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Introduction
This document presents a summary of feedback to the national statistics Options Paper that ANZCCART released for comment in September 2024.
Since this is only a summary, ANZCCART is not actively seeking further feedback at this stage although comments submitted to anzccart@adelaide.edu.au will still be considered if timeframes permit.
Feedback has been divided into a high-level summary and more detailed feedback which includes a data table and summary of comments for each of the 24 questions. 
Please note that substantial opportunity for further consultation is planned for later in 2025 and will be announced in the ANZCCART newsletter and/or by email. It is anticipated these consultations will work towards developing an agreed draft model for national statistics reporting.
A copy of the Options Paper is still available on ANZCCART’s national statistics webpage.
High-level summary
Overview of submissions
A total of 22 submissions were received from the following sources:
· 12 from research institutions (universities and medical research institutes)
· 4 from animal protection organisations
· 6 from independent respondents within the research sector (most included a regulatory perspective but none were directly involved in conducting research)
The Options Paper contained 24 questions covering key aspects of national reporting although not all respondents chose to comment on all questions.
Preferred reporting structure (question 1)
Question 1 in the Options Paper presented four potential reporting structures, all of which would incorporate a common template to facilitate data entry between jurisdictions.
While research institutions showed a slight preference for Option 3 (i.e. all aspects overseen by a national entity), there was no clear consensus. Further detail is provided in the ‘Feedback in Detail’ section below.
General considerations (questions 2 to 5)
Questions 2 to 5 sought general comment on regulatory framework, governance, funding and technical (IT) considerations.
Common themes emerging included:
· Regulatory framework (Q2):
· Regulatory amendments are likely to be required to ensure effective national reporting. Although much of this might be possible through revision of the Code, certain outcomes would require amending Acts or Regulations.
· Harmonisation of reporting between jurisdictions is highly desirable. 
· Governance (Q3):
· No clear preference emerged regarding which body should be responsible for governance however representation of regulators was advocated.
· Ensuring data security and confidentiality was emphasised.
· Funding (Q4):
· No consensus emerged on whether the cost of a national statistics program should be met by government, research institutions or a combination of both.
· Emphasis was placed on the need for careful costings once details of a potential model become clearer.
· Technical considerations (Q5):
· Data security was again emphasised.
· Simplification of current processes and consistency of data entry processes between jurisdictions were seen as highly desirable.
Specific points (questions 6 to 24)
In response to questions on more specific points, fairly consistent support was expressed across all three categories of respondent in six questions i.e. at least half of all research institutions, animal protection organisations and independent parties were supportive of the following: 
· Formatting of national statistics should allow independent analysis e.g. by publication in an Excel spreadsheet (Q6).
· High-level reporting of the source of animals at the national level should be included although this should still be overseen by AECs (Q12).
· Consideration should be given to national reporting on genetically modified animals expressing adverse phenotypes (Q14).
· Simple, high-level categories for reporting the fate of animals should be considered (Q15).
· The reporting cycle should align with the calendar year and outcomes published no later than six months after the data submission deadline (Q18).
· National reporting should include lists of all institutions licenced or accredited by their jurisdictions to conduct animal research (Q20).
However there were also some areas in which substantial differences between categories of respondent were apparent. While it is important to acknowledge the small number of submissions involved, responses from animal protection organisations were generally supportive of including at least some form of reporting on the following items whereas most research institutions and independent respondents were either not supportive or expressed mixed views: 
· Use on pain management (Q16).
· Research funding sources (Q17).
· Unexpected Adverse Events (Q21).
· 3Rs and Non-Animal Models (Q22).
· Unexpected Adverse Events (Q23).
· Operation of Animal Ethics Committees (Q24).
Despite this general agreement between research institutions and independent respondents on the above points, these two categories did not always align. Independent respondents and animal protection organisations agreed quite closely on the following two points yet responses from research institutions were more mixed: 
· Reporting of prenatal and pre-hatching animals should be included (Q13).
· At least some form of reporting on use of pain management (Q16).
In relation to reporting of animal welfare impact (Q11), research institutions and animal welfare organisations tended to favour categories based on animal welfare outcomes whereas independent respondents tended towards categories based on the type of procedure.
Feedback in detail
Question 1: Options for reporting structures
As noted above in the high-level summary, question 1 in the Options Paper presented four potential reporting structures for consideration, all of which would incorporate a common template to facilitate data entry across jurisdictions.
 The preferred option for reporting structure varied both within and between categories of respondent. While half of the research institutions favoured Option 3, there was no clear consensus across the other two categories:

