problems we have listed?

(k) What was the source of these primates?

(l) Elisa’s cage card states that she was issued on 31.5.94, almost seven months
before Roger Lemon’s licence was issued (21.12.94).  
Why was this?  
Where was Elisa kept during that time, and who was responsible for her?
Was the experiment already started (perhaps by someone else) before
Roger Lemon received his Project Licence?

1.3.4   Institute of Neurology:  Primate Supply

The Institute of Neurology obtains primates from a variety of sources, apparently
from wherever they are available.  Our investigator observed deliveries from two
dealers - Shamrock Farms, Small Dole, East, Sussex, and Consort, Pulborough, West
Sussex.  We have photographs of correspondence which indicates the Institute
attempting to obtain monkeys from an unlicensed source in China via a broker -
Bantin and Kingman, Humberside.  The laboratory tried to obtain primates from
Huntingdon Research Centre, Cambridge, the Institute of Aviation Medicine,
Farnborough, Hampshire, and Unite du Pschophysiology Animales, Universite
Louis Pasteur, Strasbourg.

On 24th August, 1994, J.L. Frogley, Superintendent of the Denny-Brown
Laboratories wrote to the Home Office Inspector:  “...to apply for an exemption cer -
tificate to enable us to import three rhesus monkeys employing a broker and not a desig -
nated supplier.
“The animals which are captive bred, will be used by Prof. E.P.G.H. du Boulay under
the authority of Project Licence number PPL 70/03439.
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“Our initial order has been placed with B & K Universal Ltd., and the animals would
come from their breeding station in China.  I cannot at this time provide a definite
delivery date as the suppliers are experiencing difficulties with the air lines over the trans -
port of live animals.  As soon as this is known I will inform you.”8

On 19th September, 1994, he wrote again pressing his request.  “I have in fact
approached Shamrock Farms and learned that they too import from China and are expe -
riencing difficulties with shipping the animals to the UK.  I
have also approached the Institute of Aviation and UMDS
[Farnborough, Hants - reported as having a Rhesus
breeding colony in 19819], neither of which have animals
the size we require.
“Through an intermediary, HRC [Huntingdon Research
Centre, Cambridgeshire] have been contacted and have
nothing to offer.  Bantin and Kingman Universal have
themselves also contacted establishments in the UK to no
avail.  Whilst the odd animal is available they do not meet
the critical size requirement needed in order to carry out the
procedure.
“In view of this I would be grateful if the application for
exemption could proceed to the next stage.”8

In 1994, the Home Office accepted a recommendation
from the Animal Procedures Committee (APC) that
“The use of wild-caught non-human primates should be
banned except where a project licence applicant can establish
exceptional and specific justification.” Lady Blatch, on
behalf of the Home Office, reported to the APC, “The
Home Secretary welcomes your advice that the use of wild-
caught non-human primates should be banned except when
exceptional and specific justification can be established and accepts the Committee’s rec -
ommendations which will underpin the ban.  He believes that they will ensure public
confidence in the arrangements for controlling the source of supply of captive-bred ani -
mals.”4

In view of all this, we would appreciate a response to the following:-

(a) Did the Home Office agree to this exemption?
(b) If so, what did the Home Office deem warranted granting such an 

exemption, rather than instructing the establishment to wait until the 
animals became available from normal sources?

(c) How were the supplying premises in China checked, and when?
(d) How many such exemptions have there been since the passage of the Act,

and how many animals have been involved, of what species?
(e) It is known that Shamrock Farms have imported wild-caught primates.

Have any wild caught primates been supplied to this Designated 
Establishment within the last 5 years?  If so, how is the source of the
animals verified?

See also section 2, Animal Care, Housing & Supply, para 2.2.
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1.3.5   Schedule 1 Killing:  Possible Breaches/
Code of Practice:  Killing Breaches

We have a large number of examples of breaches of the Codes of Practice, some of
which also appear to breach the regulations as laid down in Schedule 1 of the Act.
We have therefore combined these examples, and would appreciate the Home Office
Inspectorate’s opinion on each.

Schedule 1 of the Act details:  ‘Standard methods of killing’.  Paragraph 5 deals with
killing methods “appropriate” for “rodents over 10 days of age up to 1.5kg body -
weight”:  “5.  Exposure to carbon dioxide in a rising concentration using a suitable
technique followed by exsanguination or by dislocation of the neck except where
rigor mortis has been confirmed.”

COP 4.1 states that:  Standard methods of killing laboratory animals humanely are
listed in Schedule 1 to the Act.  Killing a protected animal for scientific purposes at
a designated establishment does not require a licence if a method listed in Schedule
1, appropriate to the animal, is used.  However, if some other method is used, killing
becomes a regulated procedure and requires the authority of personal and project
licences.

COP 4.6  This is suitable for small rodents and birds.  Animals should be exposed to
an atmosphere of 30% CO2 to ensure loss of consciousness.  The concentration is
then increased to 70% to kill the animals.  This may be achieved by placing the ani -
mal in an air-filled container and then allowing the gas to flow into it so that the
concentration rises to at least 70% and is maintained there for at least three min -
utes.  Animals may be left in the container until rigor mortis is observed, or they
may be removed and death ensured by exsanguination or dislocation of the neck.
Death must be confirmed.  Young animals required longer exposure to CO2 than
adult animals.  Rodents under 10 days and birds under one week should not be
killed by this method.

14 National Anti-Vivisection Society

For every two
rodents bred
at Charing
Cross two
were gassed
because they
were surplus
to 
requirements.



After many observations, our investigator was able to build an horrific picture of the
way millions of animals are killed in British laboratories.  Even when gassing equip-
ment is working correctly it is evidently a terrifying way to die, and this is exacerbat-
ed by faulty equipment.  As a consequence animals may be thrown alive into bin
bags for disposal.  The techniques to confirm death laid down in the Act, i.e., exsan-
guination or dislocation of the neck or confirming rigor mortis, are disregarded. The
following diary entries paint their own vivid and shocking picture.  Some examples
are included here to help describe life and death in British laboratories, others are

here to show common
breaches of the COP.

Diary 10.1.94:  “At first he
seemed to sniff about as
usual, but soon started to get
agitated and concerned at
what was happening.  I could
see his body begin to heave
deeply and frantically in an
attempt to get air.”

Diary 13.1.94:  “Picking up
the bodies out of the gas
chamber, it is obvious that it
is a stressful way to die.  The
animals’ bodies are wedged

in corners, desperately trying to escape.  Their eyes are almost always open,  I’ve
never seen a rat or mouse body from a gas chamber with closed eyes.  It can be seen
as the gas starves their lungs that they become panicked, and scurry to and fro,
climbing over their fellows in a desperate attempt to escape.  The positions I find
them in (often huddled together as they clamour for an exit that isn’t there, or try-
ing to burrow through the corner of the steel cage) is the one they collapse in.
Their lungs still pump and their eyes stare until they die.”

Diary 21.1.94:  “When I lifted the
cage lid they approached me and
sniffed my hands.  they tried to look
up at me, their young, inquisitive
faces sniffing the air.  [Later, in gas
chamber]  I could see they were
uneasy, and their exploration of
walls and corners was more than
their usual general interest - they
wanted to get out.  The chamber
always has a smell of recently killed
animals, gas, and excrement.”

Diary 22.2.94:  “I saw K loading up
the culling chamber with young rats.
I would say they were sexually
mature, certainly past weaning age.
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There were probably
about twenty five of
them.  They were so
tightly packed together,
they filled the bottom of
the chamber.  Later I
passed the chamber and
all the rats were dead.
The bodies were piled up
on top of each other, I
could imagine how they’d
scrambled over each
other in their last
attempts to find air.”

Diary entry 29.3.94:
“During the morning a
mouse was found in dirty

cages that had gone out.  It was about four days old.....  It had to be culled because
it had gone into a dirty area...... wouldn’t do it, so..... pointed its head towards the
floor and threw it onto the floor.  It died instantly.  She said sometimes they will
split, but this one didn’t.”

Diary 10.4.94:  “The gas chamber isn’t working properly. There’s a washer missing,
so the gas is not efficiently sent through the pipe into the chamber, so the rate of
flow can’t be controlled.  The main problem is that when the mice collapse uncon-
scious, the gas can’t be rushed in to finish them off quickly, it takes far too long.”

Diary 11.5.94:  “D used the culling chamber before lunch, when we came back
....Two mice were still alive.  They must have survived the higher levels of CO2 for
over an hour.”

Diary 8.6.94  “They were very nervous.... in the cull chamber.  It must also have
been a bit claustraphobic with all 8 of them, although the other technicians put in
far more, and I suppose the rats are used to claustraphobic conditions..”

Diary 8.6.94:  “...They had to be culled, so .... hurled them at the ground.  Some
had their innards come out, others bled at the mouth.  At least they all appeared to
die pretty instantly.”

Diary 20.6.94:  “..put the first ones into the cull chamber and started the gas at a
low rate.  ...turned up the tap, but it didn’t work, because....they were still alive.  K
said they did take a long time to die, but we couldn’t hear the gas coming through
the pipes.....left it  so gas coming through...then I heard hissing.....K had thought
the gas bottle might be empty, so had started to change it.  ....found that it wasn’t
and immediately thought to put the top back on the bottle.  Unfortunately she had
dropped it, and she couldn’t find it.  Eventually ..found in paper bag with the bod-
ies.  The bottle must have been hissing for about a minute.  ....carried on changing
the bottle, but this evidently wasn’t the problem.  The rats were finished off as best
they could be, with a slow input of gas.....emptied the chamber, found a mouse in
there....must have been trampled and squashed by the confused rats as it died.  The
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mouse probably weighed about 35 grammes, the rats at least 300 grammes, so it’s
probably similar to a human being amongst twenty panicked elephants.”

Diary 23.6.94:  “The cull chamber had some problems today.  ....was trying to take
the top off and change the bottle.  ....still problems with it, so the top which
includes the tap which releases the air, the small tap, which lets out tiny amounts,
and the gauge which indicates gas left in the bottled....[removed].  This was later
replaced with a new top with only the main tap, so it is very difficult to administer
a  small, anaesthetising dose.”

Also 23.6.94:  “...in the corridor, which is where the cull chamber always is..”

