
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

                                   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Transparency–Accountability–
Replacement 
It is now over a year since the government opened its 
consultation on the review of Section 24 of the Animals 
(Scientific Procedures) Act (ASPA). Also known as the 
“secrecy clause”, Section 24 places a blanket ban on the 
release of any information from animal experimentation 
laboratories by regulators or those responsible for 
animals or their use within a laboratory. 
 

Section 24 is currently under review as part of the UK’s 
implementation of EU Directive 2010/63/EU on the use 
of animals in research, which includes specific aims for 
greater openness and public accountability; it is also 
incompatible with government policies on openness and 
transparency and the central principles of the Freedom 
of Information Act (2000) (FOIA).  Section 24 has 
prevented open public debate and wider scientific 
scrutiny of the use of animals in research, a matter of 
intense public concern.   In addition to blocking 
government accountability when it comes to the 
regulation of animal experimentation, this level of 
secrecy has stifled serious attempts to examine the use 
of animals in research and encourage the adoption of 
advanced scientific techniques to replace animal use.   
 

In 2013 former Home Office Minister Lord Taylor of 
Holbeach announced:"The requirements of Section 24 are 
now out of step with our policy on openness and 
transparency and with the approach taken in other 
legislation, such as the Freedom of Information Act 2000. 
The solution we develop must improve the overall 
transparency surrounding research using animals, to 
create an environment which fosters informed debate 
leading to greater public trust, and also must protect 
personal identities and intellectual property"   
 

In 2014 the UK Government consultation put forward 
three options for the review of ASPA Section 24: 

 

Option 1 Do nothing. Retain Section 24 in its current 
form 

 

Option 2a  Repeal Section 24 and amend ASPA by  
 creating a criminal offence of malicious    
 disclosure of information about the use of  
 animals in scientific research 

 

Option 2b As option 2a but with the amended  
 legislative framework to include a statutory 
 prohibition on disclosure of information 
 relating only to people, places and  
 intellectual property 

 

Option 3 Repeal Section 24  
 

The NAVS supports Option 3, in line with the 
government’s policies on openness and transparency, 
and the current Freedom of Information Act. However 
the government’s preferred option is 2b.  The NAVS does 
not support 2b as the Freedom of Information Act 
already provides protection for individuals, places and 
intellectual property and there is already an established 
mechanism for challenge and independent review if 
information appears to have been withheld 
unreasonably.  Whereas statutory prohibition has, in the 
past, been used to create a complete block on the 
release of information.   
 

The response to the consultation is currently with 
ministers, and we understand an announcement has 
been delayed due to the overhaul of the Freedom of 
Information Act, which will have an affect on the 
functioning of Section 24.  For almost 30 years, the UK 
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Government has licensed animal experimentation in 

secret whilst assuring the public that animal experiments 
only occur when necessary. Yet it remains impossible for 
 the public to verify or assess in any meaningful way, 
what is being done in their name. 
 

Secrecy remains the greatest obstacle to a real strategy 
to replace the use of animals in research with advanced 
non-animal methods. 
 

Thematic Review:   
A targeted approach to replacing 
animals in experiments  
During the revision of the old European Directive on 
animal experiments (which became EU Directive 
2010/63/EU), the NAVS presented a series of proposals 
to find a way of identifying, examining and replacing 
specific uses of animals in research with agreed solutions. 
We highlighted specific types of research, what advanced 
non-animal replacements might be available, the 
obstacles to replacement, and the potential solutions.  
The suggested system became known as ‘Thematic 
Review’ (a themed analysis and discussion of specific 
areas of animal use or types of experiment, with a view 
to abandonment or replacement of animal use), and the 
idea gained ground with the Commission, MEPs, MPs, 
The Council of Ministers, government officials and others 
as a practical approach to eliminating experiments which 
were known to be of poor design and/or for which there 
is a non-animal replacement method or another way of 
obtaining the information required.  This was adopted in 
the Directive under Article 58: 

 

“The Commission shall, where appropriate, and in 
consultation with the Member States and stakeholders, 
conduct periodic thematic reviews of the replacement, 
reduction and refinement of the use of animals in 
procedures, paying specific attention to non-human 
primates, technological developments, and new scientific 
and animal-welfare knowledge.” 

 

The UK has an opportunity to take a lead on targeting 
areas of animal experimentation for elimination and a 
mechanism under the Directive to present this to the 
Commission for Europe-wide implementation. 
 

In the 1980s, through our Lord Dowding Fund for 
Humane Research, the NAVS began developing a series 
of computer programmes to replace the use of animals in 
university teaching, for example pharmacology.  We soon 
discovered – as quaint as it may seem today – the lack of 
computers in universities was a major obstacle for 
moving to the simulations.  We supplied computer suites 
to various university departments and the use of 
computer simulations took off; soon hundreds of 
thousands of animals were being saved from 
unnecessary teaching practicals every year.  
 

