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Part 1: The Animals in Medical Research (Prohibition) Bill 

 

Summary of case for the Animals in Medical Research (Prohibition) Bill 

• The Animals in Medical Research (Prohibition) Bill, based on Herbie’s Law, would provide a practical 

framework for implementing the Government’s manifesto commitment to work towards phasing out 

animal testing. 

 

• It would set an ambition of phasing out animal experiments in medical research over the next decade, 

supporting the scientific community with the transition. 

 

• This would enable Britain to unlock the growth opportunities provided by the human-specific 

technologies sector; cement our position as a global leader in the life sciences; and support our national 

concern for animal protection. 

 

Specific provisions within the Bill 

• A more comprehensive version of the Bill was drawn up by solicitors on behalf of Animal Free Research 

UK. Modelled on the Climate Change Act, the Human Specific Technologies Bill contains further 

provisions on how progress would be maintained and scientists supported with the transition. It also 

provides for the set-up of an Expert Advisory Committee to give specialist advice to Government on 

animal replacement. Crucially, it makes provision for the target year to be amended, should this become 

necessary. 

 

Defining human-specific technologies 

• The draft Human Specific Technologies Bill defines this term in the following way: 

 

‘Human Specific Research and Testing Technologies’ means research and testing techniques that do not 

involve the use of animals or animal-derived biomaterials and are based directly on human biology, or any 

other definition which is provided from time to time by the Centre for Human Specific Research. Such 

approaches include organ-on-chips and human-derived organoids, as well as work with human volunteers, 

human tissues or cells, microorganisms, and computer-based or in silico approaches such as artificial 

intelligence, deep learning and big data, meta-analysis or systematic reviews.  

 

• Set up by Animal Free Research UK, the Centre for Human-Specific Research supports the transition to 

this approach by providing practical support to the medical research community across industry and 

academia. Its work includes increasing awareness of advancements in human-specific research; 

providing tailored education, training and resources for researchers; and fostering collaboration to share 

best practice and encourage innovation. 

Scientific benefits of transition to human-specific technologies 

• There has been a lack of progress in addressing many key areas of disease. The likelihood of a cancer drug 

being approved and progressing from small Phase 1 trials to larger clinical trials is less than 6 per cent. 

Alzheimer’s disease has seen clinical trial failures of more than 99 per cent.  

https://bills.parliament.uk/bills/3811
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Herbies-Law-Policy-Briefing.pdf
https://labour.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Labour-Party-manifesto-2024.pdf
https://labour.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Labour-Party-manifesto-2024.pdf
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Human-Specific-Technologies-Act_Draft-Bill.pdf
https://humanspecificresearch.org/about-the-centre/
https://www.bio.org/clinical-development-success-rates-and-contributing-factors-2011-2020
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0014299919304765?via%3Dihub
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• Since they are not hampered by translating from one species to another, human-specific technologies 

offer the best possible chance of securing medical progress. 

 

• Just one example took place at Animal Free Research UK’s Centre of Excellence at the University of 

Exeter. Using human cells, Professor Lorna Harries and her team discovered important insights into 

diabetes treatment and prevention. 

 

• Dr Giulia Massaro at University College London is developing a ‘brain-on-a-chip’ platform to test drugs 

for a rare condition called neuronopathic Gaucher disease, which currently has few treatment options. 

 

• A study published in Nature Communications Medicine found that a liver-on-a-chip device was able to 

correctly identify 87% of drugs that carried a risk of liver toxicity in humans, despite those drugs having 

passed through animal safety tests. 

 

Economic benefits of human-specific technologies 

• There is a fast-growing global market for human-specific technologies. The market is expected to grow 

at a Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) of 12% to reach $4.08 billion in 2029. 

 

• Initial analyses suggest that human-specific methods can result in significant cost-savings for industry. 

For example, a 2019 survey of R&D experts experienced in organ-on-chip technology indicated that 

within five years, this approach had the potential to reduce R&D costs by 10-26%. A report from 

Wellcome estimated that AI could deliver time and cost savings of at least 25-50% in drug discovery up 

to the preclinical stage. 

