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consideration.  This knowledge is relevant background information to assist the committee in its 
deliberations. 

 
The motion was put: carried. 
 
C 1. Confirmation of previous minutes  
 
The draft minutes of the general meeting held on 15 February 2018 were reviewed.  There were no 
amendments. 
 
Moved (C Johnson/C Gillies):  
 
That the draft minutes of the meeting held on 15 February 2018 be adopted as a true and accurate 
record of that meeting. 
 
The motion was put: carried.  
  
C 2. Action list review  
 
The committee reviewed progress with the actions agreed to at previous meetings.  The following 
updates were provided: 
 
Investigate alternatives to the 2002 publication on analgesic best practice (action 1): It was noted 
that this action had now been completed and would be discussed in the Open section of the meeting. 
 
Draft occasional paper on monitoring devices (action 2): G Shackell reported he would speak to 

, Manager Animal Welfare about getting  from the Animal Welfare Science 
team to assist NAEAC in preparing this paper. 
 
NAEAC correspondence (action 4): In relation to writing to the New Zealand Qualifications Authority 
(NZQA) to remind them that animal-based courses required animal ethics committee (AEC) approval, G 
Shackell reported he had provided the necessary background information to the chair of the Schools’ 
AEC.  It would be up to the Schools’ AEC to remind NZQA about their obligations. 
 
In relation to the euthanasia of rat pups, G Shackell reported he and C Johnson would finalise the letter 
after the meeting. 
 
Understanding MPI’s legal framework (action 13): G Shackell thought it appropriate for someone 
from MPI Legal to talk to NAEAC about this. 
 
Identifying risks and opportunities (action 14):  It was noted that ‘high risk’ and ‘developing’ issues 
would be incorporated into NAEAC’s draft strategic discussions. 
 
Investigate topic of sharing MPI information with NAEAC (action19):  reported that  

from MPI Legal had been scheduled to provide the National Animal Welfare Advisory 
Committee (NAWAC) with a mini-tutorial on this topic.  It was noted that a similar tutorial could be 
organised for NAEAC. 
 

s 9(2)(a) s 9(2)(a)
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Write to accredited reviewers inviting them to a face-to-face meeting (action 22):  It was agreed to 
talk to the accredited reviewers about this meeting during the accredited reviewers teleconference. 
 
Advise MPI of changes required to section 5 of the code template (action 22): G Shackell reported 
he had talked to R Hazelwood about what changes were required to section 5 of the template. 
 
Accredited reviewers teleconference (action 23):  reported that due to scheduling 
difficulties the teleconference was unable to take place in April but had been organised for 23 May 
2018. 
 

Actions: 
G Shackell to speak to  about support for the occasional paper on remote 
monitoring. 
G Shackell to speak to accredited reviewers about face-to-face meeting during 
teleconference. 

 
C 3.  code of ethical conduct  
 
G Shackell invited committee members to comment on the  draft code of ethical 
conduct that was circulated prior to the meeting.  The following points were noted for 
clarification/amendment (adopting the references in the code): 
 
Section 1.3: Although external parties using the AEC were referred to in section 8, it was suggested 
that external parties also be mentioned in this section. 

 
Section 1.5, penultimate bullet point: While NAEAC understood the rationale behind the statement 
“the Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the application meets all the requirements of the CEC 
before submission”, if the application did not meet all the requirements, this would constitute a breach of 
the code. Therefore, it was suggested that this bullet point be deleted. 
 
Section 2.1, first and second bullet points: The phrase “the approval of” should be removed because 
this could imply that all projects will be approved. 
 
Section 2.2.1: One of the internal members should be specified as a senior member of staff capable of 
evaluating project proposals (in accordance with section 101 of the Act). 
 
Section 2.2.4: NAEAC suggested that the AEC consider appointing a Deputy Chairperson as a matter 
of course.  
 
Section 2: There were no provisions relating to dealing with vacancies or prolonged absences in this 
section.  
 
Section 3.1: It was suggested that the first sentence of this section be deleted.   
 