Diary 27.6.94:  “One of the ones to cull had a cut foot and the blood got spread
about quite liberally. When I emptied the chamber at the end of the day (after it
had been used several more times), I noticed that blood was still on the wire.  It
occurred to me that the cull chamber is never cleaned [see cleaning report at diary
entry 21.9.94].  Every day new paper is put in the base, under the bottom of the
wire cage, and the old paper discarded, but the wire and the other permanent parts
have not been cleaned since I’ve been there to the best of my knowledge.....  I
found some of the weaned rats were a bit difficult to pick up. Their teeth were
clasped around the wire of the cage.  It was probably their last desperate attempt to
escape.”

Diary 20.7.94:  “When I came back to them, I put my face to the transparent lid
to see if they were moving or not.  As I looked in I must have breathed it.  I felt a
sharp burning sensation in the lining of my nose as the gas from the chamber hit
my nostrils.  I jerked my head back and breathed out.  This really demonstrated to
me how appalling a method of killing gassing is.  Those mice are forced to inhale
that gas, not just feel it in their nostrils.  No wonder the animals panic and the gas
chamber is encrusted with blood.”

Diary 1.9.94:  “..G found a dead breeder. There was no male with her, but she had
a new litter of about three days maximum.  Some of them had died, a few were
cold and suffering from lack of feeding, but alive.  G decided they couldn’t be fos-
tered and decided to kill
them all.  He crushed their
heads with his fingers,
including the dead ones, to
make sure.

Rodents to be killed at
CXWMS are not always
removed from the immedi-
ate presence of others and
death is rarely confirmed by
exsanguination or physical
checks.  We previously
noted at St. Mary’s Medical
School, in 1994, that:
“Rodents at St. Mary’s were
often killed on the spot, and
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on occasions cited in this report, clearly frightened.  Checks to see if animals were dead
were minimal.”

Diary 2.9.94:  “...tried a very slow input of CO2, but this made the intermediate
stage, when they were being overcome with the suffocation, more drawn out and
caused more suffering.  There is no humane way to kill mice with this equipment...”

Diary 21.9.94:  “The cull chamber was sent out for washing today, for the first
time.  I don’t remember it being cleaned before.”

Diary 7.9.94:  “There is a prob-
lem with the culling chamber at
the moment.  It is sending out a
lot of gas from the bottle into the
surrounding air, and not much is
being directed through the pipe
into the chamber. The result is
that the technician has to turn the
gas up full blast in order to get
any sort of concentration going
into the cull chamber. This
means control over the input level
is impossible, and ‘humane’
gassing is not practised.  This has
been the situation since yesterday.
...I noticed again today the eerie
scenes after a gassing.  Today K gassed some adult WAG rats.  I would estimate
there were about thirty of them in there.  They all looked as if in suspended anima-
tion, some twisted against others, some reaching up for the remnants of oxygen.  To
think that they must have died like that, first struggling against the others, then
unable to move and fighting for breath until their lungs gave up, is appalling.”

Diary 19.4.95:  “The gas chamber is unworkable and it was very drawn out and
inhumane.  The gas isn’t going into the chamber efficiently, it is very hard to finish
the animals off.”

Diary 6.1.95:  “There were not many dead bodies, but as I collected them I noticed
that one in the body bag was obviously alive.  As G was waiting I had to put her
back in the gas chamber again.  As I was doing so, I noticed another was alive.  The
first one was normally active when released into the chamber, the other was more
subdued, as if groggy.....  They were both rats of weaning age, which I later found
out were ones that D had weaned earlier in the day.  Females are in less demand, so
are often killed at weaning.  After D had ‘culled’ them she checked they were dead
and put the bodies in the bag herself. They must have recovered consciousness and
found themselves trapped in a pile of bodies..... How long they were in the bags and
how stressed they were is unclear.”
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Audio Tape:  18.1.95  Charing Cross & Westminster Medical School.
NAVS Investigator (Trainee Technician) and R(Technician):
NAVS: It takes quite a while doing it.  Do you leave them for a while after you’ve

finished, when they’re dead?
R: Do I leave them?
NAVS: Yes, before you put them in the bag.
R: To be honest, I don’t always remember to take them out.
NAVS: So you leave them there.
R: Yes, it’s got nothing to do with leaving them for any special reason.
NAVS: ‘Cos you’re meant to leave them, aren’t you.
R: Oh! Officially, by the book, you’re supposed to leave them, but that’s not

the reason I do it.  I do it because, I suppose I can’t be bothered, or I forget.
NAVS: So if you’ve got a lot to do, you just do them, as soon as you think they’re

dead you chuck them in the bag.
R: Yes, right, ‘cos now I haven’t left these have I?  I’ve just turned it off, then

I’ve got to go in there and get some more out, that sort of thing.  I always
look, you know, through the glass, I always look for a while like that, see
if they’re moving, if I can’t see any movement I assume they’re dead.
[Pause]
A lot of the jobs you’re supposed to do by the book it would take you all
day doing.  I’m not losing any time, I’m gaining time by doing this and 
I’m not losing anything.  I mean I’m not going by the book, but nothing’s
suffering because they are dead.  The rules are like that, I expect are made,
designed for technicians who aren’t exactly sure what they’re doing, so they’re
making the rules as wide as possible , to allow for the ones who aren’t
particularly sure.  I might be wrong, on that, but it’s just a guess.

NAVS: It’s easy enough for the mice because they’re so small, I just leave them on
to one side, they’re so small that they don’t take up any room.

END.

Diary 27.3.95:  “...the tap on the gas chamber isn’t working due to a damaged wash-
er, so it’s difficult if not impossible to get the best use out of the chamber.”

Diary 10.4.95:  “The gas chamber isn’t working properly. There’s a washer missing,
so the gas is not efficiently sent through the pipe into the chamber so the rate of
flow can’t be controlled.  The main problem is that when the mice collapse uncon-
scious the gas can’t be rushed in to finish them off quickly;  it takes far too long.”

Diary 19.4.95:  “.... found another mouse with the bulbous eye problem. .... took
her to be culled but the gas chamber is unworkable and it was very drawn out and
inhumane.  The gas isn’t going into the chamber efficiently.  It is very hard to finish
the animals off.

NAVS Investigator’s comment:  The flow of carbon dioxide is not under control
while culling takes place.  Gas flow is not necessarily maintained for 3 minutes.
Checking for rigor mortis, using exsanguination and dislocation are all used
extremely rarely to confirm death.
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1.3.6  Institute of Neurology:  Post operative cats

The following experiments are being carried out at the Institute of Neurology:-

(A)  Cutting or crushing some of the spinal nerves in old cats (up to 15 years old),
at the point where they leave the spinal cord, to see if they would regenerate or atro-
phy; the project used 12 cats, and was funded by the Medical Research Council.
(B) Studies of nerve connections between two adjacent parts of the spinal cord, in a
project using 21 adult cats. Joint project with another researcher in Germany.
(C) Study of the effects of respiration on nerve impulses in the spinal cords of 13
adult cats, funded by the Wellcome Trust.
(D) Damaging various nerves with diphtheria toxin to study the effect on nerve
junctions, and the way the nerves regenerate after damage.  Published reports since
1992 discuss experiments on at least 26 cats (including controls), variously and
jointly funded by the Medical Research Council, the Wellcome Trust, and the
Motor Neurone Disease Association.
(References for these projects are in section 3, Scientific Critique).

Diary  6.6.95:  “After lunch I saw the cat who had been operated on.  He was one
of the four males, a pure black one.  He had a shaved strip on his back and a long
cut stitched together.  He had been given a room in the cat breeding block, heated
up more than usual and disinfected.  He was alone, but may be given company later
on.  He was groggy and moved unsteadily and seemed to be bewildered by me and
L, but came to us.  I was told he had been operated on in a sciatica investigation.”

Diary 8.6.95:  “When I got in, there was a minor panic over the cat who had been
operated on on Tuesday.  He had taken a turn for the worse, and L and W were try-
ing to contact the licensee to get permission to kill him.  I went into the theatre and
saw what I thought was a dead cat.  Looking closer, I could see the ribs moving
weakly, and later, I saw the eyes look up at me and respond to my movement.  The
licensee wasn’t available so his deputy was being called by W, when L decided to kill
him anyway.  First, she tried to inject him in the leg, but couldn’t find the vein.  She
turned the limp, moribund cat over. The whole side he had been lying on was wet.
W suggested he had tipped his water bowl over.  L tried again with the injection,
then got the gas anaesthetic for an overdose.  She had a mask over the end of the
tube, which she placed over the cat’s face.  The breathing became less regular, with
an occasional heaving in the ribs, then eventually failed completely. ....a post
mortem showed a haemorrhage in the stomach which L thought may be caused by a
reaction between the vaccination he had received recently and the drugs connected
with the operation.”

Diary 21.6.95:  “The sciatica operation on the female cat has turned out in a similar
way to the previous one.  There was a longer gap between the vaccination and the
procedure, but the cat is very much on the edge.  She isn’t eating at all, and is very
unresponsive.  Euthanasia has been discussed already.  She doesn’t acknowlege any-
one and is very sensitive around her back on spots not obviously connected with the
operation.”

Diary 22.6.95:  “The post-op cat is still in a bad way.  She has been given morphine
as a painkiller.”
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Diary 23.6.95:  “The post-op cat was put down at 6pm yesterday.  She was not get-
ting any better.  She will be post-mortemed.”

Diary 27.6.95:  “The early signs from the post mortem on the cat in the sciatica
study is that septicaemia is the cause of death,  which was due to poor technique.
[NB:  The Home Office Inspector was visiting for most of this day].

We would appreciate answers from the Home Office to the following questions:-

(a) Why was the licensee not overseeing the cat after such a serious operation?
(b) What action has been taken by the Home Office to reappraise this

project in light of two failures?
(c) Was this project classed as a “severe” procedure?
(d) Was the Home Office Inspector aware of these incidents?
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1.4 Code of Practice for The
Housing and Care of Animals
used in Scientific Procedures
(COP)
Under the terms of the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986, the Home Office
issue a Code of Practice, and appoints an Inspectorate to fulfill the functions and
administration of the Act.

We have noted below the various clauses of the COP, and our comments on our
findings relating to the Code in respect of Charing Cross & Westminster Medical
School (CXWMS) and The Institute of Neurology.

Visits of Home Office Inspectors

In our previous investigations at SmithKline Beecham, St. Bartholomew’s Medical
School, St. Mary’s Medical School, and Toxicol Laboratories Ltd., and also in the
diaries of the Lancashire Polytechnic animal house, we have shown that laboratories
are well aware of inspections in advance, and we have pointed out how this means
that problems can be hidden, or cleared up, in advance of visits10.

