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Representation Regarding Appeal PA14-184  

Zipporah Weisberg, Appellant 

Will Kymlicka, Appellant’s Representative 

 

In our letter of appeal of Queen’s decision regarding FIPPA-2014-3, we justified our request for 

the disclosure of information on the basis of two claims: 

 

(1) That there is a significant public interest in this information; 

(2) That there is no evidence that disclosure would pose a threat to life or safety, or security, 

and therefore the university is not justified in exercising discretionary exemption. 

 

In their representation, Queen’s disputes both claims, but their arguments are very weak, and 

indeed in many cases actually confirm the validity of our position. 

 

Before addressing the specifics of the Queen’s representation, we acknowledge that previous 

FIPPA requests for similar information have been denied on the basis of concerns about threats 

to life and safety, and security. However, this is a field in which major developments have taken 

place in the last few years which are relevant for assessing both the public interest and safety 

concerns.  

 

Regarding the public interest, public concern about the treatment of animals, including in 

research, has been growing steadily. Indeed, on the day Queen’s representation arrived in our 

mailboxes, the Christian Science Monitor published an article on the “sea change” in public 

attitudes towards animals in recent years (see attachment A). The article was occasioned by the 

end of the use of elephants in Ringling Brothers circus performances, but it also noted declining 

public support for many other uses of animals, including biomedical experimentation – a fact 

acknowledged by the Journal of the American Association of Laboratory Animal Research,1 and 

confirmed by extensive public consultations in the UK. These changing attitudes to animal 

research reflect both growing awareness of the sentience and emotional capacities of many 

animals, and also growing doubts about the efficacy of animal models for learning about human 

                                                           
1 “Recent public-opinion polls indicate that Americans have shown a decline in support for animal 

experimentation” (M. Metzger, “Knowledge of the Animal Welfare Act and Animal Welfare Regulations 

Influences Attitudes toward Animal Research”, J Am Assoc Lab Anim Sci. 2015; 54(1):70-5.  

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25651094
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disease. As a result, the public is expressing more concern about the use of animals in research, 

and seeking more information about it – including, as we will see below, precisely the sort of 

information we are requesting about the numbers and species of animals and invasiveness of 

research. It is not clear yet where this “sea change” in public attitudes will take us as a society, 

but it is precisely in such contexts – where old orthodoxies are being questioned without any new 

consensus yet emerging – that the disclosure of information is most in the public interest. It is 

during such times of societal re-examination that information is most wanted and needed. 

 

Equally significant changes have emerged with respect to our knowledge of the safety and 

security risks of disclosing information. As we discuss below, many jurisdictions have been 

releasing this information without incident. Even within Canada, UBC and McGill have been 

releasing information about their numbers and types of animals used, kinds of research, CCAC 

assessment reports, etc. without incident. We now have growing evidence that, whatever the 

background level of safety risks, the disclosure of information about numbers, species, and 

nature of research does not increase that risk. 

 

The combined effect of these developments is to increase the urgency of public interest, and to 

diminish the credibility of safety and security concerns. We encourage the adjudicator to keep 

this broader context in mind. 

 

We turn now to the specifics of Queen’s representation. 

 

Re Public interest: 

 

In our appeal, we argued that there is a strong public interest in the requested information in 

order for members of the public to judge whether animal research at Queen’s is being governed 

in ways that comply with public values, and in particular with the 3Rs. Queen’s has not only 

made a public commitment to comply with the 3Rs, but also a contractual commitment. For 

example, the memorandum of understanding that all universities must sign with NSSERC, CIHR 

and SSHRC to be eligible for funding includes a specific commitment to comply with CCAC 
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standards, including the 3Rs.2 This is one of the conditions said to be necessary to “help ensure 

that the activities supported are conducted in accordance with the highest ethical and financial 

standards”, and “to account to the Canadian people” for the use of public funds. Yet at the 

moment, the public has no way of evaluating whether Queen’s is in fact living up to its 

commitment to replacement, reduction and refinement without year by year statistics about the 

numbers of animals being used, and categories of invasiveness. This information should 

therefore be disclosed if this can be done consistent with security and safety. 