Section 3.3, second bullet point: It was suggested that “electronic mail” be amended to “electronically” 
as, during the life of the code, there may be mechanisms used or introduced other than email (e.g. 
shared workspace). 
 

s 9(2)(a)

s 9(2)
(a)

s 9(2)(b)(ii)
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Section 3.4: As the number of committee members that may be appointed can vary, NAEAC 
considered that the quorum should be 50% of members plus one.  Also, the two external members 
should be statutory external members.  
 
Section 4.1: In the phrase before the bullet points it was suggested “where relevant” be deleted. It was 
also suggested that reference was made to the consideration of sentience in the bullet point which 
related to choice of species.   
 
Section 4.1, additional conditions: In the first bullet point “defendable” would be more appropriate 
than “desirable”.  
 
In the second bullet point it was suggested that “which is best met by the use of live animals” is replaced 
by “and the benefits outweigh the costs”.  
 
In the eighth bullet point NAEAC was of the view that “except in exceptional circumstances” should be 
deleted. 
 
NAEAC considered the ninth bullet point to be unnecessary as this was covered in section 4.3. 
 
Section 4.2: NAEAC considered that several matters covered in this section were procedures not 
outcomes and as such should be elsewhere (and in some cases already covered elsewhere so did not 
need to be repeated).   
 
Section 4.4: There may be circumstances where waiting 24 hours for termination is too long so NAEAC 
considered that “immediately” should be inserted before “terminate” in the first bullet point. The second 
bullet point could cover written confirmation within 24 hours.  
 
Section 4.6: As people can be consulted but their views ignored it was suggested that this section be 
reworded to specify a decision by consensus or decision by a quorum or approval by a subcommittee to 
reach decisions between meetings.  In addition, in this section MPI was referred to as the Ministry of 
Primary Industries instead of the Ministry for Primary Industries. 

 
Section 4.7: NAEAC suggested the macron be added to Maori.  

 
Section 5.1: One responsibility in this section should be to comply with all relevant Acts of Parliament, 
regulations and bylaws pertaining to activities undertaken under the code. Also, in relation to the 
penultimate bullet point, NAEAC presumed that the University would have policies and procedures 
which dealt with unacceptable behaviour. As such there should be an addition at the end to say that 
steps will be taken as specified in these documents.  NAEAC also considered that another bullet point 
should be added to state that any breach in the Animal Welfare Act must be referred to the appropriate 
compliance authority.  

 
Section 5.3: There should be reference to animals being transported in accordance with relevant codes 
of welfare, regulations and any SOPs unless the AEC has approved otherwise.  

 
Section 5.4: It was suggested that “unless otherwise approved” be added to the end of this section. 
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Section 5.5: NAEAC did not consider that “regularly” was sufficient and should be at least daily. Also, if 
there were SOPs on this topic, they should be referred to.  

 
Section 5.6: Section 5.6 in the code template referred to standard operating procedures.  If the code 
holder did not want to include a section on this topic then renumbering of the code was required.  
 
Section 5.7: NAEAC considered that adverse events should be dealt with immediately and then be 
reported to the AEC chairperson or co-ordinator. 

 
Section 5.8:   NAEAC considered that the wording of this section could be interpreted as indicating that 
the AEC evaluation was less rigorous for projects graded A-C and suggested rewording to indicate that 
manipulations graded D or E will only be considered at a scheduled meeting of the AEC, and will be 
monitored closely.  

 
Section 5.9: As euthanasia for tissue collection or dissection was now covered by the definition of 
manipulation in the Act this seemed superfluous and should be deleted. 

 
Section 6.1: This could be taken to mean that SOPs cannot be changed during the five year approval 
period so NAEAC suggested adding “and may be updated during that period” to the end of the second 
sentence. Also, it was suggested that the word “the” be added before “AEC” in that same sentence.  

 
Section 7, second bullet point: The meaning of “non-exempted” was not obvious to all committee 
members so it was suggested it be clarified.  

 
Section 7.1: NAEAC considered that this should specify 10% of approved projects graded A or B and 
that “should” should be amended to “shall”.  

 
Section 7.2: Similarly, “are likely to be” should be “shall”. 

 
Section 7.3: NAEAC suggested this be reworded to state the following: “Where appropriate the AEC 
may nominate a veterinarian to undertake the monitoring of facilities, research animals and approved 
procedures on the AEC’s behalf.” 