 

Public support for Bill 

• A January 2025 YouGov Poll1, commissioned by Animal Free Research UK, found that 7 in 10 people (70%) 

in Britain support the introduction of a new law that would end animal experiments in medical research 

by 2035 and include measures to support scientists with the transition to non-animal methods. These 

findings were featured in a piece about the Bill in the Mirror. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 All figures, unless otherwise stated, are from YouGov Plc. Total sample size was 2,533 adults. Fieldwork was undertaken 
between 8th - 9th January 2025. The survey was carried out online. The figures have been weighted and are representative 
of all GB adults (aged 18+). 

https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/exeter-university-researchers-make-breakthrough-in-loss-of-insulin-producing-cells-in-diabetics/
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/exeter-university-researchers-make-breakthrough-in-loss-of-insulin-producing-cells-in-diabetics/
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/project/using-brain-on-a-chip-to-study-rare-neurological-diseases/
https://www.nature.com/articles/s43856-022-00209-1
https://www.thebusinessresearchcompany.com/report/non-animal-alternatives-testing-global-market-report
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31185290/#:~:text=Here%2C%20we%20present%20an%20expert%20survey%20on%20the,rates%20and%20the%20length%20of%20the%20R%26D%20process.
https://cms.wellcome.org/sites/default/files/2023-06/unlocking-the-potential-of-AI-in-drug-discovery_report.pdf
https://cms.wellcome.org/sites/default/files/2023-06/unlocking-the-potential-of-AI-in-drug-discovery_report.pdf
https://cms.wellcome.org/sites/default/files/2023-06/unlocking-the-potential-of-AI-in-drug-discovery_report.pdf
https://d3nkl3psvxxpe9.cloudfront.net/documents/AnimalFreeResearch_AnimalExperiments_250109_W.pdf
https://www.mirror.co.uk/news/uk-news/70-brits-want-ban-animal-34488628
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Part 2: Frequently Asked Questions 

 

‘The UK must maintain consistency with international regulatory requirements for animal use in the 

development of new medicines’ 

Background 

• Before any new drug advances to clinical trials, regulatory agencies such as the FDA (United States), 

MHRA (United Kingdom, UK), and EMA (Europe) require a rigorous body of evidence demonstrating its 

safety profile (see Regulatory Hurdles section of this article for further information). To streamline and 

standardise the collection of such data across countries, the International Council for Harmonisation of 

Technical Requirements for Pharmaceuticals for Human Use (ICH) has established a set of regulatory 

guidelines which are adopted by many countries including the United States, Europe, and the UK.  

 

• A significant aspect of the ICH guidelines is the requirement for preclinical data from animals. The 

number of species required varies based on the drug class and its intended use.  

 

• For small molecules and oncology drug candidates, one rodent species (e.g. rats or mice) and one non-

rodent (e.g. dogs or non-human primates) are typically recommended.  

 

• In contrast, for biologics – such as monoclonal antibodies and cell and gene therapies – it is 

recommended that toxicology studies should be conducted only in pharmacologically relevant species, 

which often leads to the acceptance of single-species toxicity data.  

Current situation 

• While the ICH guidelines are followed by the UK, they represent guidance rather than a concrete legal 

obligation. In answer to a Written Question in September 2023, the then Government confirmed that 

‘there is no United Kingdom legislation that mandates animal testing’, explaining that ‘the non-clinical 

assessors have always taken the approach that data from a suitably validated model that has been 

demonstrated to be predictive could be submitted in lieu of animal data. On a case-by-case basis, a non-

clinical assessor will also accept appropriate justifications for not conducting animal tests, for example, 

no pharmacologically relevant species.’ 

 

• This position had previously been explained by an MHRA employee (speaking in a personal capacity) 

during evidence given to the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Human-Relevant Science: ‘(…) the MHRA 

employee confirmed that there is no requirement that animal studies be used, which was confirmed by 

an expert in EU and international animal law. He also stated that the MHRA accepted alternatives to 

animal studies, that animal studies should not be the default, and that it made this clear to all sponsors of 

clinical trials.’ 

