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agreed to add this topic to the list of procedures that had already been identified as requiring 
further consideration. 
 
It was acknowledged that the system described above was a bit ‘clunky’.   reported that MPI 
were also investigating whether people using animals for research, testing and teaching could be 
exempted from the regulations. 
 
G Shackell thanked  for her update, after which she departed the meeting at 9.55 am. 
 
C 4. Feedback from AEC workshop   
 
G Shackell invited committee members to comment on or provide feedback from the workshop which 
had been held the previous day.   
 
M Tingle reported that the feedback from the AEC chairs had been positive.  It was noted that the chairs 
had appreciated the opportunity to go off topic so that they could discuss matters of interest amongst 
themselves.  Likewise, the veterinarians and animal welfare officers (AWOs) were able to delve into 
issues relevant to them.  It was generally agreed that the workshop groupings – AEC chairs together, 
institutional members and secretaries; veterinarians and AWOs; and SPCA and local government 
nominees together had been a successful way of splitting up AEC members. 
 
It was agreed that the compliance presentation had not clearly outlined the responsibility of AECs to 
report non-compliances to the appropriate enforcement agencies.  As the information was not presented 
as expected, NAEAC considered it would be valuable to draft its own information to AECs. It was 
suggested that  be invited to a future NAEAC meeting to discuss the matter of non-
compliance further.  For example, it would be useful to know what matters Compliance would want to 
know about and when they would want to know about them.  G Shackell agreed to convey NAEAC’s 
feedback to  
 
The committee enjoyed the presentation by  on animal welfare in emergencies.  It was 
agreed to ask  for a checklist of things to consider in relation to research, testing and teaching. 
 
G Shackell noted that  was going to ask the Animal Health Laboratory at Wallaceville about their 
emergency plans and if possible share them with other AECs.  M Tingle suggested that emergency 
planning should be pushed back to animal facility managers.  G Shackell agreed to discuss this further 
with the  facility manager. 
  
The committee also generally discussed how it could reach those AECs who did not normally attend 
workshops.  The following suggestions were made: 
 
• Mentioning AEC workshops in the letter that went to code holders when their code was approved. It 

was noted that a letter had been drafted previously to code holders reminding them about the 
importance of sending AEC members to such events.  G Shackell agreed to see how this letter 
could be amended and circulated to code holders. 

• Attend an AEC meeting in conjunction with an accredited reviewer when they were reviewing a 
code holder. 
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reported she would be able to provide further information about workshop attendance history 
and feedback at the next meeting. 
 

Actions: 
G Shackell to invite  to a NAEAC meeting. 
G Shackell to provide feedback to . 

to ask  for RTT related checklist. 
G Shackell to discuss emergency management with the University of Otago facility 
manager.  

to provide a summary of AEC meeting attendance at February 2019 meeting. 
 
 

PART ONE (OPEN TO THE PUBLIC) 
 
O 1. Meeting dates for 2019 including AEC site visit   
 
The meeting dates for 2019 were agreed as follows: 
 
• Friday, 8 February 2019 (general meeting) in Wellington 
• Thursday, 16 May 2019 (AEC site visit) and Friday 17 May (general meeting) in Nelson 
• Tuesday, 20 Aug 2019 (joint meeting with NAWAC on the 5 Domains and Mātauranga Māori) 

and Wednesday, 21 August 2019 (general meeting) in Wellington   
• Thursday, 19 September and Friday, 20 September 2019 (codes of ethical conduct meeting) in 

Wellington 
• Wednesday, 16 October 2019 (holding date for extra codes of ethical conduct meeting if 

required) in Wellington  
• Thursday, 14 November 2019 (general meeting) and Friday, 15 November 2019 (meeting with 

AEC chairs) in Wellington 
 
O 2. Discussion/approval of NAEAC’s revised Good Practice Guide   
 
The committee reviewed the draft revised Good Practice Guide which was circulated prior to the 
meeting.  C Gillies commented on version control noting that tracking amendments, and the reasons for 
them, could be useful to both NAEAC and users.  
 

 asked committee members for specific feedback on various parts of the draft document.  The 
following changes were noted for amendment: 
 