 

Queen’s disputes that there is a public interest in this information, and implies that even if there 

were no security and safety concerns, it still should not be released. In our view, this attempt to 

deny the public interest in this information is evidence that Queen’s has fundamentally 

misunderstood the rationale and goals of freedom of information legislation. According to 

Queen’s, information about the numbers of animals by species and invasiveness would be 

“decontextualized”, and so there is no public interest in this information. This is a remarkable 

claim, which, if accepted, would undermine the very premise of freedom of information 

legislation. All FIPPA requests involve asking for specific pieces of information that require 

broader contexts to be fully understood. The purpose of FIPPA is to provide this specific 

information so that all of the relevant stakeholders can then discuss the broader contexts needed 

to draw conclusions from the disclosed information.  

 

Moreover, insofar as context is needed to make sense of the numbers, the obvious remedy is for 

Queen’s to provide the context. As we will see, this indeed is how UBC proceeds, including 

disclosure of numbers as part of a broader report on developments in animal research. We have 

no objection to Queen’s disclosing this information as part of a larger document that includes 

additional information about the way animal research is governed at Queen’s. On the contrary, 

we would welcome that additional disclosure of context. 

 

Queen’s also disputes the public interest in this information on the grounds that the Canadian 

Council on Animal Care (CCAC) has already judged Queen’s to be compliant with the 3Rs, and 

so members of the public don’t need to judge for themselves if Queen’s is complying with the 

                                                           
2 See clause 3.5a(a) of the MoU, posted at: http://science.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=56B87BE5-1 

http://science.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=56B87BE5-1
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3Rs. This, again, is a fundamental misunderstanding of the purpose of freedom of information 

laws. The process by which the CCAC evaluates Queen’s compliance is entirely closed-door. 

There is no public disclosure by the CCAC of the evidence they relied upon to make their 

determination, and no public disclosure of their deliberations in making that determination. So 

the closed-door decision-making process within Queen’s is evaluated by a closed-door decision-

making process within the CCAC. This is precisely the sort of situation where freedom of 

information is essential. The premise of FIPPA is that the public should have access to 

information that would enable them to evaluate the actions and decisions of public institutions 

made behind closed doors, and that citizens should not be asked to accept on blind trust that 

public institutions and public authorities are doing what they say.  

 

This is particularly important in the case of animal research in Canada, since there is growing 

scholarly evidence that the existing system of governing animal research through the CCAC and 

its affiliated university animal care committees (UACCs) is out of touch with public values, and 

is “biased in favour of institutional or research interests and against the interests of research 

subjects and the community”.3 When interviewed, members of these committees acknowledge 

that they don’t really understand the 3Rs, don’t know how to apply them, and so simply hope 

and trust that the scientists comply with them.4 The CCAC’s own commissioned governance 

review quotes staff members saying that the “CCAC seems to be governing to keep animals in 

science rather than reducing or refining the need”, and that oversight is “too focused on 

procedural compliance” and “insufficiently likely to [ask], ‘Should animals be used at all in this 

research, or are there alternatives?’”.5 In short, both scholarly research and the CCAC’s own 

internal review suggest that the CCAC’s certification of Queen’s compliance with CCAC 

guidelines is not in fact reliable evidence of its compliance with public values including the 3Rs.  

 

                                                           
3 Catherine Schuppli and David Fraser.  2007.  “Factors Influencing the Effectiveness of Research Ethics 

Committees,” Journal of Medical Ethics 33:  294-301. 
4 Catherine Schuppli and David Fraser.  2005.  “The Interpretation and Application of the Three Rs by 

Animal Ethics Committee Members,” Alternatives to Laboratory Animals 33:  487-500. 
5 Tim Plumptre and Associates Inc.  2013.  “The Governance of the Canadian Council on Animal Care:  

Review and Recommendations for Reform,” 15 July 2013, quoted in Laura Janara, “Human-Animal 

Governance and University Practice in Canada: A Problematizing Redescription”, Canadian Journal of 

Political Science, forthcoming (excerpted in Attachment B). 
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There is of course legitimate disagreement about the effectiveness of the CCAC/UACC process, 

and the extent to which it is captured by the interests of animal users rather than the public 

interest. But this is just the point: these are legitimate disagreements, and members of the public 

have an interest in accessing the information that would help them evaluate these views about the 

governance of animal research at Queen’s. 