 

• The MHRA has provided an example where it did not require data from animal tests before a new therapy 

was allowed to progress to clinical trials.  

 

https://humanspecificresearch.org/hurdles-preventing-the-adoption-of-human-specific-research/
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-questions/detail/2023-09-19/200502
https://www.humanrelevantscience.org/wp-content/uploads/APPG-report-March-2022.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/case-studies/innovation-clonal-neoantigen-specific-tumour-infiltrating-lymphocytes-for-cancer-treatment
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• The development of the COVID-19 vaccines provides a further example of divergence from the usual 

regulatory process. It was agreed by the International Coalition of Medicines Regulatory Authorities 

(ICMRA) that ‘it is not required to demonstrate the efficacy of the SARS-CoV-2 vaccine candidate in 

animal challenge models prior to proceeding to [first in human] FIH clinical trials’.  

While regulatory consistency with other countries is of vital importance, it is crucial to note that regulatory testing 

accounts for only a small proportion of scientific procedures carried out on animals in Britain. Less than a quarter of 

experimental procedures in 2023 (21%) were carried out for regulatory purposes.  

International progress 

• International regulatory requirements are not stopping other countries from taking bold steps towards 

replacing animal experiments with human-specific technologies. Without any change, the UK risks being 

left behind.  

 

• In April 2025, the US Food and Drug Administration (FDA) announced a plan to phase out the animal 

testing requirement for monoclonal antibodies and other drugs, replacing them with more effective, 

human-specific methods, and published a roadmap with a 3-5 year vision to 'make animal studies the 

exception rather than the norm for preclinical safety/toxicity testing.'  

 

• The roadmap clearly describes the failure of animal tests to predict responses in humans: ‘There is 

growing scientific recognition that animals do not provide adequate models of human health and disease. 

Over 90% of drugs that appear safe and effective in animals do not go on to receive FDA approval in 

humans predominantly due to safety and/or efficacy issues. Animal-based data have been particularly 

poor predictors of drug success for multiple common diseases including cancer, Alzheimer’s and 

inflammatory diseases. Some medications which are generally recognized safe in humans, such as 

aspirin, may have never passed animal testing. Conversely, some compounds which have appeared safe 

in animal models have been lethal in human trials. These examples highlight basic physiologic differences 

between humans and other animal species.’ 

 

• The roadmap explains plans to accelerate the transition to non-animal methods, which could include 

establishing deadlines for outlawing certain animal tests in future, and incentivising the use of 

humanspecific methods by fast-tracking regulatory reviews and meeting requests.  

 

• The National Institutes of Health (NIH) in the United States has also announced that it will be adopting a 

new initiative to expand human-specific science. The Office of Research Innovation, Validation, and 

Application (ORIVA), will coordinate efforts to develop, validate and scale the use of human-specific 

methods and serve as a hub for interagency coordination and regulatory translation for public health 

protection. ORIVA will expand funding and training in human-specific technologies.  

 

• In response to a European Citizens’ Initiative, the European Commission committed in 2023 to 

developing a roadmap to phase out chemical testing on animals. The roadmap development process has 

involved collaborative discussion with diverse stakeholder groups, including those with expertise in 

animal protection and non-animal testing methods.  

 

https://icmra.info/drupal/en/news/March2020/summary
https://icmra.info/drupal/en/news/March2020/summary
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/statistics-of-scientific-procedures-on-living-animals-great-britain-2023
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• The European Commission’s July 2025 Life Sciences Strategy proposes that the Horizon Europe 

programme will allocate €50 million to the development of New Approach Methodologies (which it 

defines as ‘innovative experimental methods that do not involve live animals’), through its 2026-2027 

work programme.  

 

• The Netherlands government has established the Transition Programme for Innovation without the use 

of animals (TPI), a collaborative programme to accelerate animal-free science. The TPI has pioneered 

valuable collaborative initiatives such as ‘helpathons’ – workshops which bring together different parties 

to find animal-free approaches to address research questions.  

