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To the Health Select Committee 

 

 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Psychoactive Substances Bill. 

 

This submission is from _____________________________________________, 

 

I can be contacted at _______________________________________________. 

  



I support the intent of this Bill because it seeks to minimise the harm to society from the 

unregulated sale of psychoactive substances. There are, however, grave concerns about the 

possible reliance on animal testing for the safety testing of any drugs covered by the 

legislation. 

 

I support the inclusion of a clause in the Bill that would prohibit the use of data from animal 

testing in the supporting evidence of an application for approval of a psychoactive 

substance. 

 

I urge the Health Select Committee to consider all the points below when deciding on the 

addition of a no animal testing clause on the Psychoactive Substances Bill as I believe there 

are many reasons for including such a clause. 

 

• ANIMAL TESTS FOR TOXICOLOGY DO NOT YIELD THE BEST RESULTS. The main reason animal tests 

are still done for toxicology testing is because legislation does not keep up with science. New 

legislation should reflect best practice, not the most common practice. Recent research has shown 

non-animal tests are 80-97% accurate as opposed to the 40-60% accuracy of rodent trials”
1,2

 

• POTENTIAL FOR FALSE POSITIVE AND FALSE NEGATIVE RESULTS. Different drugs have different 

responses in different animals. Caffeine for example is present in a lot of “party pills” as it is a 

stimulant for humans, yet it is highly toxic to dogs. Theobromine is also commonly found in 

chocolate and has been used in “party pills”; it is also highly toxic in dogs in amounts harmless to 

humans. While these examples are known they show that the types of chemicals used in the drugs 

can have dramatically different effects across species. A reliance on animal testing for the safety 

data can put an unnecessary risk on the people taking part in the human trials as they fail to predict 
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what previously untested drugs will do in humans, using non-animal tests such as those based on 

human cell lines will minimise the risk to the human trial volunteers. 

• TO PREVENT THE EXPORTING OF ANIMAL TESTING TO UNREGULATED REGIMES. NAWAC has 

publically said it is highly doubtful that the testing of recreational drugs would get approvals for 

testing in New Zealand due to the ethics committee process
3
. If animal testing is not ruled out it is 

likely that animal tests will be carried out overseas, this is already common as it is cheaper. The two 

main countries involved in contract testing are China and India. Both have little to no animal 

welfare protection and there is a lot of evidence in the public domain showing the appalling way 

the animals in their labs are treated. A ban on the use of animal data would ensure that the export 

of the testing to unregulated overseas facilities that treat the animals in ways that would be illegal 

in New Zealand would not occur. 

• ANIMAL TESTS ARE UNNECESSARY; THEY ARE SCIENTIFICALLY AND ETHICALLY INAPPROPRIATE 

FOR THE TESTING OF THESE DRUGS. A combination of the application of the best modern science 

can offer in the way of non-animal tests, along with a requirement that the human trials that will 

occur start at microdosing levels, is a more than cautious enough approach to show the low level of 

risk required by the Bill. 

• THE ONUS TO SHOW THEY ARE SAFE, WITHOUT CAUSING HARM, SHOULD BE ON THE 

MANUFACTURERS. The Bill is to require the manufacturers to show the drugs they want to sell are 

of a low enough risk to allow public consumption of them. I believe that if the manufacturers are 

unable to show to the body granting approvals that the drugs they want to sell are safe enough 

without using animals then they shouldn’t be able to sell them. Simply excluding the admissibility of 

animal testing data would do this. 

• PSYCHOACTIVE DRUGS AREN’T MEDICINES; THE TESTING REGIME SHOULDN’T BE ALIGNED WITH 

MEDICINES BUT WITH OTHER RECREATIONAL DRUGS. No one has to take psychoactive drugs in 

order to remain healthy and alive, people choose to take them, they are to be age restricted, the 

sale controlled and daily use is not recommended. A better comparison than medicines would be 

other legal recreational drugs like alcohol and tobacco. Cosmetics aren’t regulated as if they are 

medical ointments as they aren’t required for medical reasons; recreational drugs shouldn’t be 

treated as medicines as they aren’t required for medical reasons either. 
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 There are many examples of countries that have banned the toxicity testing of the recreational 

drugs alcohol and tobacco on animals, the UK put this into law in the mid-1990s and other 

European countries have followed suit. Canada requires three different toxicity tests to be carried 

out on tobacco products before sale and they are all non-animal tests. We should align the required 

testing with these other regimes. 

• THE MORAL AND ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS. Causing pain and death to animals for the sake of 

approving the sale of a legal high is highly unethical and morally wrong. This is self-evident and the 

strong public outcry on this issue has shown this to be a belief held by the over-whelming majority 

of New Zealand voters. 

• PUBLIC OPINION IS STRONGLY AGAINST ANIMAL TESTING OF PSYCHOACTIVE DRUGS. Various 

polls have consistently shown public opposition to animal testing for these drugs to be at least 75-

80%. The New Zealand public does not want animal testing to occur and I believe the feelings of 

such a large majority of New Zealand citizens should be reflected in the countries law. 

 

Thank you for considering my submission on the Psychoactive Substances Bill. 

 

 

Name:_________________________________________ 

 

 

Signature:______________________________________ 

 

 

Date:________________ 