The Home Office has responded to our criticisms to the effect that unannounced
visits to laboratories frequently take place;  that there are good reasons why a pro-
portion of inspectors’ visits must be by appointment, e.g. to discuss project licence
proposals, meet with individuals, access records.  The Home Office have indicated
that their inspectors’ visits are a mixture of discussions, meetings, and inspections.

Nevertheless, detailed below are diary notes of Home Office visits at CXWMS and
the Institute of Neurology.

COP 1.3.  Section 18 of the Act empowers the Home Secretary to appoint Inspectors;
sets out their duties to visit establishments and advise and report to the Secretary of
State; and empowers Inspectors to order the killing of an animal if it is considered to
be undergoing excessive suffering.

Diary 18.7.94:  “The Home Office Inspector is coming on Friday.  It’s a senior
inspector, so Lansdown has told everyone to make sure everything’s especially per-
fect.”  [Alan Lansdown, Head of Department of Comparative Biology, CXWMS,
and Named Day to Day Carer under the Act]

Diary 20.7.94:  “[Lansdown] was talking about the rodents bred for abormalities,
like mdx and kyky. The kys often have a problem with passing excrement, he said,
and some die of blocked passages.  We should be careful to watch out for this.  He
seems eager to make sure things are OK for the Home Office inspection on Friday,
but revealed he’s known this inspector since 1965.”

Diary 21.7.94:  “The corridor was washed for the visit of the Inspector tomorrow,
and cage racks that are usually kept in the corridor were moved.”

Diary 22.7.94:  “The Inspector was expected at 11:30.  I think he turned up about
then, but didn’t come to the breeding area at all.  It was said that he had a detailed
look at the middle floor.”
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Diary 18.8.94:  “I heard that the Home Office Inspector was here in the afternoon,
making a spot check, but didn’t see him nor hear any more about it.  I don’t think
there was any inspection in the breeding area.”  [I didn’t see him in my rooms]

Diary 17.11.94:  “The Home Office Inspector came today.  He didn’t come into
the breeding area.”

Diary 18.1.95:  “The Home Office Inspector came today and was pretty inconspic-
uous.”  [Investigator did not see him].

Diary 30.3.95: “The Home Office Inspector came in today.  I didn’t see him.

Diary 11.4.95:  “I heard the Home Office Inspector was in last week and com-
plained that the isolators looked shabby so we should clean them.  He didn’t men-
tion the overcrowding.  No 7 has cages along the top racks and on the isolator
floor, and there are cages of mixed sex stock and overcrowded cages.”.  [No action
was taken about overcrowding].  See following diary entry, on 19.4.95:  “Before I
left, I took some stills of an overcrowded isolator, no. 7 and some overcrowded
cages.”  On 26.4.95 “We are still hopelessly short of time, and there are things we
should be doing, but can’t.  The isolators need more planning.  We have an empty
one which should be used to put some in from the ridiculously overcrowded num-
ber 7 where they are all across the top of the rack
and on the floor.  More cages should be prepared
and put in to enable us to wean litters and to split
up cages where there are too many.  I estimate that
we have cages of 6,7 & 9 mice when there should
be only 3 to 5.

Diary 26.6.95:  “The Home Office Inspector is
due tomorrow.”
[The Inspector visited the next day].

Diary 29.6.95:  “Frogley says we have one more
primate coming in, on July 12th, and the Home
Office Inspector is coming on the 13th.  As it is a
lone monkey some arrangement will
have to be made as he/she can’t be
left alone.”

Diary:  13.7.95:  “The primate,
William, will be killed on Monday.
He is in a terminal experiment to do
with the nerves linking hand move-
ment to brain activity. Tomorrow he
will be moved to a wheeled cage and
kept there over the weekend for the
Monday morning experiment.  This
had to be kept quiet today, as the
Home Office Inspector was due,
although I don’t think he showed,
and the vet was here; and the cage is
below Home Office specifications.”
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In 20 months in two laboratories, our Investigator did not meet a HO Inspector.

This confirms results from previous investigations:
SmithKline Beecham, 1990, in five months our investigator saw no Home Office
Inspections.  St. Bartholomews Medical School, 1991, in two months, our investiga-
tor saw no Inspector.
St. Mary’s Medical School, 1992, there was advance warning of a visit and instruc-
tions to clean water bottles;  the Inspector did not visit the rooms in the investiga-
tor’s charge.  Toxicol Laboratories, 1993, our investigator did not see a Home Office
Inspector during his three months there.

We would like to have the view of the APC on this point, especially in light of the
comments in their 1994 Annual Report to Parliament, where on page 5 the APC’s
concern for breeding and general housing facilities is expressed.

Animal Procedures Committee

COP 1.4:  Section 19 of the Act establishes the Animal Procedures Committee and
sets out its constitution.  Section 20 of the Act lays down that it is the duty of the
Committee to advise the Home Secretary, having “regard both to the legitimate
requirements of science and industry and to the protection of animals against avoid -
able suffering and unnecessary use in scientific procedures”.

The APC does not scrutinise all licence applications.  The failure of this system is
demonstrated by the unseemly haste in which a licence was granted to Roger Lemon
at the Institute of Neurology  - within 3 working days of applying for it.  It is of
concern that because the project licence in question was claimed to involve pain of
“moderate” severity, the APC would be unlikely to become involved in the decision
at all.

COP 1.9. .....It is an underlying principle of the 1986 Act that animals bred, sup -
plied and used for scientific purposes should be cared for in accordance with the best
standards of modern animal husbandry.  It is hoped that these guidelines on housing
and care will help to establish such standards.
Although sizes of cages and pens are recommended, from the animals’ point of view
cage shape and furniture may be more important than size and the social relation -
ship of its fellows more important than stocking densities.  The care given by staff
may be the most important factor of all.
Knowledge of the needs of animals is always growing and it is necessary that it con -
tinues to be shared.  Breeders are willing to provide details of the high quality of
animals they supply; licensees, technicians, animal house curators and veterinary
surgeons responsible for the care of the animals should share their experiences and
knowledge and, if needs be, seek advice from the Home Office Inspectorate.  It is up
to all concerned to keep themselves fully aware of developments that might improve
the standards of husbandry of the laboratory animals in their care.

In 1994, we criticised two laboratories in our Labs Unlocked report, detailing the
differences between the government’s Code of Practice for Housing and Care of
Laboratory Animals (COP) and the reality of day-to-day life for lab animals.  
The main thrust of our report highlighted that the Home Office frequently use the
COP to allay public concern about the use of animals in laboratories.  Yet when labs
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are challenged on their adherence to the COP, the response from the Home Office
is to point out that researchers are not obliged to meet the standards in the Code.

In response to the criticisms in our Labs Unlocked report, the Home Office said that:
“While these may not always represent best practice, they are in no way bad practice, and
certainly not against the welfare interests of the animals.” But they went on to con-
cede:  “....have recognised for some time that the facilities for these species are less than
perfect, and that changes need to be made.”

There are dramatic examples of the adverse effect of housing on different species at
both Charing Cross & Westminster Medical School (CXWMS) and the Institute of
Neurology.  At CXWMS fighting is common amongst rodents leading to horrific
injuries, which are detailed in our investigator’s diary, and in our photographic evi-
dence.

At the Institute of Neurology the Rhesus macaque, Alice, constantly displayed dis-
turbed, stereotypic, behaviour. We have extensive video of Alice pacing and weaving
about her cage, performing the same pattern, with her head lolling up at the same
point on each circuit.

COP 1.13.  It is not appropriate for a code of practice to set mandatory require -
ments for housing which must be followed in all circumstances.  This Code incorpo -
rates the best practice of animal scientists of the highest standing.  To ensure good
husbandry and to safeguard animal welfare, a high standard of facilities must be
provided for animals wherever they are held and used and this Code contains specific
recommendations.  Where facilities are not satisfactory, a realistic (but not too
extended) programme for improvement will be set.  Any proposed alterations to
housing systems or facilities are a matter for discussion with the Inspector.

This is the clause which negates the whole COP, making all protestations that the
UK’s stringent controls give us the highest standards redundant.  

Housing and Environment

COP 2.1.  The purpose of this Code of Practice is to establish standards for the care
of laboratory animals and for designing and constructing animal facilities.

Standards which do not have to be met, and cannot be enforced.  
In six laboratories investigated by the NAVS, SmithKline Beecham, Stock (1990),
St. Bartholomew’s Medical School (1991), St. Mary’s Medical School (1992),
Toxicol Laboratories (1993), Charing Cross & Westminster Medical School (1994-
95), and Institute of Neurology (1995), these standards have not been established.

COP 2.2  In scientific work involving living animals, the most reliable results are
likely to be obtained by using healthy animals that are well adapted to their housing
conditions and, in quantitative assays or comparisions, precision is increased if these
animals are uniform.

The effects of stress on laboratory animals are well known, and that such stress can
affect the outcome of an experiment is also well known.  Yet at CXWMS, so many
small rodents were being bred that horrific injuries from fights were a common and
accepted feature of the breeding programme.
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Again, such problems have been highlighted in our previous reports.  

Animals at CXWMS included cats, dogs (beagles and mongrel x labradors), guinea
pigs, mastomies, mice, pigs, rabbits, rats, sheep.

Animals at The Institute of Neurology included cats, gerbils, guinea pigs, mice,
macaque monkeys, rats.

COP 2.3. The 1986 European Convention (20)
provides that:

Any animal used or intended for use in a proce -
dure shall be provided with accomodation, and the
environment, at least a minimum of freedom of
movement, food, water and care, appropriate to its
health and well-being.  Any restriction on the
extent to which an animal can satisfy its psycholog -
ical and ethological needs shall be limited as far as
practicable.  In the implementation of this provi -
sion, regard should be paid to the guidelines for
accommodation and care of animals set out in
Appendix A to this Convention.

COP 2.4.  These principles have been borne in
mind throughout the preparation of this Code.

The inadequacies of housing of all of the species at
both laboratories are apparent.  However, the
problems are most clearly seen with the primates at
The Institute of Neurology. The COP gives more
guidance on primates than almost any other
species, yet it is in the conditions of the primates

we see the recommendations most persistently flouted.  This holds true for the
Institute of Neurology as it was for St. Mary’s Medical School in 1994 10.

Note should also be taken of the way in which rodents are housed in laboratories.
These species represent some 85% of all animals used, yet no credible attempt has
been made to provide anything other than a storage box.  Rodents are kept in white
opaque plastic boxes with another box stacked a few centimetres above, with no
environmental enrichment whatsoever.  For these, the majority of lab animals, their
needs beyond food and water have not even been considered.  In our experience, the
smaller the lab animal, overall, the worse it is treated.