 
Section 7.4: In the second sentence “later date” should be changed to “date specified by the AEC”. 

 
Section 7.5: In the second sentence “Any major” should be “All” and it should cover gradings as well as 
numbers.  

 
Section 9.1: In the first instance, procedural complaints should be reported to the . If 
necessary after that they could be reported to the Director-General of MPI.  

 
Section 9.2: In the first sentence after “will be” add “investigated immediately and”.  Also, somewhere in 
section 9.2 reference needed to be made to reporting offences to the appropriate authority.  

 
Section 10: The sentence can end after “CEC" as job titles may change.  
 
Moved (G Shackell/M Tingle): 
 

s 9(2)(a)
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Two petitions (seeking the banning of the use of farrowing crates, and rehoming research animals) were 
noted. 
 

reported that the Minister had recently visited Massey University, a slaughter premises and pig 
farm.  A Dale reported that the Minister would also be visiting Wellington SPCA soon. 
 
An advocacy Hui, which was announced at the launch of the New Zealand Animal Law Association 
rodeo report, will take place in Auckland on 8 June 2018.  It was noted that  Manager 
Animal Welfare Policy and Regulatory Reform, would organise the day’s proceedings but that it would 
be facilitated by an external person.  C Johnson reported he might be interested in attending the Hui 
and  agreed to send him the relevant details. 
 
Finally,  reported that  had a bid before the Ministry of Business, Innovation and 
Employment for funding to support a programme of work looking at animal welfare issues and Māori 
values towards animals. It was noted that NAEAC’s strategic planning document referenced Māori 
Mātauranga and there could be an option, at some stage, to link into this work. 
 

Action –  to send C Johnson advocacy Hui event details. 
  
C 6. Accredited reviewers teleconference 
 
It was noted that the accredited reviewers teleconference had already been discussed under agenda 
item C2. 
  
C 7. 2017 NAEAC annual report 
 
The committee reviewed the draft 2017 annual report that had been circulated prior to the meeting.  The 
following comments/changes were requested: 
 
Chairperson’s comment: In the second paragraph, the second to last word should be changed from 
‘pleasurable’ to ‘positive’ experiences. 
 
Membership: It was agreed that appointment dates for committee members be added to the table of 
current members. 
 
Fees: M Tingle reported that the reason he did not claim fees in 2017 was because it was a condition of 
his reappointment (as a result of his being a university staff member).  M Tingle asked that this 
clarification be included in the report.  
 
L Carsons reported that it was Cabinet Office who had decided that university staff, because they were 
paid by the State in the normal course of events, should not ordinarily be allowed to claim fees.  The 
circumstances why other NAEAC members who were also university or teaching staff, were in fact paid 
fees, was noted. 
 
NAEAC publications: In the final bullet point, ‘as’ should be replaced by ‘is’. 
 

noted she would also make a few minor editorial changes. 
 

s 9(2)(b)(ii)

s 9(2)
(a)

s 9(2)
(a)

s 9(2)
(a)

s 9(2)
(a)

s 9(2)(a)

s 9(2)(a)

RELE
ASED U

NDER THE O
FFIC

IAL I
NFORMATIO

N ACT 19
82



11 
 

Moved (M Tingle/R Hazelwood): 
 
That the above amendments are made to the draft NAEAC annual report for 2017 and that it is 
submitted to the Minister responsible for animal welfare. 
 
The motion was put: carried. 
 

Action – MPI to finalise NAEAC annual report and submit to the Minister. 
 
C 8. Discussion/feedback from Christchurch site visits  
 
G Shackell invited committee members to comment on the previous day’s site visits.  It was generally 
agreed that the visits were interesting and informative.   
 
The following topics which came to light during the site visits and AEC evening function were noted for 
future consideration: 

• euthanasia techniques - use of CO2 and cardiac injection; 
• pigeon housing; 
• single rodent housing; 
• parenting arrangements and use of AECs; and 
• testing traps.  

 
It was noted that NAEAC had received a nomination from the Landcare Research NZ Ltd AEC for their 
chair, Dr Dave Morgan to receive the NAEAC AEC service award.  NAEAC had agreed out of session 
that Dr Morgan was deserving of the award and had passed a resolution to that effect.  The award was 
presented to D Morgan at the AEC function following the site visits. 
 