	Option
	Coordinated by…
	Data collected by…
	Data published by…
	Preferred option 
according to respondent
	

	
	
	
	
	Research inst.
	Animal protect.
	Indep.
	TOTAL

	1
	Jurisdictions
	Jurisdictions
	Jurisdictions
	1
	0
	1
	2

	2
	National body
	Jurisdictions
	National body
	1
	1
	2
	4

	3
	National body
	National body
	National body
	5
	1
	1
	7

	4
	National body
	Either
	National body
	3
	0
	0
	3

	No preferred option stated:
	2
	2
	2
	6

	TOTAL:
	12
	4
	6
	22



Summary of comments:
· A common template is highly desirable and any reduction in duplication and inefficiencies would be welcomed.
· All options have pros and cons. 
· Keep it simple – more data could be included once established. 
· Option 1. Would be the cheapest but would place additional demands on jurisdictions that aren’t currently reporting and would divert their resources from activities that could have more direct benefits for animal welfare.
· Option 2. Would enable each jurisdiction to manage non-compliance and perform QA at a level that would be difficult at a national level. This option might avoid the potential costs and delays of Option 3 however it would require significant additional resourcing for those jurisdictions that don’t currently collect or publish statistics. 
· Option 3. Aligns with overseas approaches and would remove duplication of reporting. Although setup costs would be greater, there would be significant reductions in workload in jurisdictions. It would need to ensure that jurisdictions could still access the required data for their own regulatory requirements and some legislative change would be required at jurisdictional level. While workload implications were acknowledged, it was argued that if researchers and/or regulators cannot commit the necessary time to reporting, the research should not be approved and/or the number of licenses reduced to fit within capacity.
· Option 4. Easiest for jurisdictions that don’t currently report and for those that do, they could still use their current format and only share information that will be required in the common national template. A cost analysis should be considered to address current jurisdictional differences in the resources committed to reporting: for example, jurisdictions that do not currently report might need to contribute more funding to a national entity than those that do.
Question 2: Regulatory framework
	Development of a model for national reporting would require review of relevant sections of the Code and state and territory Acts and Regulations (listed in Appendix 2 of the Options Paper) to establish what amendments might be required.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Commented
	7
	3
	2
	12

	No comment
	6
	1
	3
	10



Summary of comments:
· Where applicable, amending the Code would be the simplest approach and would facilitate national consistency. However, where reporting requires are prescribed in legislation, amendment would be necessary to achieve certain outcomes.
· To avoid repeated changes, amendments and procedures should not be too prescriptive.
· A harmonised format would be low risk because data are already being published in some jurisdictions.
· Aligning reporting requirements would facilitate research that crosses state boundaries.
· Might need review by AGMIN, or the Animal Welfare Task Group, and since the legislation in some jurisdictions is under review, there could be difficulty aligning changes to a national reporting framework.


Question 3: Governance and operations
	 The Options Paper presented a suggested list of possible governance and operational frameworks however these have yet to be considered in detail. 

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Commented
	9
	2
	3
	14

	No comment
	3
	2
	3
	8



Summary of comments:
· Need to ensure security and separation of interests.
· A national entity would need to provide guidance for consistency. 
· It would be important for a governance body to include representation from regulators. Representatives of non-statutory state and territory animal welfare advisory committees could also be included.
· Keep it simple: the 2022 annual report in Canada contains about 7 pages of text compared to 22 pages in New Zealand and 31 pages in the UK.
· Possible entities or models for providing governance or operational support at a national level to be considered could include:
· Australian Research Data Commons.
· The Animal Welfare Task Group (which provides inter-jurisdictional oversight of farm animal welfare).
· A national centre for 3Rs or Independent Office of Animal Welfare.
· An initiative similar to the National Mutual Acceptance Scheme (for centralisation of human clinical trials across jurisdictional borders).
· ANZCCART
· Other national bodies such as the APVMA, Animal Medicines Australia or the Commonwealth Department of Agriculture’s Animal Welfare Office.
· A commercial service provider.
· Australian Bureau of Statistics.
· .