COP 2.5  All animals, except when undergoing regulated procedures licensed under
the Act, are subject to other controls.  For example, the Protection of Animals Act
1911 (1912 Scotland;  in Northern Ireland, the Welfare of Animals Act (NI) 1972)
prohibits causing or permitting any unnecessary suffering.  The Animal Health Act
1981 and Diseases of Animals (NI) Order 1981 apply in respect of notifiable disease
and the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, and Wildlife (NI) Order 1985, relate
to the taking of wild animals.

The Protection of Animals Act 1911 is somewhat meaningless in the laboratory
context in terms of enforcement, because it was designed to deal with deliberate
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infliction of wanton physical cruelty or neglect, witnessed by
others and reported to the police.  In laboratories, pain and
suffering is a licensed part of day-to-day life, and there is no
public access to report any cases of cruelty which would come
under the 1911 Act.

The 1911 Act does not cover the kind of psychological dis-
tress caused by confinement, as in the case of Alice, the
Rhesus macaque, or other smaller animals, such as the thou-
sands of overcrowded rats and mice, or the rabbits who con-
stantly scratch at their cages.  The low staffing levels,  and
vast numbers of the smaller species kept in racks of cages,
means that any cases of neglect are likely to go undiscovered.

There are, however, some instances which we believe should
be investigated to establish whether they are covered by any
of the legislation referred to:-

(a) Severe fighting injuries are commonplace amongst
rodents.  We have photographic evidence of these injuries,
which are the result of overcrowding because of the type of
housing, and the intensive breeding programme.  Such daily
suffering is simply accepted as a consequence of standard lab-
oratory practice at CXWMS (along with many other labs).

(b) CXWMS constantly overbreed rodents, only to gas
them.  The lab’s own breeding records show that of animals
weaned, 68% were culled because they were surplus to
requirements. This represents in excess of 33,000 ANIMALS

IN UNDER TWO YEARS. See our report on overbreeding.

(c) At the Institute of Neurology, there is the case of
Alice, the Rhesus macaque.  At the time of our investigation
Alice had not been allocated for an experiment but had been
at the laboratory for nearly seven months, having been issued
on 15.2.95.  Alice is kept in a tiny barren cage with minimal
furniture and she displays deeply disturbed behaviour.  She
repeatedly circles her cage, retracing the same steps, her head
lolling and bobbing in the same pattern.  We have extensive
video recordings of this.  No attempts appear to have been
made to improve the environment of this animal.

The fact that there are unlikely to be any prosecutions for these transgressions show
the weakness of animal protection legislation in this context.

COP 2.7  Where animal facilities do not confirm to the standards of this Code, it is
expected that modifications necessary for the well-being of the animals will be made
without delay.  New facilities must meet the standards, but nothing in this Code is
intended to imply that absolute uniformity is in itself desirable, or to make a case
for change to achieve uniformity for its own sake.  Inspectors will consider, as part of
their enquiries, whether the facilties, or any proposed changes, are acceptable before
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making a recommendation to the Secretary of State on applications for licences and
certificates of designation.

In our 1994 report on the facilities at Toxicol Laboratories Limited and St. Mary’s
Medical School, we wrote in reference to COP 2.7: “They [Toxicol & St. Mary’s]
were not, and nor does there appear to be any incentive to make such improvements.
There are apparently no penalties being meted out and applications for project and per -
sonal licences and certificates of designation are clearly unaffected.”

It was only after publication of our report that the Home Office acknowleged that
there were problems with regard to the way the tamarins and woodchucks were
kept.  They responded that: “There is no evidence that the facilities for woodchucks
and tamarins at St. Mary’s cause welfare problems.  Nevertheless, the Home Office and
the authorities at St. Mary’s have recognised for some time that the facilities for these

species are less than per -
fect, and that changes
need to be made.  The
Inspectorate will ensure
that the new arrange -
ments which St. Mary’s
are planning will allow
for paired and group
housing and will provide
more stimulating envi -
ronment than has been
possible hereto.  It must,
however, be recognised
that the nature of some
research work may
require individual hold -
ing, on some occasions.”

But these ‘less than per-
fect’ facilities are not
unusual.  Once again,

at the Institute of Neurology, we see dismal conditions for primates in a London
laboratory. The Institute has a regular stream of primates through its doors (includ-
ing baboons and macaques)  Why was the Home Office Inspector responsible for
this lab not spurred into action by the tragic plight of the disturbed Alice?  And
what of the other monkeys, for example the Macaca fascicularis (Crab eating
macaque) in the quarantine room?

COP 2.10 An animal house should be designed, sited and constructed to provide a
suitable environment, including any special requirement for exercise or social contact
for the species to be housed, and should incorporate facilities sufficient for the activi -
ties carried out within it.  When substantial alterations to the premises are proposed,
the Inspector should be consulted at an early stage.

In both CXWMS and the Institute, certain species had severe restrictions on their
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exercise and social contact.  At
CXWMS a sheep, a species well
known for its herding instinct,
was kept in complete isolation
in a small indoor pen.  (It also
had dogs barking next door to
it).  Space was severely restricted
for rodents, and some mice were
kept in isolation.  Rabbits were
kept isolated in small cages,
despite that laboratories else-
where have employed loose
housing for rabbits for some
considerable time.  The appar-
ent unwillingness for the
research industry to embrace
even the most rudimentary
improvements in housing and
welfare highlights the need for
proper  enforcement of more
rigid controls.

Primate housing at the Institute
is deplorable, in terms of both
exercise, environmental enrich-
ment and stimulation, and
social contact.

COP 2.22  There should be spe -
cial provision to house animals
that are ill or injured, including facilities for isolation, if necessary.

COP 2.23  Breeding animals should normally be held separately from animals in
procedures.  According to the microbiological and genetic quality of animal desired,
different levels of separation and physical barrier will be required between breeding
and other areas.

COP 2.25  General and specialist procedure rooms should be provided as 
appropriate.  Major surgery and euthanasia should not be performed in rooms where
animals are normally housed or where other conscious animals are undergoing proce -
dures.

The vast majority of lab animals are rodents and as evidenced by our overbreeding
report, these are deemed highly disposable.  As a consequence treatment for sick or
injured animals is rare;  they are usually killed, either on the spot in front of others,
or removed and gassed.  See detail of killing procedures at section 4.4;  also section
1.3 ‘Legislative Compliance’.  This is a similar situation to that discovered at St.
Mary’s Medical School and reported to the Home Office in 199410.

COP 2.29  The design and construction of service and circulation areas should nor -
mally be of the same standard as the experimentation areas. The building should be
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planned to prevent cross-contamination between clean and dirty equipment.
Corridors should be wide enough for easy movement or personnel and equipment.

COP 2.31  There should be adequate storage space;  corridors should not be used for
storage.  Separate stores should be provided
for food, bedding, cages, cleaning materials
and other items.  Special facilities may be
required for handling and storing chemi -
cals.

At CXWMS cross contamination of clean
and dirty equipment has been caused by
the single corridor in the breeding area,
which is used for both clean and dirty
equipment and cages at the same time.
We have video footage and photographs
showing that cages were stored in corri-
dors, reducing their width.

Again, this mirrors the situation at St.
Mary’s, where clean and dirty rooms were adjacent to each other and doors were
often left open10;  again, it was not unusual for corridors to be used for storage.
Whilst using corridors is a fairly minor charge, it is indicative of the lax work prac-
tices prevalent in these establishments and the casual disregard for the COP,
contrary to the image of ‘tight controls’ presented to the public by officials repre-
senting both labs and the Home Office.

COP 2.37 The person named in the certificate of designation of the premises as
responsible for the day-to-day care of the animals should ensure that adequate train -
ing is provided for all personnel.  The degree of training required will depend upon
the activities being carried out.

Formal training of our Trainee Technician was not given until after 9 months in the
position.  There was no formal induction training but advice and tips were casually
provided during ‘on the job’ training.  There were no written instructions on the use
of the gas chamber,  nor formal training.  As a consequence vital information could
be missed;  a similar situation has been found in other laboratories.

COP 2.39  Under section 6(5)(b) of the Act, it is a requirement for certification as
a designated establishment that there is a named veterinary surgeon (or in exception -
al circumstances, another suitably qualified person) to provide advice on the health
and welfare of the animals.  It is important that he or she has knowledge of the
needs of laboratory animals and of all the procedures in use.

In 199410 we expressed our concerns at the cursory nature of most veterinary visits;
the vet at St. Mary’s visited once a month, and we found this to be inadequate to
monitor the health and welfare of such vast quantities of animals.  We also cited our
concerns that a vet had failed to notice a poisoning case at Lancashire Polytechnic12.
In both of these instances, veterinary visits did not stop animal suffering.
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Points on COP 2.39 are covered in a variety of examples which are best dealt with
elsewhere in this report, to avoid repetition.

Animal Care and Health

COP 3.2  The aim is to maintain animals in good health and physical condition;
behaving in a manner normal for the species and strain and with a reasonably full
expression of their behavioural repertoire;  amenable to handling;  and suitable for
the scientific procedures for which they are kept.

The near-constant circling and head bobbing exhibited by the Rhesus macaque
Alice, can by no stretch of the imagination be described as “behaving in a manner
normal for the species and strain and with a reasonably full expression of their behav -
ioural repertoire.” Furthermore, the added difficulty with Alice appears to be that
she is reputedly being confined in her single cage as a companion for experimental
monkeys, thus extending her time in this cage.  She does not appear in any of the
project licence protocols we have seen.

It is difficult to say that any of the housing systems at either establishment attain or
even attempt to attain the standards laid down in COP 3.2.  The systems are-
designed purely for the convenience of the laboratory workers.  This is most pro-
nounced in the systems used to cage rodents, guinea-pigs, sheep, pigs and primates.

Our experience from investigations of SmithKline Beecham at Stock, St.
Bartholomew’s Medical School, St. Mary’s Medical School, and Toxicol Laboratories
is that the prime concern of laboratory housing is the convenience of the workers.

COP 3.3  The general well-being of the animals must be checked at least once daily.
More detailed examinations should be carried out with sufficient frequency to ensure
that the health and well-being of the animals is maintained.  Animals which are
undergoing scientific procedures must be inspected at a frequency commensurate
with the severity of the procedure.

The scale and nature of lab housing negates this COP. The reality is that ailments
are rarely spotted before they have become advanced.  The responsibility for this
COP effectively falls on an unqualified technician, with limited if any training, who
is dealing with thousands of animals in a room.  The following diary entries high-
light the problems.