 

• The Netherlands is also heavily investing in alternatives to animal-testing and has recently committed 

€124.5 million to establish the Centre for Animal-Free Biomedical Translation, which seeks to accelerate 

the transition to animal-free research over the next decade. India’s New Drugs and Clinical Trial Rules 

(2023) authorise researchers to use human-specific methods such as organ-chips to test the safety and 

efficacy of new drugs.  

 

• In November 2024, Animal Free Research UK held a roundtable in the House of Lords, hosted by 

Baroness Natalie Bennett, where we heard from regulators and scientific experts about the exciting pace 

of change on the global stage. 

 

‘The pace of progress is slowed by the need to validate human-specific methods’ 

• The validation of non-animal approaches is an important aspect of replacing animal tests conducted for 

regulatory purposes. Organisations such as the European Union Reference Laboratory for Alternatives 

to Animal Testing (EURL ECVAM) in Europe, and the Interagency Coordinating Committee on the 

Validation of Alternative Methods (ICCVAM) in the United States play an important role in evaluating and 

validating alternative, non-animal methods, providing guidance to regulatory bodies. 

 

• Many promising collaborations are underway. For example, in 2017, CN-Bio, a leading organ-on-chip 

developer, entered into a Research Collaboration Agreement with the FDA’s Center for Drug Evaluation 

and Research to characterise the performance of CN-Bio’s organ-on-chip systems as a platform for 

potential use in drug development and regulatory evaluation, including safety testing prior to new drugs 

entering clinical trials. 

 

• However, it is important to note that the need for validation only applies to regulatory testing. For basic 

research (which represented around half of experimental procedures in 2023), scientists are free to use 

whatever method will enable them to achieve their scientific goals.  

 

• An increasing number of researchers are choosing human-specific approaches to give the best chance 

of translating results to the clinic. The past two decades have seen consistent growth in the number of 

publications that used only non-animal methods, but little change in the publication rate of animal-based 

research.  

 

• As summed up by Professor Lorna Harries at Animal Free Research UK’s Centre of Excellence at the 

University of Exeter ‘The crunch point for us was when we started to realise that the results we were 

https://joint-research-centre.ec.europa.eu/reference-measurement/european-union-reference-laboratories/eu-reference-laboratory-alternatives-animal-testing-eurl-ecvam_en
https://joint-research-centre.ec.europa.eu/reference-measurement/european-union-reference-laboratories/eu-reference-laboratory-alternatives-animal-testing-eurl-ecvam_en
https://ntp.niehs.nih.gov/whatwestudy/niceatm/iccvam
https://ntp.niehs.nih.gov/whatwestudy/niceatm/iccvam
https://cn-bio.com/fda-signs-collaborative-agreement-cn-bio-innovations-use-organs-chips-improve-drug-development-evaluation
https://cn-bio.com/fda-signs-collaborative-agreement-cn-bio-innovations-use-organs-chips-improve-drug-development-evaluation
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/lab-on-a-chip-technologies/articles/10.3389/frlct.2024.1426895/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/lab-on-a-chip-technologies/articles/10.3389/frlct.2024.1426895/full
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/Human-Specific-Technologies-Briefing-NEW.pdf
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/Human-Specific-Technologies-Briefing-NEW.pdf
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getting with our human relevant models were so much better than those we were getting using other 

techniques.’ 

 

‘Non-animal technologies can’t fully replicate the complexity of human systems’ 

• Diseases are complex, and it is often necessary to study the interactions between different organs. 

Multi-organ studies are typically needed before drugs can advance to clinical trials, and animal tests have 

traditionally been used for this. 

 

• There is an increasing body of evidence demonstrating that human ‘body-on-chip’ multi-organ systems 

can accurately mimic physiological and pathological responses. 

 

• It is also important to acknowledge the failure of current, animal-based research to accurately indicate 

whether a drug will be safe and effective in people. 92% of drugs that show promise in animal tests fail to 

reach the clinic and benefit patients, mostly for reasons of safety and efficacy that were not predicted by 

the animal tests. 