 

These attempts by Queen’s to dispute the legitimate public interest in information stand in stark 

contrast with developments elsewhere, where the disclosure of numbers is widely seen as 

essential to evaluating compliance with the 3Rs. For example, in the United Kingdom, where the 

3Rs first emerged, the National Centre for the Replacement, Refinement and Reduction of 

Animals in Research (NC3Rs) states clearly that releasing specific and meaningful information is 

the very first requirement of accountability. (Notice that the CCAC website refers to the NC3Rs 

as an authority regarding the 3Rs). This is also reflected in the recent “Concordat” of over 80 UK 

research institutions regarding the 3Rs, based on the most systematic public consultation ever 

undertaken to measure public interest in the issue. These consultations revealed that the single 

most important piece of information desired by the public is precisely the information we are 

requesting:  above all, the public wants “Specifics on animal use; by organization per year; actual 

numbers and percentages of different animal species used; and severity of procedures conducted” 

(see attachment C). The public interest in this information, and its vital role in ensuring 

compliance with the 3Rs, is broadly accepted in the UK. 

 

The importance of this public interest is reflected in recent legislative and regulatory changes in 

other Western democracies as well, which have imposed a duty to disclose the sort of 

information we have requested.  For example, universities in the United States are required to 

report statistics regarding species, number of animals, and category of use to the USDA Animal 

and Plant Health Inspection Service. These reports are readily available to the public, and 

indicate, by institution, the number of animals of particular species (e.g. dogs, cats, non-human 

primates) used according to categories of pain or invasiveness (for two examples, see 

Attachment D). Queen’s provides no arguments or evidence why this information would be any 

less in the public interest for Canadians than for British or American citizens. 

 

http://www.nc3rs.org.uk/
http://www.nc3rs.org.uk/
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In short, there are strong arguments and precedents for asserting a public interest in this 

information. Queen’s attempt to dispute this interest – by claiming that the public has no interest 

in “decontextualized information”, or that the public should trust the closed-door decisions of the 

CCAC – suggest that they have fundamentally misunderstood the purposes of FIPPA legislation. 

 

Our argument for the public interest in this information rests on the public’s interest in 

evaluating whether animal research at Queen’s – as a public institution - is governed in 

accordance with public values including the 3Rs. Note that this interest is present even if some of 

the research being approved by Queen’s is privately-funded. In places in their representation, 

Queen’s implies there is no public interest in how privately-funded research is governed. But this 

is multiply mistaken. Firstly, it downplays the extent to which research is supported by public 

funds. Public funding for research at the university comes not only in the form of grants from 

NSERC, CIHR or SSHRC – although this is indeed the major source of funding - but also from 

the tax dollars and tuition fees that pay for the university infrastructure in which the research is 

conducted, and which finance the University’s animal care committees that make decisions about 

which animal research is conducted. Moreover, most of the private funding for biomedical 

research comes from medical charities which raise money in good faith from the Canadian 

public, in part because they are approved by and conducted at public universities, purportedly in 

accordance with public values including the 3Rs. It would be hard to overestimate the public 

interest in having an open discussion about how animal research at universities is governed. 

 

Re Risk to Security/Life/Safety: 

 

While we think the public interest in the disclosure of this information is clear, we fully 

acknowledge the need to consider possible risks to life and safety, and security, from disclosure. 

However, we argued in our letter of appeal that Queen’s has not offered any credible evidence 

that disclosing this information would pose a risk. That remains the case. The University’s 

representation includes a lot of material about the past actions of extremists, but none of this 

material addresses the central issue – namely, does the disclosure of the requested information 

materially affect the risk of extremist acts? The University’s representation provides evidence 
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that there are background risks of extremism, but does not address whether or how the disclosure 

of the requested information would trigger or exacerbate that risk. 

 

As UK Information Commissioner Richard Thomas indicated in a recent British adjudication of 

a request for information about the numbers of primates used in research at five specific 

institutions, the issue is not background risk, but how the disclosure of information would affect 

that risk. In the summary of his judgement (Reference: FS50160903, reproduced in Attachment 

E), the Information Commissioner’s Office states:  

 

The Information Commissioner accepts that the universities remain a current, active 

target and understands that there is a ‘sustained campaign’ which continues to pose a 

‘very real and substantial threat to individuals.’  