Put simply, the obstacles to the robust evaluation of 
animal procedures and the introduction of advanced 

scientific methods need to be removed – this both helps 
researchers to use more sophisticated technology, and 
saves animals from unnecessary suffering.  
 

The blanket of secrecy that shrouds animal 
experimentation is a huge obstacle to such a practical 
approach. Through the licensing process, the Home 
Office holds some of the information needed for such an 
examination of animal use and suggestions for 
replacement.  The UK can take the lead in the use of 
advanced technology and scientific method, and lead 
Europe and other countries on animal replacement. 
 
The NAVS is urging the UK Government to incorporate 
article 58 of EU Directive 2010/63/EU with bi-annual 
reviews of targeted areas of animal experimentation with 
a view to determining timetables and strategies for 
replacement.  Areas to target would be identified 
through consultations with stakeholders, with priority 
given to those areas of research with either established 
or emerging alternatives. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Turning back the clock: 
Government intervenes to expand 
UK laboratory beagle supply  
Plans to extend a beagle breeding facility in Yorkshire 
were approved by Secretary of State Greg Clark in July, 
overturning the decision of the local council and 
contradicting a ruling by former Secretary of State Eric 
Pickles who rejected similar plans for the dog farm.   
 

For four years, Yorkshire Evergreen, owned by US 
multinational animal supplier Marshall BioResources, has 
attempted to push through its laboratory breeding 
facility expansion, appealing multiple rejections. The 
NAVS has presented oral evidence and written 
submissions on each occasion, providing scientific and 
economic evidence opposing the expansion, with the 
support of the local community, and hundreds of 
thousands signing petitions. 
 

Earlier this year, a Yorkshire Evergreen director was 
convicted of illegally killing and mistreating animals by an 
Italian court. The Marshall BioResources ‘Green Hill’ 
facility in Italy was closed and the dogs have since been 
rehomed. Making the UK Government’s railroading of the 
decision over local opposition all the more objectionable. 

 



 

Being small and docile, beagles have become the 
favoured breed for lab experiments, most commonly in 
toxicology tests where they may be force-fed or injected 
with chemicals. Almost all individuals are killed at the end 
of the experiments, the need for which is increasingly 
questioned due to known differences in results between 
species and the more relevant outcomes using advanced 
non-animal alternative methods. 
 

There is no evidence of a need for more dogs for 
experimentation in the UK.  In fact over the past ten 
years, there has been a substantial reduction in dog 
experiments, falling to 3,554 dogs used in 2013, from 
5,088 in 2003.  There appears to be no advantage in 
flooding the UK market with laboratory beagles, other 
than to US multinational Marshall BioResources.  Making 
dogs more cheaply and easily available is likely to prolong 
outdated and unreliable animal testing methods and set 
back progress on the introduction of advanced non-
animal methods, more relevant to humans. 
 

Kick Animal Testing  
Out of the House: 
It is over 15 years since the UK unilaterally banned the 
testing of cosmetics on animals, which was followed by a 
comprehensive EU-wide ban and a raft of replacement 
techniques being developed. This was a straightforward 
ethical issue, but the testing component was complex – 
these products are worn around the eyes and mouth and 
a brand of lipstick might continue to be ingested for a 
lifetime.  Yet political will, responding to public concern, 
made it happen.   Significantly, the EU prohibition was a 
driver for the development of new testing strategies – 
good for animals, good for science.   
 
Unfortunately the UK ban on the testing of household 
products comes with rather more caveats, and so is far 
less clear-cut. 
 

The previous Government made a clear commitment to 
outlaw such tests; over 140 MPs from all parties signed a 
motion in the House of Commons calling for ingredients 
to be included, and the Coalition Government Home 
Office Minister Lynne Featherstone announced “The 
prohibition will apply to both finished household products 
and their ingredients, although in practice mainly the 
latter are tested.”  
In March this year, Featherstone said:  “I can today 
announce the Government’s intention to ban the testing 
of household products in animals with a qualified ban on 
the testing of ingredients which are primarily intended for 

use in household products. Where testing of ingredients is 
required for regulatory purposes, we will permit this but 
require retrospective notification. Where such testing is 
not required for regulatory purposes, we will require a 
prospective authorisation, specific to the particular 
proposal.” 

 

The ingredients used in household products can also be 
used in other products and so there is potential for these 
ingredients to be covered by other regulatory 
requirements that demand animal testing. The new 
Conservative Government has therefore set up two 
procedures to deal with ingredients testing: 

 

First, ingredients for which testing is required under 
other regulations will be reported by a system of 
‘retrospective notification’.  The animal tests can go 
ahead and the Home Office is notified afterwards.  This is 
effectively no change to the current position except for 
the notification once the tests are complete. 

