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Chair Feldman, Vice Chair Kagan, and members of the Committee:

As a national, nonprofit organization that advocates for the abolition of animal
experimentation and the adoption of human-relevant research methodologies, Rise for Animals is
writing in support of Maryland Senate Bill 761 (hereinafter, “the Bill”).

I. Rise for Animals supports and applauds the Bill’s call for the use of
human-relevant, non-animal research methods, though Rise for Animals
remains concerned that the implicit, unfounded characterization of animal
research as the scientific “gold standard” will inhibit progress.

The abolition of animal experimentation is necessary for the health and well-being of both
humans and millions upon millions of non-human animals. Unfortunately, to this end, the Bill’s
requirement that non-animal methods be deemed “equivalent or better” (to or than animal
methods) in generating scientific information pertaining to product safety is critically misguided.1

Firstly, though research utilizing non-human animals does typically generate scientific
information, it does not typically proffer human-relevant scientific information, which should be
specified, narrowly defined, and required. The absence of such a requirement can be expected to
stymy transitional progress – indeed, “[t]he major obstacle for the development of new non-animal
models is the prevailing over-reliance on the value of animal-based procedures as an information
source….”2

Secondly, regardless of the availability of non-animal methods, non-human animal
experimentation is not predictive of human response; and, as such, animal experimentation should
be discontinued regardless of whether an “equivalent or better” method is already available.3

Stated differently, we should not wait “to abandon a test that does not work until we can find one
that does”4, and this remains true even in the face of researchers’ claim that they must use a
“living system” – non-human animals provide “the wrong living system[s] and no matter how many



animals are used, they will never provide an appropriate model for humans.”5 By ways of
evidentiary example only:

➢ Non-human models “have a predictive value below 50%, making them less
informative than a coin flip and rendering them of no practical use in predicting
human outcomes”.6

➢ Up to 89% of preclinical, non-human animal research is unreliable.7

➢ Major assessments by pharmaceutical companies have found that “animal-based
research studies” are reproducible only 11-25% of the time.8

Finally, the use of non-human animals as means for human ends is unethical regardless of
the realization of human-relevant findings, such that, as a matter of ethical integrity (even if not
also scientific reliability), the practice should be abolished full-stop.

II. Rise for Animals supports the prohibition on non-federally-required animal
use for toxicity testing, though Rise for Animals laments that the Bill’s scope
arbitrarily restricts this prohibition both to toxicity testing and to dogs and
cats.

Animal research is roundly unethical and demonstrably non-predictive for humans, and
toxicity testing is but one form of such research.9 It follows that a prohibition on all
non-federally-required animal use would be far superior to and more effective at ushering in
scientific progress than the Bill’s current scope vis-a-vis this provision.

Further, no sentient beings should be exploited in the name of human science, including but
certainly not limited to dogs and cats. Problematically, by restricting its scope to dogs and cats, the
Bill fails to affect almost all animal research: of the estimated 111 million animals used in U.S.
research each year, dogs and cats together comprise far less than 1% of the victims.10 Indeed,
more than 99% of the animals exploited in U.S. laboratories are mice and rats, for whom the U.S.
remains one of the only Western nations to deny any legal protections11 and who are, for purposes
of ethical inquiry, the same as dogs and cats in all ways that matter – scientific research itself has
made clear that, just like dogs and cats, mice and rats “have their own specific internal life and
qualia” and “are not just different versions of humans.”12

Animals other than dogs and cats are favored frequently by researchers not because they
are less sentient or less physically, emotionally, and psychologically harmed by scientific
exploitation, and not because they are more predictive of human response; rather, they are used
because they are “cheaper”13, “easier to breed”14, unregulated by law, and/or not held in high
regard by humans for reasons entirely devoid of any scientific or other objective justification.15
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III. With the above caveats, Rise for Animals supports the thrust of the Bill
while maintaining that the Bill should apply to all animal research facilities
within the state.

The restriction of the Bill’s scope to private research facilities is regrettable and
overwhelming of the Bill’s supposed intent, both because this restriction undercuts an
even-handed, consistent demand for industry-wide progress and because this restriction curtails
the Bill’s reach to a minority of modern animal research endeavors. To be sure, the private research
sector generally relies less on animals than the public research sector16, such that the Bill’s limited
application to the former impedes its ability to impact most animal research in Maryland.

In conclusion, Rise for Animals reiterates its general support for the presumed motivations
underlying Maryland Senate Bill 761 (e.g., the transition to human-relevant research) while asking
this Committee to consider seriously the myriad ways in which the Bill, as currently contemplated,
falls short of actually honoring such motivations. Beyond (and, to some degree, in summation of)
the aforementioned concerns, Rise for Animals asks this Committee to consider that the Bill’s
current iteration fails to meaningfully address the current “culture of science”, a deeply entrenched
culture that remains erroneously and self-servingly fixated on animal research and, therefore, must
be forced to evolve if we are ever “going to stop performing experiments on animals”17 and truly
start performing ethical, human-relevant science for the good of all.

With gratitude for your consideration,

/s/ Lindsey Soffes
Lindsey Soffes, Program Officer
Rise for Animals
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