 

‘Animal testing can predict whether a drug will be safe for human patients’  

• For many, likelihood ratios (LR) are considered the most direct and transparent method of quantifying 

the evidential weight of animal tests. In this setting, a positive LR indicates how much preclinical animal 

data can strengthen the belief that a specific drug is toxic in humans. A negative LR indicates how much 

preclinical animal data can strengthen the belief that a specific drug is not toxic in humans.  

 

• Using this method, researchers have found that whilst positive toxicity results in animal tests (across 

species like mice, rats, dogs, and monkeys) add some variable weight to the risk of toxicity in humans, 

negative toxicity tests in animals provide little to no weight that toxicity will also be absent in humans. In 

other words, a drug that doesn’t cause toxicity in animals won’t necessarily be safe for humans 

 
• If a safe drug is falsely recognised as toxic, it is almost always discarded, and any potential benefits it could 

offer to human health are lost. Although it is difficult to quantify how many drugs have been abandoned 

due to animal tests wrongly indicating that they would be toxic, we can look to historical examples for 

insight. Aspirin would likely never have made it to market if it had been tested on animals in the way that 

drugs typically are today.  

 

• If a drug is falsely recognised as safe, it can move to clinical trials, where the consequences of undetected 

toxicity can be severe. A 2015 study found that about half of all discontinued or withdrawn drugs in 

Europe and the United States were pulled from the market due to adverse reactions and toxicity. 

Common issues included liver, heart, blood, and neurological toxicities – areas where animal models 

frequently fail to predict severe human side effects. There are many specific examples of cases in which 

animal studies have failed to predict severe human toxicity, including the TGN1412 trial, where six 

volunteers were left in a life-threatening condition. The volunteers had been given a dose of the drug 500 

times smaller than that which appeared safe in animal tests. 

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/35338360/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/35338360/
https://www.bio.org/clinical-development-success-rates-and-contributing-factors-2011-2020
https://www.bio.org/clinical-development-success-rates-and-contributing-factors-2011-2020
https://humanspecificresearch.org/the-harsh-reality-of-drug-discovery-and-development/
https://humanspecificresearch.org/the-harsh-reality-of-drug-discovery-and-development/
https://humanspecificresearch.org/the-harsh-reality-of-drug-discovery-and-development/
https://humanspecificresearch.org/the-harsh-reality-of-drug-discovery-and-development/
https://humanspecificresearch.org/the-harsh-reality-of-drug-discovery-and-development/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26553801/
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0975148310230248
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0975148310230248
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‘Animal research is essential for medical progress’ 

• Promising results in animal experiments cannot reliably be translated to human patients. 

 

• Looking to assess the translation of animal research findings to human benefit, a 2006 review of 76 

animal studies found that only about 37% of highly cited animal research was ever replicated in humans. 

Even more striking, approximately 18% of these studies were later contradicted by human data. 

 

• Another study that reviewed six interventions – ones that had clear effects, whether positive or harmful, 

in clinical trials – showed that only half had outcomes consistent with the animal experiments.   

 

‘The pharmaceutical industry is opposed to transitioning to human-specific methods’ 

• Many large pharmaceutical companies and contract research organisations have already started 

investing heavily in human-specific research.  

 

• Organ-on-chip platforms, for example, are being used by industry throughout drug discovery and 

development to support key decision-making processes. 

 

• Roche has opened the Institute of Human Biology, which aims to accelerate the adoption of human model 

systems in pharmaceutical R&D and clinical practice.  

 

• Charles River Laboratories has committed $500 million to its Alternative Methods Advancement Project 

(AMAP), focused on developing human-focused technologies and reducing the reliance on animal 

experiments. 

 

• Between 2001 and 2020 there was a 31% decrease in the use of animals by commercial institutions in 

Great Britain but a 35% increase in academia, meaning that any savings of animals by the pharmaceutical 

industry have been undermined by an increase in animal use in universities. In 2020, the pharmaceutical 

industry was responsible for 27% of the animal use in Great Britain compared to 54% in academia. The 

Home Office no longer includes data on type of institution within its annual statistics on animal use. 

 

‘Government already provides funding for non-animal research via the NC3Rs’ 

• The NC3Rs has a small budget of around £10 million per year, and not all of this is focused on replacement. 