 

However, he notes that this risk predates the request for information, and is on-going regardless 

of the information request, and that he can see  

 

no evidence to suggest that the current threat would increase with the release of the 

information requested.…releasing the information [numbers and species of primates used 

in research by institution] would not increase the risk to the physical health, mental 

health, or safety of any person…   

 

This case is highly relevant for our appeal, since it concerns the same type of information, the 

same concerns of security and safety, and the same concern about the sensitivity of information 

regarding primates. As Commissioner Thomas indicates, the issue at stake is not background 

risk, but the impact of disclosure on that risk. And on that question, Queen’s representation fails 

entirely to make the case that release of the information requested affects the background threat 

posed by extremists.  

 

For example, in its representation, the University lists a series of violent or destructive actions. 

But, remarkably, in not a single one of these cases does the University provide evidence that the 

disclosure of information about numbers/species/invasiveness played a role in creating this risk. 
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Indeed, the only two examples from the Canadian context contradict this connection: the two 

cases from Toronto occurred in contexts where there was no disclosure of this information. 

 

Similarly, the University’s representation includes a series of documents from the ALF or police 

reports about the ALF. Yet here again, not a single one of these documents provides any 

evidence that disclosure of the requested information generated the risk. 

 

Indeed, as we noted earlier, we now have ample evidence that this information can be released 

safely. By the University’s own evidence, the risk of violent extremism is higher in the US and 

UK than in Canada, yet both countries now regularly disclose the requested information. Many 

UK universities (signees to the Concordat) now provide this information pro-actively, or in 

response to FOI orders.  For example, when the British Union for Abolition of Vivisection 

submitted FOI requests to 71 universities for animal use statistics for 2013, all but 3 universities 

voluntarily disclosed the information.6 And as noted earlier, US universities are required by law 

to report this information, and these reports are readily available to the public, and indicate, by 

institution, the number of animals of particular species (e.g. dogs, cats, non-human primates) 

used according to categories of pain or invasiveness. 

 

This information has also voluntarily been released by some Canadian universities, such as UBC. 

Not only do they now publish annual reports on the numbers and types of animals used, and 

invasiveness of research; they also publish the assessment reports issued by the CCAC, and 

provide virtual video tours of their facilities (http://www.animalresearch.ubc.ca/about-

landing.html). Far from expressing anxiety about the risks this might create, the CCAC has 

warmly “commended” UBC for this openness in its 2013 Assessment Report. 

 

Similarly, McGill University has adopted a policy of disclosing this information on request. We 

attach their report on animal use in 2013 (see Attachment F). This report was disclosed on 

request to a graduate student in philosophy (at another university) working on animal rights who, 

                                                           
6 Steve Connor, “Millions of animals subjected to ‘disturbing’ scientific research at UK universities”, The 

Independent, March 9, 2015 http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/millions-of-animals-

being-subjected-to-disturbing-scientific-research-at-uk-universities-10094599.html 

http://www.animalresearch.ubc.ca/about-landing.html
http://www.animalresearch.ubc.ca/about-landing.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/millions-of-animals-being-subjected-to-disturbing-scientific-research-at-uk-universities-10094599.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/millions-of-animals-being-subjected-to-disturbing-scientific-research-at-uk-universities-10094599.html
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like us, requested the information specifically in order to inform public debate on campus. As 

you will see, the McGill data includes precisely the information we are requesting: numbers of 

animals by species and category of invasiveness. Notice also that McGill’s numbers include non-

human primates, and that it is broken down by species (not just larger categories, as at UBC).  

 

Contrary to the University’s representation, therefore, there is nothing “unprecedented” in the 

type of information we are requesting – disclosure is now common practice in many 

jurisdictions. Moreover, it is important to note that, in all of these contexts, the decision to 

disclose has been successful. In no case has a country or institution reversed a decision to 

disclose due to increased risks. So there is simply no evidence to support the claim that 

disclosure increases risks, and ever-growing evidence to contradict that claim. Queen’s 

representation provides no evidence to support the claim that the results of disclosure at Queen’s 

would differ from those at UBC or McGill, or at 68 British universities or at all American 

universities. 

 

Instead of offering evidence that disclosure would threaten security and safety, the University’s 

representation spends several paragraphs discussing the “sensitivity” of the information. This 

part of the University’s representation is systematically (and perhaps deliberatively) ambiguous. 