Question 4: Funding sources for national statistics
	Sources of sustainable operating funds for a national statistics program could include a levy on research institutions and/or contributions from jurisdictional and commonwealth funds. 

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Commented
	7
	4
	2
	13

	No comment
	5
	0
	4
	9



Summary of comments:
· Funding from commonwealth and/or state government sources would be preferred given the financial constraints on research institutions. 
· If funding came from a levy on institutions, consideration would need to be given to whether it would be a flat fee or proportional to size of institution. 
· Once the preferred model is established, a proper estimate on resourcing is required – depending on the model, staffing costs (FTE) could be substantially higher for a national program compared to individual jurisdictions. 
· The implementation timeframe would need to allow for adjustment to annual budgeting processes (regardless of whether government or jurisdictional funding).
Question 5: Technical (IT) considerations
	A national reporting system should offer improved efficiency for stakeholders through harmonisation and IT solutions while still ensuring data security.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Commented
	7
	2
	4
	13

	No comment
	5
	2
	2
	9



Summary of comments:
· Careful consideration must be given to data security.
· Data sharing arrangements would be necessary between states or territories and a national body.
· Data entry needs to be simpler than present.
· A common portal is highly desirable.
· Automation should be considered and should include QA if possible.
· Interoperability with institutional data systems is desirable. 
· Important to ensure all terms are clearly defined so that data are consistent.
· Budgeting must include ongoing data/licencing costs as well as system implementation.
Question 6: Data format for publishing
	National statistics should be published in a format (such as an Excel spreadsheet) that facilitates independent analysis.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	7
	2
	5
	14

	Not supported
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mixed comments
	0
	0
	0
	0

	No comment
	5
	2
	1
	8



Summary of comments:
· Access to raw data would be helpful provided it is anonymised.
· Statistics should be linked to a high-level summary to avoid misinterpretation.
· Data should not be linkable to an institution.
· Formatting should enable longitudinal (year on year) comparisons as well as other analyses.
· A data dictionary or glossary would be valuable to ensure consistent and transparent reporting across jurisdictions and facilitate longitudinal reporting.
Question 7: Implementation timeframe
	Introduction of national reporting would require an implementation plan that should include clearly defined milestones.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	4
	1
	2
	7

	Not supported
	1
	0
	0
	1

	Mixed comments
	4
	1
	2
	7

	No comment
	3
	2
	2
	7



Summary of comments:
· The program might need to be introduced in stages commencing with a minimum common baseline. It may also need to be accepted that data quality will not be optimal initially. 
· Experience in the EU showed that clear deadlines are important.
· A pilot program could be problematic because of the time required for regulatory change – although initial optional participation might be informative.
· Sufficient time must be allowed for institutions to:
· Secure any necessary resourcing to support the changeover.
· Set up or adapt their reporting systems.
· Provide staff training if required.
· Some institutions might need a longer transition, especially if not currently reporting.
Question 8: Activities to be reported
	Reporting of observational and minimal impact studies should be simplified to improve efficiency and provide clear differentiation from studies with higher impact.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	6
	2
	2
	10

	Not supported
	1
	1
	0
	2

	Mixed comments
	4
	0
	4
	8

	No comment
	1
	1
	0
	2



Summary of comments:
· Reporting observational studies is important to document the scope of animal research in Australia but should be simpler than it is at present.
· Reporting animal numbers from purely observational studies can give a misleading impression of animal numbers. Reporting in the same detail as biomedical studies is also time consuming and unproductive. 
· Detailed reporting of observational studies down to species level can be inaccurate in wildlife research. Grouping of species (such as in table 3 in the Options Paper) would be preferable.
· Detailed guidelines and clear definitions would be required to ensure consistency. At present, some definitions and requirements for AEC oversight vary between jurisdictions.
· There needs to be agreement whether data just refer to the number of animals or the number of animals used in all projects – the latter will be a higher figure if animals are used in more than one project.
· Animals in situations of commercial livestock husbandry should not be included unless they are undergoing procedures that are not part of routine husbandry.
· Observational and non-invasive studies can still compromise animal wellbeing. E.g. Even with generous environmental enrichment, typical caging for laboratory rodents prevents expression of important behaviours and can impose significant stress. These contingent harms should be accounted for in national reporting.
· Reporting should include research or breeding for Australian research conducted overseas and also supply of animals from overseas.
Question 9: Species classification
	All species covered by the Code as well as decapod crustaceans should be reported according to the categories proposed in the Options Paper (page 38).