 

• A report of the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Human Relevant Science estimated that human 

relevant New Approach Methodologies funding represented between 0.2% and 0.6% of total biomedical 

research funding in the UK and  around 0.02% of the total public expenditure (£10.45B for 2019-2020) on 

R&D. 

 

https://humanspecificresearch.org/the-harsh-reality-of-drug-discovery-and-development/
https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jama/article-abstract/203577
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/17175568/
https://humanspecificresearch.org/hurdles-preventing-the-adoption-of-human-specific-research/
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41573-021-00323-0
https://www.bdo.co.uk/en-gb/insights/industries/life-sciences/the-promise-of-non-animal-new-alternative-methods-nams-in-the-outsourced-pharma-industry#:~:text=Following%20the%20FDA%20Modernization%20Act%202.0%2C%20a%20new,to%20%E2%80%98Reduce%2C%20Refine%20and%20Replace%E2%80%99%20%283R%29%20animal%20models.
https://www.bdo.co.uk/en-gb/insights/industries/life-sciences/the-promise-of-non-animal-new-alternative-methods-nams-in-the-outsourced-pharma-industry#:~:text=Following%20the%20FDA%20Modernization%20Act%202.0%2C%20a%20new,to%20%E2%80%98Reduce%2C%20Refine%20and%20Replace%E2%80%99%20%283R%29%20animal%20models.
https://nc3rs.org.uk/who-we-are/what-we-do
https://www.humanrelevantscience.org/wp-content/uploads/APPG-report-March-2022.pdf
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• A January 2025 YouGov Poll2, commissioned by Animal Free Research UK, found that 75% of 

respondents would support the Government re-allocating funding from animal experiments to research 

that uses non-animal methods. 

 

‘Animals are only used in experiments where there is no alternative’ 

Inadequate enforcement of duty to replace animals wherever possible 

• The Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986 indeed states that ‘wherever possible, a scientifically 

satisfactory method or testing strategy not entailing the use of protected animals must be used instead 

of a regulated procedure’ (section 2A) but there is strong evidence to suggest that this is not being 

adequately enforced. 

 

• Licence applications for experiments on animals are very rarely rejected. Answers to Written Questions 

indicate that only one licence application was rejected between 2018 and 1 January 2025 (data isn’t held 

for earlier years): data for 2018-July 2022, data for 2022, data for January 2023-Sept 2024, data to 1 

January 2025. 

 

• An expert report commissioned by the NC3Rs highlights serious shortcomings in the process for 

identifying replacement methods, which relies heavily on Animal Welfare and Ethical Review Bodies 

(AWERBs) within institutions, prior to licences being granted by the Animals in Science Regulation Unit 

(ASRU) at the Home Office:  

 

‘Replacement does not seem to be covered well by any of the review processes. AWERBs and ASRU 

Inspectors rarely suggest use of replacements. They do not (and could not) have sufficiently detailed 

knowledge of the full breadth of the scientific areas they need to cover to know for every application whether 

appropriate and practicable replacement technologies are available. AWERBs may assume that by the time a 

licence application is submitted to them for review the researcher and the funder have considered the 

options for replacement and concluded that animal use is necessary.’ 

 

Current statistics on animal use 

• 2.64 million scientific procedures involving living animals were carried out in Great Britain in 2024. This 

represents a negligible 1.21% decrease compared to 2023. 

 

• The number of procedures using specially protected species (cats, dogs, horses and non-human 

primates) decreased to around 16,000 in 2024.   

 

• 2,646 procedures used dogs (30% decrease), 1,936 procedures used non-human primates (10.7% 

decrease) and 11,483 procedures used horses (0.6% increase). However, there was a troubling 30% 

increase in procedures using cats, which rose to 82 procedures. 