• Section 2. Definition of Terms and Abbreviations Used in This Guide: There was no need to 

reference the Animal Welfare Amendment Act (No 2) 2015 so this should be deleted. 
• sought clarification as to why some of the text was highlighted yellow and green.  It 

was noted that the highlights could be removed from the text.   
• Section 3.2. Membership of NAEAC: The opening sentence did not make sense. 
• Section 4.8. CEC Expiry and Statutory Review: It was noted that  would amend the 

last paragraph in this section. 
• Section 4.9 Animal Ethics Committee: Reference to section 3.1 should be 4.1. 

s 9(2)(a)

s 9(2)(a)
s 9(2)
(a)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



RELE
ASED U

NDER THE O
FFIC

IAL I
NFORMATIO

N ACT 19
82



8 
 

O 3. Discussion of NAEAC’s revised Strategic Plan  
 
G Shackell referred committee members to the strategic plan which had been reviewed and amended at 
the August operational planning day and circulated prior to the meeting. It was noted that this plan had 
been slightly different from the one that G Shackell had presented to AECs the previous day.  The 
committee reviewed the plan again.  The following changes were noted: 
 
• There was concern that the Three Rs would be diminished if the committee added additional 

‘Rs’ to its strategy.  It was generally agreed that ‘Explore the fourth R (Respect)’ should be 
changed to ‘Explore the concept of Respect for animals’. 

• Because the animal use statistics belonged to MPI not NAEAC, it was agreed to change ‘Make 
animal use statistics more accessible’ to ‘Support animal use in research, testing and teaching 
being more transparent’. 

• Type ‘NAEAC’ in full at the top of the page. 
• Delete the animal banner. 
 
Moved (R Hazelwood/C Johnson): 
 
That the agreed amendments to the draft Strategic Plan be made and that the amended document be 
adopted as the committee’s updated Strategic Plan for 2019-23. 
 
The motion was put: carried. 
 
Once the plan was finalised it was agreed that it be put up on the MPI website, circulated to code 
holders, sent to the Minister, included in the next AEC newsletter and future issue of Welfare Pulse. In 
respect to the Minister, G Shackell agreed to discuss the strategy with the Minister at a future meeting. 
 

Actions: 
to finalise the strategic plan and circulate it to code holders and the Minister. 

G Shackell to include strategic plan in next AEC newsletter and future issue of ‘Welfare 
Pulse’. 
G Shackell to discuss strategy with Minister at a future meeting. 

 
O 5. Code review process for 2019   
 
Given that two new committee members are to be appointed, it was agreed that code assignment be 
deferred until February next year. 
 
O 6. Zebra fish   
 
C Johnson reported that the while the Animal Welfare Act defined fish as animals, the legislation 
excluded those animals in a larval stage.  The feedback NAEAC had sought from national and 
international experts, a summary of which was circulated prior to the meeting, confirmed NAEAC’s view 
that zebra fish should be classed as animals after the yolk sac is completely absorbed (approximately 5-
7 days post-fertilisation). 
 
The committee discussed whether their view on zebra fish should be extended to all fish.  It was noted 
that there is likely be a lot of opposition to NAEAC wanting to change the definition of animal to include 
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the larval stages of all fish.  Also, not all fish develop the same way.  Therefore, it was agreed to just 
concentrate of changing the definition of animal as it relates to zebra fish. 
 
It was noted that there would also be concerns by those individuals using zebra fish that they would not 
be able to count them for reporting purposes to MPI.  C Johnson said this was possible and was 
currently done overseas. 
 
Moved (C Johnson/A Dale): 
 
That NAEAC agree to recommend to MPI that the definition of ‘animal’ in the Animal Welfare Act 1999 
be amended to include zebra fish 5 days post fertilisation. 
 
The motion was put: carried. 
 
The committee asked  to advise them on next steps.  A subcommittee comprising  
Hazelwood, A Dale and C Johnson was formed to progress this piece of work. 
 

Action –  to advise next steps on changing the definition of animal to include 
zebra fish. 

 
O 7. Aotearoa New Zealand Three Rs awards   
 
It was noted that the Three Rs awards had been discussed previously under agenda item C 2. 
 
O 8. Animal use statistics  
 
Further to the previous discussion on animal use statistics under agenda item O 3 and the update 
provided by  when she opened the AEC workshop,  reported that MPI was looking at 
ways in which it could improve the way it reported and delivered the animal use statistics to the public.  
NAEAC agreed that it was supportive of these measures. 
 
