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Institutions that conduct agricultural research may be 
reluctant to pursue AAALAC accreditation. This may 
be due to a perception in the fi eld that accreditation 
is perhaps more diffi cult for agricultural and veterinary 
programs.

“It’s true that agricultural programs do have some 
unique elements that may infl uence their decision on 
whether or not to seek accreditation, including their 
predilection toward decentralized management,” says 
Joseph D. Thulin, D.V.M., M.S., member of AAALAC’s 
Council on Accreditation. 

But what stops many from pursuing accreditation 
is the belief that their agricultural facilities—barns, 
sheds, fence lines and the like—won’t meet AAALAC 
standards. Others simply don’t see how their program 
will benefi t.

What makes agricultural 
institutions different?
Many agricultural research programs are part of 
“land grant institutions,” colleges and universities 
designated by Congress and state legislatures to 
receive federal support. In the United States, there are 
74 land grant institutions, but only 29 are AAALAC 
accredited. Among those that are accredited, only 
11 have “campus-wide” accreditation, meaning that 
every school or college within the institution that uses 
animals in research, teaching or testing is accredited. 
The others have “university-limited” accreditation, 
meaning only certain components of the university are 
accredited.

Size and complexity
Most institutions engaged in agricultural research are 
part of these large, land grant universities. They may 
have more than one animal care and use program, more 
than one IACUC (Institutional Animal Care and Use 
Committee), and many, many layers of management. 

“Land grant universities are complex by nature, and 
often have decentralized animal care programs for 
agriculture and biomedical research,” says AAALAC 
Council member Dorcas P. O’Rourke. “They typically 
have multiple funding sources, multiple lines of 
authority, and separate programs with overlapping 
research focus.”

There are a number of different organizational 
structures among the agricultural programs that 
have earned AAALAC accreditation. For example, the 
University of Illinois has decentralized management 
of its animal facilities, centralized oversight of all 
animal research areas (including agriculture) through 
the institutional veterinarian’s offi ce and the IACUC, 
centralized veterinary care for lab animals, decentralized 
veterinary care (with institutional oversight) for 
food and fi ber animals, and a single IACUC. They 

have “campus-wide” AAALAC accreditation, that includes 
agricultural food and fi ber animals. 

Clemson University also has a large agricultural 
component, with all veterinary care and oversight provided 
by the institutional veterinarian’s offi ce, a single IACUC, 
and a single, campus-wide AAALAC accreditation. Other 
institutions have different combinations of oversight, with 
their agricultural component accredited separately or not 
at all.

“There are many ways to design a successful, accredited 
program, whether you are part of a centralized or 
decentralized institution,” says Joy A. Mench, D.Phil., a 
member of AAALAC’s Council on Accreditation. 

Although organizational complexity can be a challenge in 
the process of applying for and earning accreditation, it’s 
not insurmountable. And it’s one faced by both agricultural 
and biomedical research programs. 

So aside from size and complexity, what makes 
accreditation appear more daunting for agricultural 
programs? The answer may be partly due to other 
issues unique to agricultural programs, and partly due to 
perception—or misperceptions.

Challenges in earning 
accreditation
Unclear lines of accountability
The complex lines of accountability and authority common 
in many agricultural programs sometimes result in a 
disconnect among the key players in an animal care and 
use program. This is a problem because the standards for 
earning accreditation require clear and comprehensive 
oversight of the animal care and use program as outlined in 
the Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, NRC 
1996 (the Guide).

“One of the issues we grapple with at the University of 
Illinois is that the lines of reporting between the provider 
of clinical vet services and the offi ce of the ‘institutional 
veterinarian’ are not defi ned,” says Neal R. Merchen, Ph.D., 
Professor and Interim Head of the Department of Animal 
Sciences at the University of Illinois. 

Merchen says these complex lines of accountability and 
authority make it tough to build consensus around issues 
and procedures. He adds that, “In a large institution there 
are enough issues that come up that building collaboration 
becomes an important part of the process of working 
toward accreditation—and it can be a major obstacle to 
overcome.”