	
	
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	3
	2
	1
	6

	Not supported
	0
	2
	1
	3

	Mixed comments
	1
	0
	2
	3

	No comment
	8
	0
	2
	10



Summary of comments:
· Reporting should include all species covered by the Code (i.e. includes fish and cephalopods) as well as decapod crustaceans. This may require amendment to the definition of ‘animal’ in some jurisdictions.
· Dingoes should have their own separate category.
· In the UK, cats, dogs, horses, and non-human primates are deemed ‘specially protected species’ under animal research legislation due to public interest.
· Other animal orders, families or genera may need to be added later as our understanding of cognitive capacity develops.
· Clear distinction is required between:
· Animals used for research vs those bred but not used;
· Animals obtained in the wild vs those studied in the wild;
· Privately owned vs feral;
· Non-laboratory species such as farm livestock, dogs and cates specifically bred for research vs those bred in commercial or other non-research contexts.
[bookmark: _Hlk188507257]Question 10: Purpose of research
	National reporting should present data relating to the purpose of research in accordance with the categories proposed in the Options Paper (11 categories with some divided into subcategories).

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk185438281]Supported
	3
	2
	1
	6

	Not supported
	0
	2
	1
	3

	Mixed comments
	5
	0
	2
	7

	No comment
	4
	0
	2
	6



Summary of comments:
· The proposed list is quite long and it is unclear if the potential benefits justify this level of detail. Note that the list doesn't include wildlife observational studies. 
· The narrower the categories become, the more likely a given project will involve multiple categories which becomes increasing complex and burdensome.
· Use of animals in primary and secondary education should be reported since animals in schools are not necessarily housed in similar situations to domestic, wild, or commercial animals and there may be inadequate resourcing or care. Classroom pets, privately-owned pets and assistance animals in schools would not be undergoing 'scientific procedures' so would not need AEC approval and would not need to be counted in some jurisdictions.
· High level reporting on breeding is supported (including an indication of wastage) but detail is better overseen by the AEC.
· Harmonisation of definitions would be required because the definition of 'Scientific Purposes' in the Code can differ from that in jurisdictions.
· Should also include:
· Research performed for commercial benefit;
· Research requested by journals to meet review requirements;
· Breeding of surplus animals;
· Toxicology (which could show how little toxicology is conducted in Australia);
· Animals used in antibody production.



Question 11: Animal welfare impacts
	Consideration should be given to reporting of animal welfare impact on the basis of animal welfare outcomes rather than type of procedure.

	
	
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk185437940]Procedure-based
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Animal welfare-based
	4
	2
	1
	8

	Mixed view
	4
	1
	1
	5

	No comment
	4
	1
	2
	7



Summary of comments:
· Use of the animal welfare-based categories used in New Zealand and proposed in the 2013 AAWS report would be preferred.
· Animal welfare-based categories report actual rather than predicted impact and this removes the ambiguity around the current procedure classifications.
· Current procedure-based categories are a poor fit for wildlife research and a common source of reporting error.
· Detailed explanations of the categories (with examples) would be essential. 
· Need to avoid euphemistic terminology. 
· Must be clear whether the categories are applied at the project or experimental level because one category might not apply to all animals in a project and could therefore over-estimate the animal welfare impact.
· Opposed to reporting according to animal welfare impact because it is too subjective and the current (procedure-based) approach is widely understood.
Question 12: Source of animals
	Detailed reporting of the source of animals should be overseen by AECs but consideration should be given to some form of high-level reporting at the national level (such as the 6 categories on p45 of the Options Paper).