Diary 20.6.94:  “...found a young rat in his
cockroach trap.  It looked like one that had
just been weaned by the size, and was stuck
to the trap by the belly.  He found it alive,
severely dehydrated, and gassed it.”

Diary 2.8.94:  “I came to a box of three
young males.  When I opened the box, I
found one alive.  One was dead, and the
body was dried and hard, as ones which
have been dead for a while get.  One was
freshly dead.  The head was gashed open
by a massive  wound encompassing the
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lower jaw. The one live one was picking at the flesh. If this is cannibalism, it is the
first case among mice I have seen.”

Diary 19.9.94:  “I also found a
kyky breeder dead with a blocked
anus.  As the kykys age, their back
end, including hind legs, anus and
bladder, tend to function less fully.
This male was 82 days old and
had died with a blocked anus.”

Diary 21.9.94:  “While cleaning
cages I found a dead STR stock,
and a dead BDL with an apparent-
ly blocked anus.  This was a young
mouse.  There was also a young
mouse with injuries to the ears and
head.  He was alone, but had pre-
viously had cage mates.  Maybe
the enforced solitude had caused
him to go mad - this is what D

suggested.  His ear was torn and bleeding, and a patch on the top of the back, just
below the neck, had lost some hair and was scabbed.  He was gassed.”

Diary 28.9.94:  “When doing clean cages today I found a cage of 3 ky males at 45
days.  Two were normal, the last was huddled in a corner and seemed smaller.  He
was shivering and felt thin.  I could feel the skeleton easily through the skin;  it
seemed to be of an awkward shape, as in the older ky mice.  I thought it was possi-
ble that the bladder was distended too (as is common in the older ones)  The penis
was extended, which I have never seen in a healthy mouse, but is a symptom of the
lack of bladder control the older ky mouse has.  

Diary 3.10.94:  “While cleaning out today I found an M9 breeder severely emaciat-
ed.  The bones felt very clear through her skin.  She was 91 days old.  Eventually she
was gassed because she seemed beyond hope.  Her problem was actually one of
grossly overgrown teeth, preventing her from eating.”

Diary 6.10.94:  “...I would estimate that the population of the mice in my room to
be in excess of 1200 animals.”

Diary 21.11.94:  “While cleaning out, I discovered an unhealthy female mdx, one of
the oldest mdx’s we have.  She had an enormous growth, close to the size of her
head.  It was on her belly, pushed to one side, near the forelegs.  It was an incredible
size, and must have caused great discomfort.”

Diary 21.11.94:  “P  ‘phoned down during the morning.  She’d found some dead
young mice in a box with GC’s name on it.  They were the ones he ordered last
week, and wanted them delayed for a day. Then it appears he neglected them com-
pletely and left them to die.  They were pre-weaners, they didn’t have much
chance.”
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Diary 16.1.95:  “J was saying she was
annoyed at the waste by a cancer
researcher.  He had 36 cages each of 5 rats,
costing £10 each.  They were all to be
killed due to an oversight.  That’s 180 ani-
mals, or £1,800 wasted at once.”

Diary 2.4.95:  “Then I cleaned out in
G04, which is the rats Coombes buys in
for cancer research.  ....kill four, because
they had developed massive growths...I
asked C...he said they all had growths,
they were bought in like that, but if they
got  too big or burst, spilling out pus and
blood, they should be culled.  One ... had
a growth at least the size of her head,
along the side of her body.”

Diary 11.4.95:  “I spent all day on the isolators.  In one, there was an escaped
female, about 20 days old.  She was very fast, and catching her seemed impossible.
In the end, she was left there, C said we might as well.  I said there was no water
available to her, C said it would save us the problem of culling her.”

Care of Animals

COP 3.21  Size, shape and fittings of pens and cages should be designed to meet the
physiological and behavioural needs of the animals.  The shape of the cage and the
furniture provided may be as important to the animal as the overall size of the cage.
Social relationships are as important as stocking densities and room must be allowed
for growth of the animals.  Some animals continue to
grow into old age although they may become less active.

We have pointed out that pens and cages are designed
to maximise storage of animals, and provide ease of
convenience and use for the laboratory workers.  There
are instances at CXWMS where rabbits, sheep and
mice are all denied social contact with others of their
own species.  These same species have severe limita-
tions of space, and no cage furniture is provided.  At
the Institute of Neurology the primates are denied
social contact and have extremely limited space and
furniture.

Diary 25.11.94:  “When I went in at about 11.15, some had been
fighting viciously. There were several with a mass of scabs down the
tail.  There was a cage of two where they both had fresh injuries.
One had a gash in the side just before the thigh which was thick
with blood.  ...several, who will now have to live in isolation.”

Diary 28.11.94:  “..C commented on how much they [T/Os] fight,
and said that within a few minutes of putting the males back
together (he did this), there was blood in four cages.”
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COP 3.24  The pens or cages should be made of material that is not detrimental to
the health of the animals and which is resistant to cleaning agents and techniques.
They should be designed to minimise risk of injury with comfortable floors that per -
mit easy removal of excreta.  Floors, walls and doors should have surfaces which are
resistant to wear and tear caused by the animals or by cleaning procedures.

At CXWMS, some DiDi rats had to live on wire mesh floors.  These animals were
genetically predisposed to mimic diabetes and so drank and urinated more than
usual.  The coarse wire mesh is obviously uncomfortable for these animals.

Diary entries 3.6.94 and 8.6.94 describe how the stock animals for DiDi, LeDi and
Di+ are kept on wire mesh bottomed cages, and breeders are kept on solid bottomed
cages with extra sawdust.

Also at CXWMS, the sheep was kept on a metal grid floor with no bedding.  Dogs
and cats did not have bedding materials.  Rabbits were kept in cages with metal grid
floors and no bedding.  We have photographs showing how the rabbits would dig at
the floor of their cages out of boredom and frustration, which could lead to injury.
The guinea-pigs were kept on wire mesh floors with no bedding.

At the Institute, the primates were kept in cages with mesh grid floors and no bed-
ding.  In the examples shown in our films and photographs of the wire mesh floors
used for rats, guinea-pigs, and primates, the gauge of the mesh was particularly
coarse, and must therefore be especially uncomfortable.  

Note in the photographs, the difference between the size of the animals’ feet, and
the gauge of the grid floor.

We have previously reported on the use of large gauge floors for rabbits at St.
Bartholomew’s Medical School11 and St. Mary’s Medical School10;  rats also had
mesh floors at SmithKline Beecham 11, where our investigator commented:  “At Stock
rats were kept in cages with metal grid floors which caused sores on their feet but
made cleaning out easy.”
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COP 3.25  Animals should be housed so that they can be easily inspected:  animals
should not be held in cages which are stacked so high that they cannot be inspected
without removing them from the rack.

Over the past 6 years, we have shown on several occasions10,11 how standard industry
laboratory caging and racking systems completely ignore this recommendation.
Refer to section 2, Animal Care, Housing & Supply, para 2.1.6.

For the industry to be able to simply ignore the government’s code brings both the
Home Office and the industry into disrepute.

Standard laboratory caging for rodents at CXWMS and the Institute, as previously
with St. Mary’s10 and St. Bartholomew’s11, does not allow for easy inspection.  The
animals are generally held in opaque boxes stacked on racks, with a relatively small
gap between shelves.  Our investigator noted at CXWMS:-

“Top rows of mouse racks are about six foot from the ground;  to observe them you’d have
to be at least six foot six
inches tall.” A person
would not be able to spot a
dead or suffering animal,
without checking each cage
individually.  See pho-
tographs and video footage
for examples of animals in
these cages with horrific
injuries.

COP 3.28  Bedding and
nesting material should be
provided, unless it is clearly
inappropriate.  It should
be comfortable for the par -
ticular species, dry,
absorbent, dust free, non-
toxic and free from infec -
tious agents, vermin and
other forms of contamina -
tion.  Sawdust or shavings
should not be derived from
hardwoods or wood that
has been treated chemically.
Nesting materials should
provide insulation but
cause no hazard to the
young or adult animals.
Where large animals are
housed on concrete, cattle
mats should be used to pro -
tect pressure points.
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At CXWMS, no bedding or nesting material was provided for the dogs, sheep, pigs,
cats, guinea-pigs and some of the rats.  

During investigations by NAVS in the dog units of SmithKline Beecham Ltd.,
Toxicol Ltd., and now CXWMS, we have never seen bedding material provided for
the dogs;  why bedding is always ‘clearly inappropriate’ has yet to be explained in
any of the instances we have cited.

We would appreciate the response of
both the Home Office Inspectorate and
the APC to this point.

At the Institute of Neurology no bed-
ding or nesting material was provided
for the primates.  Most rodents at
CXWMS were housed on a thin layer
of sawdust.

Food

COP 3.29  Diet should be formulated
to satisfy the nutritional requirements
of the animals.....

COP 3.31  All food hoppers and uten -
sils should be cleaned regularly and
their sterilisation considered.  If moist

food is used or if the food is easily contaminated, daily cleaning is essential.

Previously we had noted at St. Mary’s Medical School that rodent food hoppers were
only cleaned approximately every 10-12 weeks (or often simply when the animals
were killed).  This was also found to be the case at CXWMS.  Our investigator
noted that food was left for weeks in food hoppers and even raised this with the
manufacturer of the diet during the Institute of Animal Technician’s 1995 Congress.

Diary 17.6.94:  “There is still old diet in the hoppers, which must be at least five
weeks old by my reckoning....”

Our investigator comments:  “Rodent
food hoppers are rarely changed.  For
rats and mice, they are usually changed
when the cage is emptied due to death,
an order, or the mating of all occupants.
Rabbit hoppers are also rarely changed.”  

Diary 24.4.94:  “Something worthy of
note is the standard of food given to the
rabbits.  Some are marked to have car-
rots and greens, and the weekend veg is
put separately in a bag for the weekend
staff. Yesterday I noticed furry mould
on a carrot, and the greens were rotting,
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so they were black, soft, and disinte-
grated in my hand.  Today the bag
was slimy with the decaying food, and
several of the carrots were rotted..”

Diary 4.3.95:  “I took some stills of
the RM3 diet still in the hoppers in
my room, next to a card with the date
on.  That [food] must be nearly 20
weeks old now.”

COP 3.32  Where animals are held in groups, care should be taken to ensure that
subordinate animals have adequate access to food and water.  Consideration should
be given to the avoidance of obesity by controlling food intake.  