Mistrust of any type of centralized 
oversight, including accreditation
Merchen adds that another characteristic of agricultural 
institutions is the extensive involvement of faculty in 
managing and overseeing agricultural programs. “This 
creates special challenges because faculty are unique,” 
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What stops many from pursuing accreditation is 
the belief that their agricultural facilities—barns, 
sheds, fence lines and the like—won’t meet 
AAALAC standards.

Merchen says. “Many have a ‘cultural resistance’ to 
centralized oversight.”

In some cases, this aversion leads to a less-than-positive 
attitude toward the value of AAALAC accreditation. 
Merchen believes that there are some legitimate issues 
contributing to a lack of enthusiasm and limited support 
for accreditation at some institutions. At the same 
time, he would like to see institutions do a better job of 
incorporating agricultural components into their larger 
animal care and use program, including making it a part of 
their accreditation.

“I support the notion that the agricultural program 
should be a mainstream element of the institutional animal 
program,” Merchen says. “The people that are engaged 
in the oversight of the agricultural program should be 
helping to provide leadership to the institutional animal 
care program.” This, he feels, requires creating a strong 
relationship between key institutional entities—the IACUC, 
the institutional veterinarian, the institutional offi cial, and 
the agricultural animal program.

Cost
For most institutions, the fees required to apply for and 
maintain accreditation are relatively modest. It’s the staff 
time needed to prepare for the process that can make the 
real cost of accreditation more signifi cant, particularly at 
very large institutions.

“The University of Illinois is a large program. We have 
12,000 to 14,000 animals in our facilities every day. About 
half are poultry, but we also have lots of beef and dairy 
cattle and pigs. We have 10 livestock research and teaching 
units, two out-of-state locations about 150- 200 miles from 
campus, 50 employees associated with these programs 
including academic staff and animal caretakers, and 150 
buildings where animals are housed,” Merchen explains. 

“So it took four AAALAC site visitors four days to go 
through our agricultural facilities and the laboratory animal 

facilities. This means there are real costs associated 
with this process. We’re not concerned with the 
fees that go to AAALAC—those are relatively 
insignifi cant. What I mean by cost are the human 
resources, and prep time,” Merchen says. “We 
had one person work full time for six months on 
preparing for our accreditation.”

It’s important to note that the commitment of 
staff time needed to prepare for accreditation 
varies greatly from program to program. And once 
a program is accredited, preparation time for 
subsequent site visits is likely to be signifi cantly less. 
However preparation time is defi nitely a factor that 
needs to be planned for and incorporated into staff 
schedules.

Misperceptions about 
accreditation and 
agricultural programs
Aside from the very real challenges outlined 
above, there are also misperceptions that are 
keeping agricultural programs from applying for 
accreditation.

“My farm facilities aren’t accreditable”
One of the biggest misperceptions about 
accreditation is the notion that the agricultural 
research setting must meet the exact same standards 
for the “physical plant” as biomedical laboratories.

While it’s true that all programs must meet the 
principles outlined in the fi rst three chapters of 
the Guide, AAALAC takes a basic, common sense 
approach when it comes to conducting site visits of 
farm areas. 

“What we’re looking for is that the housing and 
care for farm 
animals meet 
the standards 
that prevail 
today on a high-
quality, well-
managed farm,” 
says Kathryn 
A. Bayne, M.S., 
Ph.D., D.V.M., 
Associate 
Director of 
AAALAC 
International. 
“We defi nitely 
use a 
performance 
approach.”

John J. 
McGlone, a 
professor in the 
Department of 
Animal Science 
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at Texas Tech University and former member of AAALAC’s 
Council on Accreditation, concurs.

“Really, if you are thinking about becoming AAALAC 
accredited and you are concerned about your facilities, a 
simple sealing of the fl oors, painting the walls, fi xing the 
fences, and $10 temperature recorders can solve most 
of the problems in this category—despite what people 
imagine, most facilities are relatively easy to fi x,” McGlone 
says.