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	5
	4
	3
	12

	Not supported
	1
	0
	0
	1

	Mixed comments
	4
	0
	0
	4

	No comment
	2
	0
	3
	5



Summary of comments:
· High level reporting would be reasonable – and  in some cases was regarded as very important – but  workload concerns were also expressed.
· Some projects have multiple sources of animals which would make reporting difficult especially if trying to present a national overview.
· Handled and released in natural habitat" should be changed to "Animals used in their natural habitat" because some studies still impact the animal without any handling occurring. 
· Proposals from various respondents included between 6 and 16 categories.
Question 13: Stage of animal maturity
	Reporting of immature (prenatal/pre-hatching) animals should align with the Code.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	2
	4
	2
	8

	Not supported
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mixed comments
	5
	0
	0
	5

	No comment
	5
	0
	4
	9



Summary of comments:
· Determining accurate numbers and/or the stage of maturity can be difficult with some species. Fish projects (where high attrition is a natural phenomenon) can greatly skew data.
· The definition of stage of maturity in the Code does not match that in the legislation of all jurisdictions.
· The importance of these data is unclear and may not justify the workload.
Question 14: Genetic modification
	[bookmark: _Hlk188452385]Consideration should be given to reporting on genetically modified animals expressing adverse phenotypes.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	4
	2
	1
	7

	Not supported
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Mixed comments
	2
	0
	0
	2

	No comment
	6
	2
	4
	12



Summary of comments:
· This can be important for animal welfare and it could provide a resource for phenotype information.
· A distinction should be made between natural mutation, random induced and targeted.
· Clear guidance on welfare reporting and consistency between jurisdictions would be required to obtain useful data.
· This might be too much detail for what is likely to be a high-level report and might be better handled between the AEC and the regulator.
Question 15: Fate (including rehoming and re-use)
	Simple, high-level categories for reporting of fate of animals should be considered.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	8
	4
	3
	15

	Not supported
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mixed comments
	1
	0
	1
	2

	No comment
	3
	0
	2
	5



Summary of comments:
· Supportive of reporting on fate but only needs to be high level, not detailed.
· Must report actual rather than intended fate.
· Must include animals exported overseas.
· Supportive but the procedure for reporting on agricultural livestock is unclear.
· Include the questions used by NSW, WA and NZ (i.e. alive at end of study, dead at end of study, and several subcategories in each of these).
· Data on re-use and rehoming is informative for the public and for openness.
· Should be seeking more detail on rehoming including the number and species of animals rehomed per project.



Question 16: Use of pain management
	Simple, high-level reporting of use of pain management should be considered (e.g. instances where pain management is exempted because it would be incompatible with study aims).

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	2
	4
	2
	8

	Not supported
	2
	0
	1
	3

	Mixed comments
	5
	0
	0
	5

	No comment
	3
	0
	3
	6



Summary of comments:
· Would be very challenging in terms of providing sufficient context and quantitative data, especially at the national level. Better managed by regulators working directly with research institutions.
· Might be better accounted for under ‘animal welfare impact’.
· Some form of high-level reporting should be considered e.g. reporting the number of projects where AEC approval was granted to withhold pain management.
· For greater clarity, should be "Pain management not required - animals did not experience pain" and “Pain management required but not provided because of incompatible with aims of study”.
Question 17: Source of research funding
	Simple, high-level reporting of research funding sources should be considered.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	2
	4
	0
	6

	Not supported
	3
	0
	2
	5

	Mixed comments
	3
	0
	0
	3

	No comment
	4
	0
	4
	8



Summary of comments:
· Supportive of anonymised high-level reporting of public funds.
· Perhaps could report something like the number of NHMRC-funded projects that required AEC approval as a % of all NHMRC projects.
· Should include an indication of funding for research relevant to NAMs and the 3Rs.
· There is high-level reporting of animal research funding in the UK e.g. UK Research & Innovation policy on animal research (section 6.4.2).
· Administrative burden would be significant so could be considered for a second phase.
· Opposed to publishing details of philanthropic or internal sources.
· Outside of scope and too difficult to verify.
· Source of research funding is best reported by funding bodies.
Question 18: Reporting cycle
	The reporting cycle should align to the calendar year and outcomes published no later than six months after the latest state or territory submission deadline.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk185449660]Supported
	6
	3
	3
	12