Where ‘withholding of food’ is necessary for experimental or safety reasons, such as
prior to anaesthesia, care should be taken that ‘deprived’ animals are not stressed by
exclusion from food whilst other animals around them are fed.  This may necessitate
removal to another cage or room.

The general practice at both labs was to keep hoppers full, providing an unlimited
supply of food;  this was also the practice at St. Mary’s.  At CXWMS STR mice
became obese, but were still free fed.

At the Institute of Neurology, Elisa would be starved for 24 hours before an experi-
ment.  Alice, the monkey across the room, (about 2m away) would be fed with fruit
in full view of Elisa.

Water

COP 3.35  The operation of automatic systems should be checked daily. They
should be properly serviced and cleaned regularly to avoid malfunction and the risk
of spread of infection.  The water should be monitored for quality and purity to
avoid bacterial contamination.  If solid-bottomed cages are used, precautions should
be taken to avoid flooding.  Emergency supplies should be available in case pipes
freeze or supplies otherwise fail.

In our report on St. Mary’s we drew special attention to the problem of run-outs,
whereby a bottle floods the cage, often killing the inhabitants.  The Home Office
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Inspectorate and Animal Procedures Committee made no
comment on this.  Our investigator at CXWMS found
the same thing.  He also found a recurrent problem with
blocked water nozzles.

Diary 1.2.94:  “While doing cage cleaning I found a cage
with three Blotchy mice, all females, 30 days old.  One
was dead, the other two were ill;  lethargic and shivering
violently.  K said it was probably due to a blocked nozzle
on the drinking bottle.  ...replaced it [nozzle].”

Diary 2.2.94:  “From the three .....yesterday...another had
died by today....While doing clean cages I found five, all
dead, with a blocked bottle.  It’s the sawdust that does it,
we need to go back to using wood shavings.”

Diary 3.2.94  “Everyone.....is opposed to ...sawdust
instead of woodshavings, but it looks like that’s what we’ll
get.  How many will die as a result I don’t know....”

Diary 14.2.94:  “While doing clean cages I found more
victims of blocked nozzles on their water bottles, dead.”

Diary 23.3.94:  “There was another blocked nozzle, lead-
ing to the deaths of the occupants, five of about 25-35
days.”

6.4.94:  “....some more deaths.  Some of these were from
blocked bottles....”

7.4.94:  “...the state of the bottle tops is appalling due to
the sawdust.  I had to change, I would estimate, about
one in every fifteen because I didn’t consider them fit for

use.  With wood shavings I rarely changed
any.”

23.5.94:  “While checking water I discovered
two run outs [flooding].... one had a litter,
and two of the young were lying dead like
pink shreds of rubber on the sodden mixture
of droppings and sawdust.”

1.6.94  “While doing the clean cages there
was another cage flood...the male had died”

Diary 24.3.94:  “The ballcock in the rabbit
room had to be replaced today, as it was bro-

ken.  This is in the sub-tank which supplies the automatic watering system.  I saw in
the tank today;  it was green with algae...” [Pipes/nozzles not cleaned between
16.3.95 and 31.5.95].

Diary 4.2.95:  “From my room, I got some BDL breeders who had a bottle leak.  It
had claimed 7 of their three day old litter of 11 pups.  On 8th February, while
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cleaning out I found a cage of T/O mice of about 28 days;  it  looks as if the entire
contents of the water bottle had emptied into the cage.  The five occupants were
soaked;  their coats spikey and saturated.  All I could do was give them a clean dry
cage with wood wool.”

Diary 21.4.95:  “..in the rabbit room, the stench was overpowering.  The automatic
cleaning system has just about given up and attempts to get it working again have
failed.  When changing the floor grids, I saw piles of droppings on the tray under-
neath, which must be over a day’s worth.  It was unpleasant to work in that sort of
environment.  It must be appalling to live in it.  Quite a few rabbits have stopped
eating.  I can guess why.”

18.5.94:  “While checking water, I discovered two run outs, both in M9 breeders.
One had a litter and two of the young were lying dead like pink shreds of rubber on
the soddent mixture of droppings and sawdust.”

Diary 18.7.94:  “...asked me to put less sawdust in each mouse box today.  It’s
because the bottle tops are leaking, maybe because sawdust is getting into the
spouts.  We are phasing out the floating ball type tops in my room, and phasing in
the small hole open tube ones.  Sawdust is still getting up the little hole.  I pointed
out that for some of the mice, by the time it gets to cleaning their floor is covered in
faeces and is soaked in urine.  The sawdust covering is untraceable.  She said we
should have less sawdust in each.  I expect I will split some cages of the older more
messy ones for hygiene reasons.”

Exercise

COP 3.38  All ani -
mals must be allowed
to exercise.  For the
smaller species, this
should usually be
achieved by providing
adequately sized cages
or pens and sometimes
play objects.  Indoor
exercise may be accept -
able provided ade -
quate space and time
are made available
and it does not disturb
other animals.  For
larger species, special
arrangements will usu -
ally be required for social contact as well as exercise.

By ‘smaller species’ we take it that the COP means rodents.  During undercover
investigations of SmithKline Beecham and St. Bartholomew’s11, St. Mary’s and
Toxicol10, and now CXWMS and the Institute of Neurology, the only ‘play objects’
we have seen were plastic tubes placed in gerbil cages at the Institute of Neurology.
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In terms of space to exercise, in all instances
at both CXWMS and the Institute of
Neurology, photographs and video evidence
show that this was minimal.

There was no social contact between the
primates at the Institute of Neurology, at
best they could see each other. The COP
states that:  “special arrangements will usu-
ally be required.”  In this instance it would
seem they were not.  This is a repetition of
the conditions in which the red-bellied
tamarin monkeys at St. Mary’s Medical
School were housed, reported in 199410.

No special consideration was given to the
herd instinct of the sheep at CXWMS.

Handling

COP 3.39  The behaviour of an animal
during a procedure depends on the confidence is has in its handler. This confidence
is developed through regular human contact and, once, established, should be pre -
served.  Where appropriate, time should be set aside for handling and grooming.  All
staff, both scientific and technical, should be sympathetic, gentle and firm when
dealing with the animals.

We have previously reported that the sheer scale of animal experimentation in the
UK and the vast numbers of animals each animal technician is responsible for makes
a nonsense of this mythical gentle handler who gains the confidence of the animals
in their care.

Any technician, like our investigator, may find themselves responsible on a daily
basis for the lives of literally thousands of animals.  It is also the nature of the work
that employees will wish to remain detached, and not develop a relationship with
the animals they could be killing the following day.

Cleaning

COP 3.40  Regular cleaning and maintenance and a high standard of hygiene are
essential for good husbandry.  Routines should be established for cleaning, washing,
decontaminating or sterilising cages and accessories.

We have photographs showing mice in cages with virtually no sawdust and awash
with urine and excrement. 

Diary 12.9.94:  “Did clean mouse cages.  There was a spare mouse cage rack, so I
was able to change two racks for clean ones for the first time in several weeks - since
the old BDLs and kyky’s were sent upstairs.  I think they’re meant to be changed
about once a week.”

Diary 23.3.95:  “...next I changed all floor grids in the rabbit cages, some of which
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looked as if they hadn’t been done for days.  There
was faeces smeared and caked over several which sug-
gested to me that they hadn’t been checked, let alone
changed, for several days.”

Special Considerations (space
& companionship)

COP 3.41  It is important that licence holders are
aware of general advice on the care and use of wild
animals.  Animals caught in the wild or being pre -
pared for release back into the wild should be kept in
conditions which conform as nearly as possible to
their natural habitat in such respects as light intensi -
ties, food, etc.  Treatment for ectoparasites is usually
necessary but care should be takent to choose an
insecticide and method of application that does not
harm the aimal or interfere with experimental
results.

On 24 August 1994 the Institute asked the Home
Office for permission to import primates from a
non-designated supplier in China, because they could
not get the animals they wanted from official UK
sources.  The HO will not have been able to ascer-
tain absolutely whether or not these animals were wild-caught, because arrange-
ments would have to be made through a dealer.  Given the relative lack of success in
captive breeding of primates (Nature, 10.11.94) it would appear sensible to give the
primates obtained by the Institute the benefit of the doubt, and provide them with
facilities suited to wild-caught animals.  

Nevertheless, the animals on our film are shown in deplorably poor circumstances,
both environmentally and socially deprived.  The Institute has used baboons,
macaque, and squirrel monkeys.

At St. Mary’s Medical School, we reported in 1994:  “The woodchucks at St. Mary’s
were trapped in the US.  Their cages were bare metal with wire floors and only
paper bedding.  There was no environmental enrichment whatsoever for the animals
and the cage size would not permit any real exercise.  Clearly no effort was made by
the laboratory to adequately house these animals.”  The Home Office later described
these conditions as “less than perfect”.

Non-human primates

COP 3.43 The Order Primates includes both the 60g mouse lemur and the 200kg
gorilla and encompasses a wide range of lifestyles.  In considering the provision of a
suitable laboratory environment for such a widely diverse group, it is best to work
from a thorough understanding of the biological, psychological and behavioural
needs of the indvidual species.  Primates have high intelligence, most have arboreal
habits and all need complex, stimulating environments.
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Our video and photographic evidence of the primate caging at the Institute of
Neurology, both in the actual primate laboratory and in the primate holding area,
shows the environment to be neither complex, nor stimulating.

Although at the Institute the animals were in sight of each other (unlike the condi-
tions for the red bellied tamarins at St. Mary’s in 1994), in all other respects, the
caging and environmental facilities fall way below the targets set by the COP.

In the primate lab, Elisa (Pig-tailed macaque) and Alice (Rhesus macaque) were in
barren metal cages with grid floors.  Each has a swing, and can see each other from
across the room, but there is no opportunity for social contact, grooming, commu-

nication (although being different species
which would not normally interact in the
wild, this is unlikely anyway), foraging mate-
rials, or other diversions.  The cage cards for
these two animals state that Elisa was ‘issued’
on 31 May 1994 and Alice was ‘issued’ on
15 February 1995.

Alice is clearly disturbed, and ignores most of
what is going on around her while she paces
around and around her cage, circling, bob-
bing her head, and only stopping after
encouragement to take some food.

In the primate holding unit, the new arrivals
are in similar barren facilities.

COP 3.45  Housing should be secure and
present the minimum hazard to the handlers
and to the animals.  Within this constraint,
it should provide adequate space, complexity
(e.g. varied diets, cage furniture) and oppor -
tunities for social interaction.  Food items
such as nuts, grain etc. may with benefit be
added to bedding to encourage foraging
behaviour and reduce boredom.