“Sensitivity” could mean two things. On the one hand, it could mean “likely to provoke 

violence”, but if so, then as we’ve just indicated the University offers no evidence to indicate that 

disclosing the information increases the risk of violence. But sensitivity could be used in the 

more everyday sense to refer to things that are a matter of profound public concern. Information 

about research on animals, including cats, dogs and primates, is indeed “sensitive” in this 

everyday sense. But that is precisely why disclosure of information is in the public interest. It is 

precisely because the public has profound concerns about this research that they have an interest 

in scrutinizing it. We would suggest that the reason the University wants to avoid disclosing this 

“sensitive” information is not fear of violence, but to avoid searching questions and public 

scrutiny about the experimental use of these animals.  

 

We should also note a certain hypocrisy in Queen’s professed worry about publicizing the fact 

that they experiment on monkeys. After all, Queen’s has engaged in very high-profile campaigns 
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about this research. Two years ago Queen’s, alone amongst Canadian universities, chose to 

challenge Air Canada’s ban on the shipment of primates – a ban that was put in place in response 

to public concerns about the treatment of animals. News of this legal challenge was splashed 

across Canadian newspapers and magazines, alerting the general public to the fact that Queen’s 

does research on primates shipped from abroad, and interviewing and quoting Queen’s primate 

researchers by name.7 Queen’s clearly assumed that this high-profile disclosure of their primate 

research in the national media would not risk the security of their buildings, or the life and safety 

of their employees, and of course this assumption was correct – publicity did not lead to any acts 

or threats of violence. But you cannot have it both ways: if that disclosure posed no threat to 

security and safety, then our requested disclosure also poses no threat. 

 

In sum, the fundamental issue is not the existence of a background risk, but the impact of the 

disclosure of the requested information. And the University’s representation gives no evidence 

whatsoever that disclosure would increase the risk, and on the contrary, we have growing 

evidence that this information can be safely released. 

 

3. Queen’s Animal Defence:  

 

Given the public interest in the requested information, and the absence of compelling evidence of 

risk, we believe that this should be sufficient to warrant an order to disclosure.  We are inclined 

to leave it at that, and not engage with the representation’s remarkable efforts to smear and vilify 

Dr. Weisberg and her work with the campus group “Queen’s Animal Defence” (QAD).   

 

In many respects, the representation’s discussion of QAD is a red herring, because the 

university’s policy of refusing to disclose this information predates, and is unrelated to, QAD. 

Prior to the formal FIPPA request from Dr. Weisberg, Dr. Kymlicka had requested information 

in September 2013 about the use of animals at Queen’s to help inform an international 

conference of academic researchers on the ethics and governance of animal research which was 

held at Queen’s last year (see Attachment H). As you will see, that initial request included the 

                                                           
7 See, for example, http://www.universityaffairs.ca/news/news-article/air-canada-bans-research-primates-

from-its-flights/; http://www.macleans.ca/education/uniandcollege/air-canada-wont-be-forced-to-carry-

research-primates/ (reproduced in Attachment G). 

http://www.universityaffairs.ca/news/news-article/air-canada-bans-research-primates-from-its-flights/
http://www.universityaffairs.ca/news/news-article/air-canada-bans-research-primates-from-its-flights/
http://www.macleans.ca/education/uniandcollege/air-canada-wont-be-forced-to-carry-research-primates/
http://www.macleans.ca/education/uniandcollege/air-canada-wont-be-forced-to-carry-research-primates/
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offer to let Queen’s provide the context of the requested information. Yet that request was denied 

in December 2013, before QAD began its campaigns (see Attachment I). So while Queen’s’ 

representation is full of innuendo about QAD, the University made clear prior to this that they 

would not release the information, even for the purposes of a scholarly conference, and even if 

they had the opportunity to present the information within their preferred context.  

 

Moreover, in denying this information, the University said that  

 

we will not be releasing any information on the use of animals in research at Queen’s. 

We believe that the information on the use of animals in research is protected under the 

Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. 