“Agricultural research programs don’t 
benefi t from AAALAC accreditation”
Among agricultural professionals, the AAALAC process and 
the potential value of accreditation are often not clearly 
communicated.

“AAALAC is sometimes not well understood by people 
involved in agricultural animal programs,” Merchen says. 
“They see it as a ‘club’ or a regulatory body. This is why 
many agricultural programs have limited enthusiasm for 
accreditation.”

This is something AAALAC is working to rectify. “We 
have formed an advisory body that will help us identify 
areas of concern or misunderstanding so that we can 
more effectively communicate with agricultural research 
professionals,” says John G. Miller, D.V.M., AAALAC’s 
Executive Director. “We truly believe these programs can 
benefi t from accreditation, and we want to do a better job 
of explaining why and how.”

Merchen supports this idea. “AAALAC needs to clarify 
the role that AAALAC plays for agricultural animal 
professionals.”

So how do agricultural 
programs benefi t from 
accreditation?
Merchen feels that some of the arguments for agricultural 
programs to pursue accreditation are more compelling than 
others.

“I do believe that accreditation is a symbol of quality,” 
Merchen says. “There is real value attached to the external 
validation of the quality and compliance of our programs 
with the standards that are used in the AAALAC process. 
This validation enhances the credibility of agricultural 
animal programs as a primary component of the overall 
animal care program within an institution.”

“I also believe that the accountability that is 
demonstrated by a commitment to accreditation is 
important,” Merchen adds. 

He explains that because all institutions have a “social 
contract” with the public, AAALAC also serves as one means 
of establishing accountability—it shows a commitment to 
the humane and ethical care and use of animals. 

“Going through the accreditation process reminds us of 
the concerns of the public, and increases the sensitivity of 

AAALAC Farm Animal 
Position Statement
AAALAC International uses the current edition 
of the Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory 
Animals (NRC 1996) as its primary standard for 
evaluating animal care facilities and programs. 
The full range of programmatic criteria outlined in 
Sections I-III of the Guide are entirely applicable 
to farm animals and, in accredited facilities, the 
use of farm animals in research should be subject 
to the same general ethical considerations as 
the use of other animals in research. However, 
uses of farm animals are often separated into 
biomedical and agricultural, and different criteria 
for evaluating standards of housing and care for 
animals of the same species may be appropriate. 
Decisions on categorizing research uses of farm 
animals and defi ning standards for their care and 
use should be based on user goals, protocols, 
and concern for animal well-being and should 
be made by the Institutional Animal Care and 
Use Committee. For animals in an agricultural 
setting, AAALAC International takes the position 
that, in accredited facilities, the housing and 
care for farm animals should meet the standards 
that prevail on a high quality, well managed farm. 
The Guide for the Care and Use of Agricultural 
Animals in Agricultural Research and Teaching (FASS 
1999) is recognized by AAALAC International as 
a reference resource for individual farm animal 
species. Regardless of an investigator’s research 
objectives or funding source, institutions are 
expected to provide oversight of all research 
animals and ensure that their pain and distress is 
minimized.
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staff to those concerns,” Merchen says.
Along with demonstrating quality and accountability, 

Merchen also notes that accreditation gives agricultural 
programs a chance to “thoughtfully re-evaluate practices.” 
He says record keeping at his institution greatly improved 
as a result of going through the AAALAC process, 
particularly with regard to medical records.

“On the opportunities side, the ‘seal of quality and 
accountability’ achieved through accreditation has real 
value,” Merchen says. “But self assessment is the single 
best reason for an agricultural program to be AAALAC 
accredited. Going through it helped us make improvements 
to our processes. I also believe that going through AAALAC 
accreditation caused a noticeable upturn in the sense of 
professionalism and pride among our caretaking staff.”

What are the standards?
AAALAC International uses two primary resources in 
evaluating agricultural animal care and use programs: 
the Guide for the Care and Use of Agricultural Animals in 
Agricultural Research and Teaching, FASS 1999 (Ag Guide, FASS 1999 (Ag Guide, FASS 1999 ( ), 
and the principles of the fi rst three chapters of the ILAR 
Guide that are applicable to agricultural animals. (For more 
detail, see the sidebar on opposite page, “AAALAC Farm 
Animal Position Statement.”)