	Not supported
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mixed comments
	2
	1
	0
	3

	No comment
	4
	0
	3
	7



Summary of comments:
· Strong support for the reporting period to be the calendar year. 
· Statistics must be published no more than 6 months after the end of the reporting period – could enforce with amendment to the Code.
· Time might be required to allow for adjustment if not already reporting for calendar year.
· Although there was some support for deadlines of April or May  to relieve the heavy burden at the start of year, there were also concerns that  a deadline later than March would make it difficult to publish the report in the same year due to the time required for cross-checking.
· Should not underestimate the workload. National reporting could require at least 3.0 FTE to request and collect the statistics then quality check, collate, cross-check and publish.
· While the workload implications of national reporting were acknowledged (depending on the model adopted), it was argued that if a researcher cannot commit the necessary time to reporting, the research should not be approved in the first instance. Similarly, if a regulatory agency does not have capacity to undertake adequate reporting, the number of licenses should be reduced to enable this to be managed.
Question 19: Techniques of special interest
	Consideration should be given to reporting of procedures of particular public interest in a general manner.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk185450293]Supported
	2
	4
	1
	7

	Not supported
	2
	0
	0
	2

	Mixed comments
	2
	0
	2
	4

	No comment
	6
	0
	3
	9



Summary of comments:
· It is unclear how a ‘technique of special interest’ would be defined and consistency ensured. 
· A 3Rs Centre would be best equipped to provide evidence-based advice that could then be used to assist AECs with informed decision-making.
· This is a ‘nice to have’ but would be complex so maybe the current focus should be on accurately collecting the key statistics. ‘Techniques of special interest’ could be implemented in a later phase.
· Support in principle but more detail is required and the administrative implications need to be clear.
· May provide opportunities for refinement.
· Examples include monoclonal antibody collection, nose-only smoke exposure, forced swim test, tail suspension test, xenotransplantation research, induction of traumatic brain injury, primate neurological research, testing of household products or cosmetics, and death as an endpoint. 
· In addition to known ‘techniques of special interest’, should gather information to help identify other techniques of special interest. 




Question 20: Listing of institutions
	National reporting should include lists of institutions licenced or accredited under state and territory animal research regulatory frameworks.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	6
	3
	2
	11

	Not supported
	1
	0
	2
	3

	Mixed comments
	3
	0
	0
	3

	No comment
	2
	1
	2
	5



Summary of comments:
· Lists of institutions (including interstate collaborators) have been published in Tasmania and in New Zealand for many years.
· Supportive of the New Zealand model which publishes a spreadsheet listing animal numbers according to the type (but not name) of institution and species.
· Since the names of institutions conducting animal research are already in the public domain (e.g. through PubMed), there should be no constraints to including this information in national reporting. 
· While supportive of the listing of institutions, there would be significant challenges in providing context in a national report if statistics are linked to individual institutions; this could make the results misleading.
· Institutions and species used should be provided at minimum - this is already published in one jurisdiction. 
· Supportive of listing of institutions but not linking statistics to individual institutions. Institutions could make this information publicly available through other mechanisms if they wish (e.g. as part of their commitment to the Openness Agreement).
· Supports listing of institutions and the species they use but not mandatory reporting of numbers.
· This would need further consideration because not all institutions are signatories to the Openness Agreement.
· Should be optional; those not wishing to be identified could be anonymised.
· Linking of details to individual institutions could be problematic for commercial organisations undertaking work that is commercial in confidence.
· The regulator does not have the authority to publish institution names and it could be a breach of privacy or data protection if the names of licence holders were published without their approval.
· A lot of licences for fieldwork studies are held by individuals. Releasing these names could create privacy concerns. 
· If this looks like being a sticking point, it should not be allowed to delay implementation of other aspects of national reporting.
Question 21: Non-technical summaries
	Limited reporting of non-technical summaries should be included in national reporting.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk185451297]Supported
	3
	3
	0
	6