 

In our view, this statement is another indication that Queen’s has misunderstood the logic of 

FIPPA, which clearly states that “necessary exemptions from the right of access should be 

limited and specific”. Far from judging the validity of specific requests for information, Queen’s 

has been operating on the assumption that it can refuse to release “any information on the use of 

animals in research”. Queen’s was invoking this blanket claim to exemption, at odds with the 

letter and spirit of FIPPA, before QAD emerged. The University’s most recent representation 

repeats this pattern, since as noted earlier, the evidence it offers of risk has no connection to 

disclosure of the specific information we are requesting. 

 

While the University’s representation’s focus on QAD is a red herring, it nonetheless needs to be 

answered. QAD is accused of being “inflammatory, emotive and manipulative”. We encourage 

the Adjudicator to review QAD’s website, which includes all of the group’s projects and 

products, for an overview of their commitments and approaches. We have included 

representative material from the QAD website, including all of the posters Queen’s mentions in 

its representation, in Attachment J. We will just note: 

 

a) QAD is a registered university club (under the Society for Graduate and Professional 

Students), comprised primarily of Queen’s graduate students, which has fully complied 

with all rules and regulations for campus clubs. As noted on the website, its goal is social 
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justice for all animals, starting with the animals for whom members of the Queen’s 

community feel most immediate responsibility. QAD’s focus is “to raise awareness about 

the cruelty involved in using animals for research and educational purposes” and “to 

prompt discussion about the goals, value and ethics of this research, and to promote the 

use of alternatives” at Queen’s and beyond. We find it shocking that Queen’s would try 

to smear its own students and faculty by association with extremist groups. Because of 

the University’s attempts to smear Dr. Weisberg, the student members of QAD are now 

highly fearful about their names being revealed to the institution. 

b) QAD has never broken the law, never engaged in any act of violence or vandalism, never 

engaged in any act of intimidation or harassment against anyone, never disrupted any 

educational or research activity, and never encouraged any such actions. QAD has never 

disclosed private information or the identities of Queen’s researchers, or locations in 

which research is conducted. QAD has conducted a responsible and professional 

advocacy campaign for animals used in research and education. This helps explain why 

QAD has been able to recruit several high-profile scientists to support QAD’s campaign, 

including an award-winning Canada Research Chair, a distinguished professor at the 

Kennedy Institute of Ethics at Georgetown University, the world's premier giraffe 

biologist, and a postdoctoral research fellow at the Canadian Council for Animal Care, 

none of whom would be associated with an organization that engaged in violence, 

intimidation, or dishonesty. (See the list of scientists who are participating in the QAD 

poster campaign for ethical science at:  http://queensanimaldefence.org/hidden-costs-and-

hidden-potential/). Had QAD engaged in acts of intimidation, or in any other violation of 

campus codes of conduct, there are processes to register complaints, but no one has ever 

filed a complaint or grievance against QAD. 

c) Queen’s representation says that QAD’s posters are manipulative, but the University does 

not provide a single example of how the posters are in any way inaccurate. In reality, the 

posters are all factually correct, and together with the associated QAD website, serve a 

valuable tool in promoting informed debate. In each case, the posters (i) provide a crucial 

piece of evidence that the sort of animal research being done at Queen’s raises important 

ethical issues that deserve reflection and discussion, and then (ii) encourage students to 

learn more, by directing them to the QAD website with additional information. This 

http://queensanimaldefence.org/hidden-costs-and-hidden-potential/
http://queensanimaldefence.org/hidden-costs-and-hidden-potential/
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additional information on the website includes links to the published research, so that 

students can assess for themselves what are the cost and benefits of the research – ie., 

what the research was aiming to achieve, and what harms were done to animals in the 

process. This is the essence of informed debate: identifying a salient issue, and 

encouraging people to learn more about it.  

d) The University claims that QAD’s posters are evidence that QAD would use the 

“sensitive” information in an “emotional” and “manipulative” way. In fact, the QAD 

posters have been very carefully designed to avoid sensationalist images – QAD 

intentionally avoided any images involving blood or pain or invasive procedures. The 

posters simply provide images of animals as sentient beings. If the posters generate an 

emotional response in the audience, that is the result of the facts of the case, not because 

of any manipulation of images. (See Attachments K and L for two affidavits on the 

careful and deliberate ethical reasoning behind the design of these posters). 