“AAALAC wants to see that the housing and care for farm 
animals meet the standards of a high-quality farm,” Bayne 
says. “Other than that, we review agricultural programs the 
same way we review other animal care and use programs—
we look at the components of the program articulated in 
the Guide.”

These program components include: Institutional 
Policies including the occupational health and safety 
program (OHSP), the IACUC, veterinary care and 
administrative organization; Animal Environment, Housing 
and Management including animal space provisions, 
support service, sanitation practices, caging/housing 
systems, and aseptic surgery, husbandry practices, 
and identifi cation and record keeping, vermin control; 
Veterinary Care including preventive medicine, disease 

diagnosis, control, and treatment, surgical and 
postsurgical care, anesthesia and analgesia, and 
euthanasia; and issues related to the Physical 
Plant including HVAC, survival surgery support, 
facility maintenance, personnel safety concerns, 
general storage conditions, sanitation of facilities, 
illumination, emergency power, physical plant 
design, and security.

What are the most 
common defi ciencies in 
agricultural programs? 
AAALAC International analyzed data from 
January 1993 through January 2002 collected 
from institutional program reviews conducted 
by the Council on Accreditation. The goal was 
to determine the defi ciencies most commonly 
found in the agricultural programs the Council 
evaluated during that timeframe. AAALAC looked 
at “mandatory defi ciencies,” items that must be 
corrected before accreditation is granted, as well as 
“suggestions for improvement.” Some interesting 
facts were revealed:

• More than half of the institutions evaluated—59 
percent—had no mandatory items for correction 
(i.e., they were granted “Full Accreditation” after 
their site visit). 

• There was no signifi cant correlation between the 
number of mandatory items or suggestions for 
improvement identifi ed, and whether the program 
was “campus-wide” (a single accreditation for 
the entire institution) or “university-limited” 
accredited (only one part of the institution is 
accredited).

The data showed that the challenges facing land 
grant institutions are not much different than those 
faced by more traditional biomedical animal care 
and use programs. The top three defi ciencies faced 
by all institutions are the same as those facing land 
grant institutions, namely:

1. IACUC issues

2. OHSP issues

3. HVAC concerns

And while there were a number of suggestions 
for improvement related to the physical plant of 
agricultural facilities, they were all things that 
were relatively easy to repair—such as barn 
maintenance, or repairing rusted chutes or weather-
damaged wood. 

Policy issues
As happens in biomedical research programs, issues 
related to institutional policies were the most 
common defi ciencies found in programs at land 
grant institutions. These issues included:

65%

20%

7%

8%

Program deficiencies at
land grant institutions

Institutional Policies
Physical Plant
Animal Management
Veterinary Care
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• Insuffi cient institutional commitment. This included 
not enough resources, or an unwillingness by 
administrators to help the university make a 
commitment to animal care and use.

• The Institutional Offi cial (IO) was not empowered 
to commit necessary resources to fi x problems. This 
occurs when the IO was not high enough in the chain 
of command to make things happen.

• Unclear lines of authority and oversight for the 
program. 

• Inconsistent procedures and practices between 
centralized and satellite facilities. 

“Why do IACUC and policy issues come up more 
often than other concerns?” asks Christine M. Parks, 
D.V.M., Ph.D., Director of RARC for the University of 
Wisconsin-Madison, and former member of AAALAC’s 
Council on Accreditation. “Because institutions with 
agricultural programs typically have a more diffuse 
organizational structure. So many issues can only be 
resolved by the IACUC—there is no other person or 
unit that can deal with the problem before it gets to 
the committee. In many complex organizations, they are 
the fi rst legitimate arbiter.” 

For example, the veterinarian caring for the 
agricultural animals may be from another part of the 
institution, or part of another chain of command, 
and have no authority to make needed changes. So if 
there’s a problem, the IACUC is the only entity with the 
authority to take corrective actions.