Action – to write to organisations to thank them for hosting NAEAC. 
  
C 9. Discussion of arrangements for 2018 AEC workshop  
 
The committee discussed arrangements for the November AEC workshop.  The following changes were 
agreed to the draft programme: 
 
It was agreed that the update to AECs on the NAEAC publications which were being amended,   
including the Good Practice Guide, would not require the half an hour originally allocated to it.  It was 
agreed that more time (half an hour instead of 15 minutes) should be allocated to talk on 
animal welfare regulations. 
 
It was noted that a speaker for the keynote address on governance still had to be identified. 
 
C Gillies agreed to provide the consensus scenario for workshop 1. 
 
For workshop 2, it was agreed that each group receive the same 3 non-compliance scenarios.  C 
Johnson agreed to draft a high level non-compliance scenario; M Tingle a middle level non-compliance 
scenario; and G Shackell a low-level non-compliance scenario.  It was agreed that these scenarios be 
available for discussion at the August general meeting. 
 

s 9(2)(a)

s 9(2)(a)
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reminded the nominating organisation about their obligations for putting members forward and provided 
an opportunity to replace members if they wished. 
 

Action –  to provide feedback to  on the reappointment of external 
AEC members. 

 
O 6. Sentience workshop 
  
The animal sentience workshop report was circulated to committee members for their information prior 
to the meeting.  It was noted that the NAWAC subcommittee, responsible for putting the workshop 
together, would be meeting in May to discuss next steps.  Their findings would be reported to the whole 
of NAWAC at their August general meeting. 
 
O 7. Zebra fish 
 
A summary of the feedback received so far from both national and international experts on zebra fish 
was noted.  It was agreed to wait until all the responses were received before deciding on next steps.  In 
the meantime, C Johnson asked  if he could document in writing the process for the Governor- 
General to change the definition of an animal in the Animal Welfare Act. 
 

Action –  to document process for Governor-General to change the definition of 
animal. 

  
O 8. Review of NAEAC Good Practice Guide and policies  
 
M Tingle reported that the Good Practice Guide had now been reviewed by R Hazelwood, B Connor 
and A Dale.  It was noted that collating the different versions had been a very time consuming exercise.  
It was agreed that in future NAEAC would control content of the document but that the secretariat 
provide more support in terms of formatting and document management. 
 
O 11. NAEAC Three Rs Award for 2018  
 
In light of the sudden death of J Schofield, G Shackell asked committee members if they agreed to the 
new individual Three Rs award prize being renamed in his honour.  The committee agreed this would be 
fitting tribute given J Schofield’s knowledge of animal use in research, testing and teaching. 
 
It was recalled that the Three Rs subcommittee had agreed to draft new terms of reference for the 
award.  The draft documents were circulated to committee members prior to the meeting.  Regarding 
the research grant, it was noted that the winner would not require a signed contract with MPI.  G 
Shackell asked committee members for their comments on the draft documents by the end of the 
following week. 
 
G Shackell reported he would include an item on the rebranded award in the next AEC newsletter. 
 

Actions: 
G Shackell to include item on Three Rs award in the next AEC newsletter. 
NAEAC to provide comments on draft terms of reference to G Shackell. 

  

s 9(2)(a) s 9(2)(a)
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O 19. Committee members’ reports on recent presentations and attendance at conferences
   
G Shackell invited committee members to comment on any meetings or conferences they had attended 
since the last general meeting.  The following past, and upcoming meetings were noted: 
 

• Rodeo assessment workshop (G Shackell/A Dale); 
• July ANZCCART conference in Australia (G Shackell/A Dale); 
• Fish and pain/halal slaughter/transport (C Johnson); 
• July gene editing workshop at SCICON2018 (T Fenn); 
• June stem cell conference in Melbourne (B Connor); 
• Local government conference (L Carlyon); and 
• July conference on the humaneness of pest control (C Gillies). 

 
There being no further items of business, the Chair thanked committee members for their attendance and 
declared the meeting closed at 3.55 pm. 
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