e) In their representation, Queen’s claims that it was somehow inappropriate for QAD to 

provide links to published research. This is bizarre and hypocritical. It is bizarre because 

researchers post these links on their own public websites, and encourage and welcome 

members of the public to read them (see Attachment M for an example). This was an 

important point made by the Information Commissioner in the British case listed earlier 

as well. It is hypocritical because Queen’s elsewhere in its representation insists on the 

necessity of supplementing information about numbers of animals and categories of 

invasiveness with the broader “context”, such as the rationale for the research and its 

intended benefits. This is precisely why QAD provides links to the published research, 

which include the researchers’ own statements of aims and benefits. If QAD didn’t 

include links to the published research, Queen’s would accuse QAD of not providing 

information about the rationale and results of the research. Queen’s can’t have it both 

ways: they can’t say that it’s misleading to discuss the numbers and invasiveness of 

animal research without also discussing the context of its aims and benefits, and then turn 

around and criticize QAD for providing links to discussions of the aims and benefits. 

f) This raises a more general point: the Queen’s representation contradicts itself repeatedly 

about the appropriate sort of information that should be publicly available. The university 

says that the information provided by NSERC and SSHRC about the animal research it 



Page 14 of 15 
 

funds is useful and in the public interest and not a threat to security. The university even 

includes an example of this NSERC disclosure which it views as in the public interest 

(appendix B in their representation). It contrasts this with the sort of communication it 

thinks is dangerous and inflammatory- namely, QAD’s posters (their appendix X; our 

attachment J). We would encourage the adjudicator to carefully consider this contrast. 

Note that the NSERC entry fails entirely to provide any of the information needed for 

members of the public to make an informed judgement about whether this research 

complies with public values, including the 3Rs. It provides no information about either 

the costs of the research - the numbers of animals involved, the invasiveness of the 

procedures – or about the benefits of the research. If we compare this with the results of 

the British public consultation mentioned earlier, the NSERC entry fails completely to 

respond to the public’s interests and concerns. Yet notice that the NSERC entry does 

provide individual names and institutional affiliations, which Queen’s elsewhere says is 

dangerous. By contrast, the QAD poster provides information that speaks to the public’s 

concerns about animal research and that indicates why it should be seen as raising serious 

ethical issues, and it then encourages students to inform themselves to get the fuller story 

– for example, by linking to independent peer-reviewed meta-reviews assessing the 

usefulness of this research. As noted earlier, this is just the sort of information that 

average citizens want: numbers, harms, and outcomes. Moreover, QAD did all of this 

without naming individual researchers, precisely to avoid personalizing the issue. In 

short, Queen’s representation endorses a form of disclosure (lists of NSERC grants) that 

names individuals but provides no useful information in the public interest; QAD’s 

poster/website provides information that the public has expressed an interest in without 

singling out individual researchers. The University’s position makes no sense as a 

response to safety concerns, but it does make sense if the University’s real concern is to 

avoid disclosure that enables the public to raise and discuss serious ethical concerns. 

g) Finally, consider exhibit X in the University’s representation – QAD’s poster of Darla the 

macaque. The University implies that the poster is misleading because it uses stock 

photos. In fact, these are actual photos of Darla and Newton, who currently live at Fauna 

Foundation, in Quebec (the only two Queen’s monkeys who have been released to our 

knowledge). It is perhaps revealing that the University is unable to recognize the 
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individuality of the animals it has experimented on. Darla’s story is told in an award-

winning film, and her story and Newton’s are both available on the Fauna Foundation 

website. The descriptions of their ongoing trauma are direct quotes from the caregivers 

who have looked after them for more than a decade (see attachment N).  

 

Conclusion 

 

Queen’s University wants to associate us with extremists who engage in violence. In fact, we are 

part of a network of network of scientists, ethicists, journalists and artists from all walks of life 

who wish to encourage an informed and civil debate about society’s use of animals, to help guide 

our “sea change” in attitudes towards animals. We hope the adjudicator will confirm the strong 

public interest in the disclosure of the requested information, and will only restrict disclosure if 

there is credible evidence showing that disclosure increases risks of violence and extremism. We 

see no such evidence in Queen’s representation, and on the contrary, growing evidence to the 

contrary both in Canada, and abroad. 

 

 

___________________    _______________________ 

Zipporah Weisberg     Will Kymlicka 

Appellant      Appellant’s Representative 

 
 
 

 