As can be clearly seen from video and photo-
graphic evidence, there was no bedding
material, and none of the recommendations
in 3.45 had been adopted.  Neither Elisa nor
Alice were provided with “adequate space”,

“complexity”, nor “opportunity for social interaction” beyond calling from across the
room (in fact they took little notice of each other)  There was no possibility of food
being added to bedding to “encourage foraging behaviour and reduce boredom”
because they had no bedding.  They each only had a swing and a bare shelf, and
these were used simply for sitting on, and did not provide stimulation.  Elisa’s only
entertainment was to pick at the stereotaxic device cemented into her head.

Likewise, our criticisms of monkey caging at St. Mary’s in 1994 were that:  “The
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cages were too small, there was no
complexity in the cage environment,
no varied diet, and no
furniture.....There was no bedding or
nesting material of any kind, so forag-
ing was impossible.” 

COP 3.46  The use of space by pri -
mates means that cage volume is
important.  Virtually all show a verti -
cal flight reaction.  Cage height should
allow for this and should permit the animals to stand erect, jump and climb, and to
sit on a perch without head or tail touching the cage.  Perches and swings may be
chewed and will need periodic replacement.  No monkey should be housed in a cage
which has any dimension shorter than twice its crown/rump length.  Cages should
have adequate floor space for the more terrestrial species.

Again, the film and photographs of Alice and Elisa show that whilst this COP has
not been entirely ignored, space to jump and climb was absolutely minimal.  Long-
term, such minimal space would create psychological problems.  This is exhibited by
Alice’s behaviour. The animals in the primate quarantine room were in a similar
position.  A third-rate zoo would probably offer more.

Before experiments the primates are put in small wheeled cages,  regarded by the lab
itself as being below standard.  In some instances, the animal can be kept over the
weekend like this, ready for the experiments on the Monday morning.

Diary 13.7.95:  “The primate, William, will be killed on Monday.  He is in a termi-
nal experiment to do with the nerves linking hand movement to brain activity.
Tomorrow he will be moved to a wheeled cage and kept there over the weekend for
the Monday morning experiment.  This had to be kept quiet today, as the Home
Office Inspector was due, although I don’t think he showed, and the vet was here,
and the cage is below Home Office specifications.”

William was kept in the cage over the weekend, and the measurements of his cage,
taken on 26 July, were 103cm
X 70cm at the base, and
93.5cm high.  There was no
cage furniture, just a bar 9cm
off the floor which the crush-
plate runs on.

Diary 21.8.95:  “One of the
three primates who came in
last week was due to be locked
in a small cage and fasted until
being operated upon tomor-
row.  He refused to be enticed
into the cage so Frogley
intends to blow-dart him
tomorrow.”

43National Anti-Vivisection Society

Below:  The
primate
holding unit
at the
Institute of
Neurology.

This page
and 
opposite,
primate
housing at
the
Institute of
Neurology.



COP 3.47  Most
species are highly socia -
ble and benefit from
being housed with
companions and
should be so housed
that they have the
opportunity for social
interaction.  This can
be achieved by careful
design of single hous -
ing, paired or gang-
caging systems with
access to exercise or
play areas whenever
possible.

Calling across the
room would be the
only opportunity for
Alice and Elisa to

communicate (ignoring the species barrier), and the quarantine animals in the pri-
mate housing room were in a similar position.

COP 3.48  Single housing should be avoided wherever possible but care should be
taken to ensure that animals which are housed together are compatible.
Harmonious social groups can often be established even with animals which have
been single-housed for many years.  In some cases, same-sex strangers or adult/infant
pairs are compatible, while in others only opposite-sex strangers can be housed
together although this may not be acceptable where breeding is not desired.

The primates of the species we found at the Institute of Neurology are highly socia-
ble, intelligent, with close family group structures.  The animals we filmed at the
Institute of Neurology were housed singly. We found no evidence of any exercise or
play areas, and if they were there, they were not being used.  The closest Alice and
Elisa got to any social contact was looking at each other across a room.  There was
no space for extra exercise in the quarantine unit.

As the Institute was using different species, mixing the animals may not have been
practical.  However, even if this were the case, no attempt was made to compensate
for this by enriching the animals’ environment.

We reported in 1994 that at St. Mary’s Medical School the monkeys were also singly
housed.  The Home Office responded to our investigation with:  “The Inspectorate
will ensure that the new arrangements which St. Mary’s are planning will allow for
paired and group housing and will provide a more stimulating environment than
was possible hitherto.”  
Clearly, this decision only affected the laboratory that had been caught out, and not
other primate labs in London.
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COP 3.49  Wherever possible, caging systems
should have the flexibility of removable walls to
give access to adjacent units.  If animals cannot
be kept together, cages should be so placed that
the animals can see each other for at least some
of the time.  Intermittent social contact is better
than none at all.

There were no facilities for Elisa and Alice to get
closer together, even if they wanted to. The all-
important physical contact was not possible.
Although they could see each other from across
the room, Alice was so withdrawn that she
would not offer another monkey company.

It is worth noting here that Alice, the Rhesus
macaque, had been obtained as ‘a companion’
for the experimental macaques.  She does not
appear on any project licence applications, and
does not appear to be intended for experimenta-
tion.  Certainly she exhibits disturbed, stereotyp-
ic behaviours similar those seen in animals suf-
fering psychological damage as a result of
extreme confinement over long periods of time
(e.g. zoos, circuses).

Refer to section 1.3, Legislative Compliance.

COP 3.50  The least distressing method of handling is to train the animal to co-
operate in routine procedures.  Advantage should be taken of the animal’s ability to
learn.  Young captive-bred well-socialised animals which are familiar with their
handlers are the most satisfactory.

Elisa was certainly being ‘played’ with and trained to do her tricks for the experi-
ment.  It is also certain that these ‘games’ would help to alleviate her boredom.  But
these ‘games’ were being played
in front of Alice, who was not
being trained or played with.
Alice only had her circles to
walk and bobbing her head to
relieve her frustration.

COP 3.59  Any animal housed
individually should be assessed
periodically to re-evaluate its
social and environmental
needs, including whether it has
enough space for its size.
Special arrangements should be
agreed with the Inspector for
animals over 9kg.
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Bare metal grid floors, a perch and a swing.  No nestboxes, no opportunity for pri-
vacy.  How long were Alice, Elisa, and the Crab-eating macaques in the quarantine
unit due to remain in sub-standard conditions?  

Rats and mice

COP 3.60  Rats and mice should be group-housed unless a particular experiment
requires otherwise.

At CXWMS rats and mice were often housed on their own.  Our investigator noted
that the animals which were kept alone were much more nervous.  His diary also
reveals that where rodents were group housed, overcrowding was not uncommon
and fights and injuries a regular occurance.

Diary 16.2.94:  “The non-breeders that are kept on their
own in the cages are a lot more jumpy and nervous than
ones in groups.  The lone ones are terrified of me when I
try to catch them to change their cages.”

Some mice are housed on their own, which appears to
cause a more nervous disposition.  Diary 14.2.94: “The
non-breeders that are kept on their own in the cages are a
lot more jumpy and nervous than the ones in groups.  The
lone ones are terrified of me when I try to catch them to
change their cages.”  He noted on 7.3.94, “Some mice will
be taken from secure family groups and dropped into soli-

tary confinement, at 20 days old.  There they will become neurotic and distraught.”
Diary 8.3.94:  “There are definitely examples of unusual behaviour among mice
housed alone, whether in M1 or M2 cages.  The lone mouse will become startled by
interference, such as a technician taking the cage out of the rack and looking in.
The lone mouse will also show extreme fear at being handled, and will make every
effort to avoid capture by a human handler. This is common in most mice (ie 20-
45 days), but a lone mouse will continue this as long as it can run and attempt
avoidance.   The treatment of animals in this way amounts, in my opinion, to an
unacceptable form of sensory and environmental deprivation.”

Diary 8.6.94:  “I had some weaning of mice in my room.  When I went to get them
there was one left.  The dead bodies of the others were about the cage....cleaned on
Monday so must have been killed since.  One young one had most of the lower jaw
torn off, another had a gaping bloody wound in the side.  Another had the head
torn right off. The parents must have done it.  They had one litter previously, that
didn’t survive to weaning.  There was one survivor from the current litter, which was
too small to wean really, but I took her away to a separate cage, and gave her a dish
to water and wet food.”

Diary 4.7.94:  “One of the T/O litters wasn’t due to be weaned for another two
days, but the litter was thirteen in number, and they were all full grown and very
active, so the cage was very crowded.  I heard lots of sounds of fighting in there, and
one of the parents was becoming aggressive.  I saw him (I believe it was the father)
bite a couple of the youngsters as they charged about.”
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Diary 26.8.94:  “There’s a cage of four or five that D transferred to an M3 cage,
which is about double the size of the usual ones.  This is because they were fighting.
They seem to have calmed down now they have more room, but one of them has
lost a lump of his tail.”

Diary 12.9.94:  “While I was cleaning... I found a box of three males and was really
shocked.  They had been fighting, and one had been bitten and scratched into an
appalling state.  His tail was cut and scabbed, which unfortunately is quite common
amongst male mice.  His hind quarters were also injured and were losing hair and
were scabbed.  Even the top of the head had been attacked and was scabby.  It is rare
to see a mouse in such a decrepit condition.....”

Diary 16.11.94:  “While doing clean cages I found a dead STR breeder, a female.
She was 290 days old and had died of unknown causes, probably a few days ago.
When I first saw the body I thought the head had been removed completely.  A
closer look showed it had been stripped to the bone on the upper side.  The eye
socket was empty, and a large portion of the skull was cleared.  The male was still
there, and seemed okay, but he will be culled tomorrow anyway.”

“I had to separate a box of three male T/Os due to fighting.  Two had tail injuries,
so I stopped it before it got any worse.  After the disturbance of being cleaned out,
the whole T/O rack is a mass of squealing as they fight.  Most of it seems to be
pushing rather than biting and it does seem to settle down, but not always.”

Hamsters and
guinea-pigs

COP 3.61  Guinea-pigs do
well in floor pens provided
care is taken to avoid draughts
and plenty of bedding materi -
al is supplied.  The climbing
behaviour of hamsters should
be taken into consideration
when designing cages.

Guinea-pigs at CXWMS and
the Institute of Neurology
were caged on mesh floors.

Rabbits

COP 3.62  Where rabbits are to be held in floor pens, attention should be given to
the avoidance of draughts.  Floors should be so constructed as to minimise damage to
feet and hocks. ......Wherever practicable rabbits should be group-housed.