“It’s critical to make sure authority matches 
responsibility,” says Parks. “Sometimes people are 
given responsibility, but not enough authority to 
enact change—the balance between these two is very 
important, particularly in large, complex organizations.”

Also important is active participation by the IACUC in 
the oversight of farm units and remote sites. 

Merchen suggests ensuring that the agricultural 
program is represented on the IACUC. 

“Often, people involved in agricultural programs 
are reluctant to provide leadership in institutional 
oversight,” Merchen says. “Institutions with agricultural 
components should work to include agricultural animal 
professionals at the forefront of their overarching 
animal care programs.”

Other policy issues cited involved protocol review. For 
agricultural institutions, the IACUC needs to make sure 
that all animals are covered by a protocol, standard 
operating procedures or other similar document that is 
reviewed by the IACUC—even those animals used as 
part of a teaching herd or for breeding.

OHSP considerations
Occupational health and safety program (OHSP) 
issues were the second most common defi ciency area. 

The Ag Guide states, “An occupational health and safety 
program must be established for individuals who work 
with agricultural animals.” The requirements for an OHSP 
include:

• Risk assessment and hazard identifi cation

• Medical surveillance

• Training

• Personnel hygiene

• Personal protective equipment

• Facilities

• Procedures and monitoring

But what makes an OHSP program work well? Wendy J. 
Underwood, D.V.M., M.S., a member of AAALAC’s Council 
on Accreditation, offers these guidelines:

“You must have strong administrative support, and make 
sure adequate resources are available,” says Underwood. 
“You also need sound implementation strategies that are 
fl exible enough to apply to an agricultural research program. 
You also need effective coordination, and a mechanism to 
inform people that the program exists.”

The most common defi ciency within OHSP is performing 

the risk assessment, which, according to Underwood, 
should be the cornerstone of your OHSP. Defi ciencies here 
include not performing any type of risk assessment, lack 
of fi rst aid kits, failure to identify hazardous materials or 
display proper signage, and failure to identify potential 
health risks such as Q fever. 

“When institutions fall down in this area, it’s often not 
because an OHSP doesn’t exist,” Underwood adds. “It’s 
that the program lacks suffi cient intensity and oversight 
appropriate for agricultural research programs.”

She also notes the importance of assessing the risk 
of allergen exposure. “In large ag facilities, this often 

OHS findings at
land grant institutions

Risk Assessment
Programmatic
Study Hazards
PPE
Training
Medical Surveillance

20%

35%

20%

16%

6% 3%
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doesn’t take place. 
In my personal 
experience, we had 
two individuals who 
had worked with 
cattle for over 20 
years and suddenly 
developed cattle 
allergies—so 
allergy assessment 
is an important 
consideration.”

It’s also important 
to ensure that 
appropriate policies 
are in place to 
protect employees 
working in an 
agricultural setting. 
Policies regarding 
entering confi ned 
spaces such as silos 
or manure areas, 
lone operator policies for people working with large animals, 
implementing lock out/tag out procedures, and appropriate 
requirements for personal protective equipment (PPE) 
should be in place.

Underwood notes other OHS issues found at land grant 
institutions…

• Not wearing boots, safety glasses or work clothes in barn 
areas. 

• No awareness of zoonoses, such as ringworm, crypto, 
erysipelas, or fl ue.

• No tetanus immunization for employees.

• Storage issues for gas, diesel, formalin, and kerosene.

• Poor or no biohazard signage.

• Lack of heavy equipment training.

• Not having fi rst aid kits readily accessible.

• Not being aware of risks for physical injury and poor 
ergonomics.

While the OHSP is the same for both biomedical and 
agricultural programs, special consideration should be given 
to employees and personnel working in a farm environment 
to make sure these issues are addressed.

Managing agricultural animals
AAALAC’s data show that defi ciencies in animal 
management at land grant institutions are rare. 

“Routine husbandry and management issues do not 
generally pose signifi cant challenges,” says Mench.