 

We are not surprised by this caveat, but we are 
disappointed about the lack of oversight. Retrospective 
notification after the testing is done is a very poor policy 
– animals will suffer before any information about the 
species, the number of animals used and the severity of 
their suffering is reported to the Home Office.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The NAVS remains critical of the Home Office issuing 
large-scale ‘generic’ licences for commercial regulatory 
“safety” testing of products, where large numbers of 
animal tests proceed under a general licence, without 
prior assessment and authorisation by the Home Office.   
This concept of large scale regulatory testing without 
specific scrutiny and oversight prior to the experiments 
proceeding goes against the entire notion of protection 
of animals in research. So it is very poor that in this 
scheme for elimination of household product testing, the 
same protocols used for regulatory testing have been 
applied when more vigorous scrutiny would have been 
expected. Furthermore, the testing company should be 
required to explain to the Home Office what regulation 
they are referencing, to justify the animal tests.  
 
However, our most serious concern is the ingredients 
where the company wishes to test on animals, but there 
is no regulatory requirement for animal tests.  
 

The second Home Office procedure, for these ingredients 
that are not required to be animal tested under other 
regulations, leaves it open to the company to apply for a 
permit to test the ingredient(s) on animals anyway. In 
these cases, the Home Office allows for ‘prospective 
application’ – the company makes a licence application to 

 



the Home Office before using animals. The application 
includes the justification for animal suffering and must be 
“sufficiently detailed to be assessed in a robust harm 
benefit analysis”. Thus, animal tests expected to cause 
pain and suffering for ingredients intended primarily for 
use in household products, can still be licensed. Even 
when there is no regulatory requirement for such tests.  
 
The Home Office Advice Note in July 2015, expands:  “If a 
project licence holder proposes to test an ingredient 
which is intended or expected to be used primarily in 
household products and for which there is no associated 
regulatory requirement for the testing (for example, if the 
substance is in the earlier stages of discovery), they will 
need to apply for an amendment to their project licence 
to specifically permit such testing.”   
 
This opens the door to any testing of ingredients for 
household products, merely adding the inconvenience of 
having to complete a Home Office project licence 
application.  Therefore we have a ‘ban’ on testing 
household products and their ingredients – with a huge 
loophole – if a new ingredient emerges that might get 
the whites in your wash whiter, then the Home Office 
decides whether to allow it to be animal tested. In secret; 
without public scrutiny, or independent evaluation.  The 
Home Office letter introducing their Advice Note argues  
this caveat “will avoid stifling innovation but will only 
authorise the use of animals where that innovation can 
truly be justified.”  
 

The Laboratory Primate Trade 
Last year, the NAVS exposed two more laboratory 
monkey supply facilities, Biodia in Mauritius and 
Noveprim in Spain.   
The exposé revealed: 

 monkeys torn from the wild, destroying family 
groups 

 pregnant monkeys roughly manhandled and pinned 
down 

 monkey babies wrenched from their screaming 
mothers’ arms and tattooed 

 brutal capture methods with animals pulled and 
swung by their tails 

 heavy-handed restraint with monkeys’ arms pinned 
tightly behind their backs 

 terrifying routine procedures including blood 
sampling and TB test injections into the eyelid  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
The NAVS has previously reported on shocking conditions 
at laboratory primate supplier, Nafovanny, in Vietnam.  
We subsequently found that when the Home Office 
inspected Nafovanny, the inspectors were simply 
directed away from the areas of concern.   
 

It is clear the effective regulation of international dealers 
supplying UK laboratories with animals is a very difficult 
task; nevertheless, government officials must improve 
their performance on these inspections. 
 

In 2007, The European Parliament adopted Written 
Declaration 40/2007 which: 

 

 1.  Urges the Commission, the Council of Ministers and 
the European Parliament to use the revision process 
of Directive 86/609/EC as an opportunity to: 
(a)  make ending the use of apes and wild-caught 

monkeys in scientific experiments an urgent priority, 
(b) establish a timetable for replacing the use of all 

primates in scientific experiments with 
alternatives; 

2.  Instructs its President to forward this declaration, 
together with the names of the signatories, to the 
Council, the Commission and the Member States. 

 

There was a limited response to this Declaration in 
Directive 2010/63/EU, which bans the use of apes and 
wild caught monkeys in experiments and calls for 
feasibility studies and subsequent timetable for the 
phasing out of use of F1 primates (monkeys born of wild 
caught parents).  This latter provision is an important 
step, as currently, monkey dealers are able to restock 
their factory farms from the wild, whilst governments can 
still claim to have prohibited use of wild-caught monkeys 
in laboratories. 
 

The UK is one of the largest users of laboratory monkeys 
in Europe and therefore can have a profound impact on 
the trade.  We urge MPs and MEPs to make the principles 
of WD40/2007 a reality, and implementation of the 
prohibition of F1 primates should be made a priority.  
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