 
2 All figures, unless otherwise stated, are from YouGov Plc. Total sample size was 2,533 adults. Fieldwork was undertaken 
between 8th - 9th January 2025. The survey was carried out online. The figures have been weighted and are representative 
of all GB adults (aged 18+). 

https://d3nkl3psvxxpe9.cloudfront.net/documents/AnimalFreeResearch_AnimalExperiments_250109_W.pdf
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1986/14/section/2A
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-questions/detail/2022-07-05/31226
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-questions/detail/2023-11-15/2217
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-questions/detail/2024-10-22/10427
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-questions/detail/2025-02-12/31403
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-questions/detail/2025-02-12/31403
https://nc3rs.org.uk/sites/default/files/2023-02/Rawle%20project%20report.pdf
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Briefing-on-2024-animal-experiments-statistics-1.pdf
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Briefing-on-2024-animal-experiments-statistics-1.pdf
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• 99% of cynomolgus monkeys used were born in Africa or Asia, so would have had to endure the stress 

caused by transportation. 

 

• 48,224 experimental procedures were classified as severe. 

‘High welfare standards are maintained in British laboratories’ 

• The Home Office’s Animals in Science Regulation Unit (ASRU) annual report for 2023 (the latest available) 

states that there were 169 non-compliance cases with the law or with licence conditions (just a 3% 

decrease from 2022).  

 

• Non-compliance cases in 2023 involved a total of 154,904 animals, representing an overwhelming 864% 

increase on 2022. 

 

• The report highlights deeply troubling incidents, including animals dying after being left without food or 

water; a mouse being accidentally put into a waste bin for around 45 hours, until they were discovered 

and euthanised; and a group of 11 non-human primates, including infant animals, being left in outside 

pens overnight, without food or water. 

 

• At the end of 2023, there were only 17 inspectorate staff, and only 1% of non-compliance incidents were 

picked up during an audit. With 2.68 million scientific procedures carried out on animals in Britain in 2023, 

fewer than 20 inspectorate staff cannot possibly be considered adequate.  

 

• In 64% of cases, the only sanction for non-compliance was ‘inspector advice’ and no licences appear to 

have been revoked as a result of non-compliance cases in 2023. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/animals-in-science-regulation-unit-annual-report-2023/animals-in-science-regulation-unit-annual-report-2023-accessible#section-5-audit
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Briefing-on-animal-welfare-failings-in-British-laboratories-in-2023.pdf
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Briefing-on-animal-welfare-failings-in-British-laboratories-in-2023.pdf
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Further information 

 

• Briefing on animal welfare failings in British laboratories 

 

• Briefing on animal experiments statistics 

 

• Briefing on animal experiments currently licensed to take place in Britain: 

 

• Draft Human Specific Technologies Bill 

 

• Set up by Animal Free Research UK, the Centre for Human-Specific Research provides practical support 

to the medical research community across industry and academia. Detailed briefing articles are provided 

on its website. 

 

• Animal Free Research UK would be happy to arrange a visit to its Centre of Excellence at the University 

of Exeter, or at Queen Mary University of London. 

 

 

Contact details 

➔ For more information or to arrange a short meeting, please contact Isobel Martin, our Public 

Affairs Director (isobel@animalfreeresearchuk.org; 07935 854 231) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Animal free research UK is a registered charity in England and Wales (No. 1146896) and Scotland (No. SC045327)   

  A company limited by guarantee (No. 08015625) in England and Wales 

 

We are fully committed to accessibility and inclusion. If you would like this briefing in a format that works better for you, please let us know. 

https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Briefing-on-animal-welfare-failings-in-British-laboratories-in-2023.pdf
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/Briefing-on-Scientific-procedures-on-living-animals-in-2023_for-MPs-1.pdf
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/Briefing-on-experiments-licensed-April-June-2025-1.pdf
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Human-Specific-Technologies-Act_Draft-Bill.pdf
https://humanspecificresearch.org/about-the-centre/
https://humanspecificresearch.org/our-insights/
https://humanspecificresearch.org/our-insights/
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/project/uncovering-new-approaches-to-treat-diabetic-kidney-disease/
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/project/uncovering-new-approaches-to-treat-diabetic-kidney-disease/
https://www.animalfreeresearchuk.org/project/understanding-the-spread-of-cancer/
mailto:isobel@animalfreeresearchuk.org