At CXWMS rabbits were generally caged singly on metal grid floors.  Occasionally a
rabbit might be given a piece of cloth for bedding, if unhealthy or bad tempered;
but the norm was to provide no bedding.  This is the same manner in which rabbits
were housed in St. Bartholomew’s Medical School in our 1991 report11.
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23.3.94:  “Next I changed all
floor grids...some of which
looked as if they hadn’t been
done for days.  There was fae-
ces smeared and caked over
several, which suggested to me
that they hadn’t been checked,
let alone changed for several
days.”

Diary 27.3.95:  “A door was
left open on a cage on the mid-
dle row of the rabbit battery.”
See section 2, para 2.1.5.

Farm animals and equidae

COP 3.69  Where practicable, these animals [farm animals] should be housed with -
in sight of each other.  ...... Pens should be rectangular rather than square.  The
width of the pen should be not less  than the length of the animal from nose to root
of tail.

The sheep at CXWMS was kept alone in a pen, on a grid floor.

Pathogen-free animals

COP 3.79  Gnotobiotic animals need complete physical separation from environ -
mental contaminants and isolation techniques are essential.

The germ-free status of the nude animals was often compromised at CXWMS, as
can be seen from the following transcripts of recorded conversations.

Monday 13 March 1995:  Place:  Charing Cross and Westminster Medical School.
Tape transcript:  Present:  J, C, and NAVS (Trainee Technician).  

NAVS: Who were the ones who you were saying - in G13 where you’ve just been
in, who were the ones you were saying who don’t take the hygiene
precautions.... don’t put on all the ...

J: B and Jo.  B and Jo work for [thinking].., not cancer research
they’re not called that are they, for Boden.  Well B and Jo used to
work here full time and all those MF1 nudes always used to go to them.
Well now they’re over at the Royal Free part of the time, in fact they’re over
there more and more....and probably by about May they’ll be totally 
there.  When we cleaned out that whole room, we cleaned it all, we were
really cautious, we were putting on the overshoes, putting on the gowns,
the gloves, and the hats, and the masks, and all the rest.  After a couple of
months we noticed that B and Jo were walking in from [room] G17,
which is dirtier, into G13 in just their normal clothes.

C: They’d come in from outside.
NAVS: From outside - not even in their lab clothes.
C: No.
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J: No.
NAVS: So all the dirt off the road and everything would be going in there.
J: They could have brought it from the Royal Free.  We just didn’t know.

So when we saw them doing that, we said to one another, this is daft.  Why
do we bother?  And from that day on - we’re still cautious.

C: We still put the clean stuff on, but we don’t put an overall on.
J: ‘Cos it’s so hot in there anyway. When you have four racks all full in that

room, and it’s a long cleaning out and weaning job and so on, and we
used to be in there all morning, and you used to just melt, in the
summer especially.  So that’s why.  It’s them .... we don’t publicise it, I
mean if I started saying to P we don’t do that, I don’t think she’d l
ike it, but if she realised full the extent of why we do it,
I mean P’s seen them in there like that, she’s never said anything about
it, but I wouldn’t make it a known fact.  It sounds like we’re being nosey
but we’re not.

END.

Wednesday 15th March 1995. Charing Cross & Westminster Medical School,
room G13.  Conversation between NAVS, Trainee Technician, and J.

J: I haven’t taken the weaning, I think we can leave it until next week [these
mice are bred in isolators and brought to G13 when weaned].  You didn’t
have many weaned did you?

NAVS: No.  Come to think of it, there were very few.  I’ll take two of these
[overshoes], I don’t know why I bother, though.

J: No, I agree with you.  I don’t know why we’ve bothered for a long time.
NAVS: These two people, they’re basically researchers, are they?
J: That’s right.
NAVS: And they come in in their clothes that they’ve just been walking on the

street in.
J: They appear to, yes.  I like B and Jo very much, they’re really nice
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people, they’re very chatty, very friendly, but they do that, and I think, why
do we do all this?

NAVS: I’ve never seen them wearing lab clothes, its always been their outdoor
clothes.

J: That’s right.  They never wear even grey gowns around, do they.
NAVS: No, and there’s us putting on masks, gloves, hats, gowns, not going into

this room after we’ve been in any others.
J: I know, crazy, isn’t it.
NAVS: Do we have any problems with disease outbreaks, unexpectedly, in here?
J: Well, we’ve got this eye problem, that’s to do with a virus.  Some sort of

bacterial infection, I think, I’m not sure, but there is something.
NAVS: So that looks as if its something that’s been brought in from outside by

negligence of hygiene.
J: Yes.  I don’t think it’s us, ‘cos we’ve been so careful.  
NAVS: Well, when there’s us, taking at least basic precautions, and them not taking

any, you’ve got to suspect them, really.
J: That’s right.

Diary 23.3.95:  “As I left, there was a vivisector still working in G17, which is a
nude room, and has a hygiene barrier imposed i.e. gown, gloves, etc.  She was in
there in her outdoor clothes, no gloves.  I saw her pick up  nude mice by the scruff,
trap them by tail and inject, probably in the belly.  She was doing several of them.”
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Humane Killing of Animals

COP 4.1  Standard methods of killing laboratory animals humanely are listed in
Schedule 1 to the Act.  Killing a protected animal for scientific purposes at a desig -
nated establishment does not require a licence if a method listed in Schedule 1,
appropriate to the animal, is used.  However, if some other method is used, killing
becomes a regulated procedure and requires the authority of personal and project
licences.

COP 4.4  Wherever practicable, animals to be killed should be removed from the
immediate presence of others and handled carefully to ensure that they are not
frightened or antagonised.  With methods that are not instantaneous, unconscious -
ness should be induced as quickly as possible with minimum stress and should be
fully maintained until death.  Death must be confirmed by physical checks or
ensured by exsanguination, severance of the major blood vessels or ventricles of the
heart, before disposal of the body.  Personnel allowed to kill animals must be suitably
trained.

Please also refer back to our earlier section 1.4, Legislative Compliance, on breaches
of the regulations in the Act and Code of Practice.  See also section 2, Animal Care,
Housing and Supply, at para 2.1.6.  The examples given in ‘Legislative Compliance’
show that methods outlined in Schedule 1 of the Act were not followed, leading to
suffering and even cases of animals being thrown into rubbish bags alive, along with
dead bodies.  Also, animals reared in isolators are often killed there, which is in
extremely close proximity to other animals. 

Diary 28.7.94:  “..kyky mice.  Their problem is the weakness in their lower back.
...anal blockages, which is quite often a problem...took away 19 because they were
seriously ill and should be killed and examined......   After tea break in the afternoon
Lansdown called me in to see the post mortems in the microbiology room.”  
[Alan Lansdown, Head of Department of Comparative Biology, CXWMS, and
1993 chairman of the ad hoc University of London Committee on Licensee
Training]
“There was one mouse already open, pinned by the four paws and the torso slit
from throat to tail.  This one had died in between Lansdown looking at him this
morning and dissection at about 4pm....the liver and bladder were oversized and dis-
tended.  Several bits were taken dropped into a preserving solution, and C took
swabs and liquid samples.  Then I saw the second of the four dissections.  Lansdown
pulled a live mouse out of one of the cages and put it on the bench.  Then he took
the back of a scalpel and pushed it down on the back of the mouse’s neck, and
pulled the tail.  The mouse’s eyes bulged like I have never seen before.  I had a feel-
ing that the pressure on the head was going to push them from the sockets.  He fell
still within a couple of seconds, then Lansdown weighed the body, then spreadea-
gled it on the slab by pinning the four limbs out.  The mouth was bleeding heavily.
This mouse, too, had a distended bladder.  It was like a balloon.  C took some sam-
ples of the liquid in the bladder and put it on a petri dish.  The spleen was also
extremely dilated.  I later saw a normal sized one;  but this was about six times the
size of the normal one.  The liver was also distended.  Several organs were removed
and weighed, and some of these were kept in the liquid.
Then Lansdown decided he would look at the brain.  He cut the skin from the back
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of the head and exposed the skull.  Then he tried to cut through the skull using scis-
sors.  He did this by cutting at the back of the head and sides, behind where the ears
had been.  When he was able, he prized the brain out and weighed it.  This was
recorded, then the body was discarded.
The third dissection started by breaking the neck of another mouse, a male again.
This too was pinned out and sliced open.  The pressure of the swollen bladder was
evident....was almost the size of the mouse’s head.

Just as the third one was being finished P walked in with DW one of the vivisectors.
DW wasn’t wearing a gown or uniform, just normal outdoor clothes.  She joked
about this and held a gown in front of her...Then the three of them began chatting
while Lansdown took out the last mouse.  This one was more lively.  It could be
because he had seen the open and mutilated bodies of two other mice.  He was car-
ried by the tail directly over these bodies, and was held on the table about forty cen-
timetres from them.  As he tried to escape, and pulled at the tail, Lansdown looked
to tap his neck, although not interrupting his chat.  The tap on the neck was slight-
ly fumbled, but the twitching corpse, bleeding from the mouth, was soon weighed
and hacked open.....distension of the bladder, liver and kidneys unhealthy....stomach
empty and shrunken...not eaten due to ill health..
All these four animals were extremely unhealthy and likely to have endured notable
physical discomfort.
All the medical problems discovered were attributable to the inbred weakness of the
strain....water retention in the bladder probably caused (according to Lansdown) by
a deficiency in the nervous system....These were mature mice.  The first one was
about nine months old, the second two were about a year....”

Diary 24.4.95:  “A lot of killing goes on inside the isolators.  The stock kept in
mixed sex boxes produce young which need to be culled and all hairy young are
killed, except for those kept for future breeding.”

Inhalation of carbon dioxide

COP 4.6  This is suitable for small rodents and birds.  Animals should be exposed to
an atmosphere of 30% CO2 to ensure loss of consciousness.  The concentration is
then increased to 70% to kill the animals.  This may be achieved by placing the ani -
mal in an air-filled container and then allowing the gas to flow into it so that the
concentration rises to at least 70% and is maintained there for at least three min -
utes.  Animals may be left in the container until rigor mortis is observed, or they
may be removed and death ensured by exsanguination or dislocation of the neck.
Death must be confirmed.  Young animals required longer exposure to CO2 than
adult animals.  Rodents under 10 days and birds under one week should not be
killed by this method.

Refer back to the section ‘1.3 Legislative Compliance’ which shows the distress this
causes;  that there were problems with the gas flow;  that death was not confirmed,
resulting in animals being thrown alive into rubbish bags of dead animals.
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