The notion of positive grading systems was noted by G Shackell as this had come up during the AEC 
workshop.  The example given being sniffer dog testing where dogs were rewarded with treats after 
sniffing out certain substances.  It was noted that this had relevance to the 5 domains and the concept 
of a ‘life worth living’. 
 
O 9. Xenotransplantation  
 
G Shackell referred committee members to the memo on xenotransplantation that had been circulated 
prior to the meeting.  The memo, from  was asking NAEAC specific questions about 
xenotransplantation (taking animal tissue and introducing it into humans) and the scope of work covered 
by the  code of ethical conduct.  
 
B Connor provided an overview of xenotransplantation including the work of  and the company 
that that been its predecessor,   The following points were noted: 
 
•  research related to suppling pigs as a source of kidneys for humans who need kidney 

transplants   
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• There were many studies conducted in the field of xenotransplantation in the 1960s.   
• In 1997 pig to human transplants were banned because of concerns about transmission of pig 

diseases to humans   
• The Auckland Island pigs owned by  did not have the pig endogenous retrovirus (PERV).   
• Islet cell transplantation, to treat type 1 diabetes, has not continued because of recorded 

immune responses in humans  
• Anti-cell – taking cells from piglets and encapsulating them to put into patients had been 

conducted in Canada 
• The US Food and Drug Administration had regulations relating to work carried out on pigs and 

non-human primates 
• The loss of cleanliness of the Auckland Island pigs as a result of  closure means that 

 will now need to breed transgenic pigs for their studies 
 
It was noted that the committee did not consider any special animal welfare or ethical considerations 
when it reviewed  draft code of ethical conduct and discussed whether it should have or not. 
 
Also, the committee was unsure what had led to the questions being asked of NAEAC so B Connor 
agreed to discuss this further with   It was noted that the removal of pig tissue was the smallest 
part of the xenotransplantation process. 
 

Action – B Connor to discuss xenotransplantation with . 
 
O 10. MPI summary of CEC approvals, notifications and revocations  
 
The MPI summary of code approvals, notifications and revocations was noted.   reported that 
Estendart Ltd had been bought out by Invetus (NZ) Ltd. 
 
O 11. Discussion of information circulated by MPI 
 
There were no specific comments arising out of the information circulated to NAEAC by MPI.  It was 
agreed that this agenda item could be removed from future meeting agendas. 
 

Action –  to remove ‘discussion of information circulated by MPI’ from future 
meeting agendas. 

 
O 12. Committee members’ reports on recent presentations and attendance at conferences
   
G Shackell invited committee members to comment on recent presentations or conferences they had 
attended.   
 
C Johnson had attended a conference on human ethics in Townsville Australia.  The focus of the 
meeting had been on the new human ethics handbook.   
 
The discussion briefly went back to the  code of ethical conduct.  It was noted that 
xenotransplantation had Ministry of Health implications and that maybe NAEAC had missed an 
opportunity to access any potential risk of this type of work.  R Hazelwood referred to the Act and 
confirmed that NAEAC could make comments on applications.  C Gillies pointed out reputational risk 
and not wanting to embarrass the Minister.  G Shackell offered to ring  to ascertain if she could 
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Priorities - relationship with AECs; reviewers (identified as being the most important); monitoring; 
documents; codes of ethical conduct; fish; teaching; and website presence.   
 
Subcommittees - Training for AEC members ); the review process (A 
Dale, M Tingle and . 
 
Rather than being involved in training, A Dale reported that  wanted someone to train her and 
the AEC that she chaired.  
 
In relation to the review process, it was agreed that the subcommittee should look at the process which 
had already been described to look at what needed addressing first. 
 
A Dale raised concerns that the operational plan was being re-litigated.  G Shackell reminded committee 
members that the table document was not an operational plan and contained a lot of things that the 
committee could not possibly achieve in five years.  M Tingle and A Dale believed it was better to aim 
high rather than doing the minimum.  It was noted that nothing had been progressed since the August 
meeting and G Shackell wanted to ensure that the strategy working group had enough support to put 
something to the committee by the next meeting.  The working group advised they would be able to do 
this.  That being the case, G Shackell agreed to close the meeting. 
 

Action – Strategy working group to present draft operational plan at February general 
meeting. 

 
There being no other items of business to discuss, the chair thanked committee members for their 
attendance and closed the meeting at 3.22 pm.  
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