	Not supported
	5
	0
	4
	9

	Mixed comments
	1
	0
	0
	1

	No comment
	3
	1
	2
	6



Summary of comments:
· Brief summaries would be OK provided the context can be made clear.
· Safeguards would be required to protect IP and details of individual institutes and researchers.
· Could simply be the lay summary from the AEC application. 
· Could use an already existing database such as the Animal Study Registry. This provides a summary and the name of the institution but further details including author names are under embargo for up to five years.
· Should be optional. 
· Supportive in principle but securing the resources to implement it could be problematic.
· Non-Technical Summaries create a lot of complications in the UK and EU. Would be best left to the states and territories.
· This would create a major new workload; it would be better done by individual institutions.
Question 22: 3Rs and Non-Animal Models (NAMs)
Note: the acronym ‘NAMs’ may stand for either New Approach Methodologies or Non-Animal Models. The latter term will be assumed here because it aligns with the widely circulated 2023 CSIRO report prepared in collaboration with industry, research and government partners.
	Consideration should be given to including simple, quantitative indicators to help inform decision-making in relation to the 3Rs at a national level.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	1
	4
	0
	5

	Not supported
	2
	0
	1
	3

	Mixed comments
	4
	0
	1
	5

	No comment
	5
	0
	4
	9



Summary of comments:
· Reporting on the 3Rs and NAMs will demonstrate progress, highlight existing skills networks, and facilitate information sharing.
· Would help institutions demonstrate commitment to the 3Rs.
· NAMs are already widely deployed but are often not recognised or acknowledged as a 3Rs initiative.
· Could help identify and publicise funding sources for 3Rs and NAMs.
· Some regulators already collect qualitative information on the 3Rs but reporting requires improvement – sometimes it can be a 'data dump' that is not user-friendly.
· Reporting could include the number of studies where NAMs were used and whether these involve partial or full replacement.
· Supportive but could be difficult in practice, especially developing a quantitative approach suited to national reporting.
· Could be optional initially.
· This might be trying to include too much in a national report.
· The practical challenges are too great to implement this at a national level.
Question 23: Unexpected Adverse Events
	Unexpected Adverse Events should be included in reporting of national statistics.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	1
	2
	0
	3

	Not supported
	8
	0
	3
	11

	Mixed comments
	1
	1
	0
	2

	No comment
	2
	1
	3
	6



Summary of comments:
· Reporting Unexpected Adverse Events (UAEs) – or at least unexpected deaths –  would help monitor trends and identify areas of greatest risk.
· Important for animal welfare and public interest.
· Could be made available by institutions in their annual report which they should publish.
· A high-level approach could involve enumerating prosecutions or similar.
· Supportive but conveying context would be difficult.
· There would be significant challenges in consolidating at a national level and presenting in a user-friendly format.
· UAEs are complex matters that can have regulatory implications and reporting should therefore be directed to the regulator. 
· Reporting UAEs at a national level would raise concerns regarding confidentiality and procedural fairness.
· This would create a significant new workload.
[bookmark: _Hlk190268279]Question 24: Operation of AECs
	Reporting on AEC operations should be included in national reporting.

	
	RESPONDENTS
	TOTAL

	 
	Research institutions
	Animal protection organisations
	Independent
	

	Supported
	0
	3
	0
	3

	Not supported
	8
	1
	2
	11

	Mixed comments
	0
	0
	1
	1

	No comment
	4
	0
	3
	7



Summary of comments:
· Simple reporting such as the number of applications reviewed, amended or rejected should be provided at a national level.
· The USDA Public Search Tool enables searching for inspection reports and enforcement actions. 
· Violations of the Code and/or prosecutions are not currently reported. This contrasts with other animal sectors such as racing steward’s reports and media statements by delegated animal welfare organisations. Reporting such information could reduce the risk of similar violations in future.
· A national 3Rs centre could provide independent oversight of AECs in areas such as high impact or controversial procedures that could otherwise become normalised within local review.
· Some regulators already collect data on the number of projects approved, amended and rejected and is supported by Independent External Reviews.
· This is a regulatory matter and reporting should therefore be directed to jurisdictional regulators. 
· This would be too complex to implement at a national level.
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