
Reports and comments

They conducted questionnaire surveys of the various groups with specific responsibilities
under the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986: Certificate Holders, Project Licence
Holders, Named Veterinary Surgeons, and Named Animal Care and Welfare Officers. They
concluded: "The general view obtained from this survey is that most people working under the
Act understand the importance of alternatives and are pursuing their use in everyday work."
They also noted that the majority of Named Animal Care and Welfare Officers believed that the
ERP had improved many aspects of refinement alternatives and that 'the culture of care' had
improved. The results of the part of the study on the implementation of the policy for ERP
introduction are to be published shortly.
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Impact of the ethical review process in research using animals in the UK

In addition to the survey by Purchase and Nedeva (see above), the Animals (Scientific
Procedures) Inspectorate - the UK Home Office inspectors responsible for administration of the
law concerning the use of animals in scientific procedures - has also recently undertaken a
review of the new ethical review process (ERP) in the UK. Like Purchase and Nedeva, they
conclude that ERPs have had a beneficial effect: "The review ... has established that although
local processes are still evolving, they are making a positive contribution to the welfare of
animals bred, kept and used for experimental or other scientific purposes." The Inspectorate
believes that although there are still some problems in practice, these relate to the way in which
some ERPs have been designed and operated rather than to a flaw in the concept. Among the
problems in practice that are noted in the review, one is that some ERPs seem more focused on
process than output and seem unnecessarily complex and bureaucratic.

Based on the results ofthe review, the Inspectorate draws attention to a number of examples
of good practice in effective and efficient ERPs. There is danger in singling some ofthese out as
examples here, as the review emphasises that unless the report is read in full their significance
may be misunderstood, and also that processes must be designed to meet local circumstances.
However, the following provide some insight into the sorts of examples of good practice listed:
"fast-tracking requests and initiatives that will promote animal welfare and the 3Rs", "involving
high-quality, well-informed and enthusiastic lay people", and "a focus on outputs rather than
processes". This review should be read by all those involved in ERPs in the UK and will be of
interest also to persons elsewhere on ethical review committees concerned with the use of
animals in research or for other purposes.

Review of the 'Ethical Review Process' in establishments designated under the Animals (Scientific
Procedures) Act 1986 (November 2001). Produced by the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Inspectorate.
Available from The Home Office, Constitutional and Community Policy Directorate, Animal Procedures and
Coroners Unit, 50 Queen Anne's Gate, London SWIH 9AT, UK; http://www.homeofficc.gov.uk.

Welfare of laboratory primates

The UK is the largest importer of primates in the EU, and uses approximately 2000-3000
primates per year in scientific procedures (mostly toxicology studies of pharmaceuticals). Given
this significant usage, as well as general concern about primate acquisition, importation and use,
this very detailed report is to be welcomed for providing a useful summary of the issues and
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