The Guide says, “A good management program provides 
the environment, housing and care that permit animals to 
grow, mature, reproduce and maintain good health; provides 
for their well-being; and minimizes variations that can affect 
research results.”

For the most part, institutions are succeeding in 
meeting these standards. Mench does offer a few 
tips pertinent to agricultural programs …

Housing and enrichment 
considerations
• As in laboratory settings, be sure to provide 

opportunities for animals to express species-
typical postures, behaviors and activity. 

• Make sure there is social enrichment for social 
species, perhaps through pair or group-housing 
or visual, olfactory and auditory contact.

Check feed and water quality
• Don’t hold feed for longer than the 

recommended storage times.

• Check feed storage conditions to keep out 
vermin and other contaminants.

• Review feeding conditions—for example, if pigs 
are fed on a fl oor, it can be a problem if the feed 
becomes contaminated with urine and feces. 

• Check automatic water lines to minimize the 
chance of microbiological contamination.

Sanitation issues
• Make sure enclosure sanitation schedules 

conform with the Guide or the Ag Guide as 
appropriate.

• Check the effectiveness of sanitation procedures 
through microbiological monitoring or other 
appropriate methods.

• Clean up and clear out cluttered and dirty rooms, 
particularly in support areas or areas where 
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procedures are performed. (This is the most common 
suggestion for improvement.)

• Repair or replace rusted equipment.

Other husbandry issues
Vermin control—especially bird control—can be a 
problem for farm locations, particularly in bulk feed 
storage areas and open feed troughs. So an effective 
vermin control program should be developed and 
maintained.

Also an issue for some agricultural programs is 
the lack of a formal (or adequate) disaster plan. 
A plan should be in place and include appropriate 
emergency contacts, an “offi cial responder”—typically 
a veterinarian or colony manger—and the plan’s 
procedures should be posted in an accessible location. 
“Most importantly,” Mench says, “be sure the plan takes 
into account both people and animals.”

Finally, Mench says to be sure the IACUC is overseeing 
husbandry practices related to agricultural animals that 
may cause pain or distress. These include castration, 
dehorning, molting of birds that requires an extended 
period of feed withdrawal, and other practices routinely 
done without anesthesia. “If the procedure is likely 
to cause pain or distress, it must be reviewed and 
approved by the IACUC,” Mench says. 

Veterinary care issues
When it comes to veterinary care in agricultural 
research, most defi ciencies are in the design and 
implementation of the overall veterinary care program. 
Problems in this area are often the result of insuffi cient 
oversight.

“Poorly organized programs typically have problems 
with implementation,” says AAALAC Council member 
Joseph Thulin “Everyone involved in veterinary care 
must be knowledgeable of institutional responsibilities. 

And we need to work hard to be cognizant of the 
relationships among the various standards and regulations, 
including the Guide, Ag Guide, Animal Welfare Regulations 
and PHS Policy.”

Thulin notes that AAALAC operates on the assumption 
that the fi rst three chapters of the Guide apply across 
the board, including farm settings. He also notes that 
agricultural programs sometimes fail to establish clear lines 
of authority for veterinary care.

“You need to know who is responsible for ensuring there’s 
an overall program of veterinary care—you need to know 
who the ‘attending veterinarian’ is,” Thulin says. “This is not 
necessarily the person you call when an animal gets sick.” 

The attending veterinarian (AV) is responsible for all 
activities involving animals at the institution and (ideally) 
reports to the IO. The attending veterinarian should be 
appropriately involved in overseeing care for agricultural 
animals.

“An institution may have more than one AV,” Thulin 
adds. “So the lines of accountability and responsibilities 

among the veterinarians need to be clearly delineated and 
coordinated. For example, one AV might be responsible for 
biomedical research animals, another for agricultural, and so 
on. AAALAC will evaluate the organization of oversight.”

Communication is another area where problems may arise 
between researchers and the AV. This is especially true 
in agricultural settings when an investigator may also be 
a veterinarian and is providing (or not providing) care to 
his or her own animals. Or, when a dairy manager initiates 
medical treatment without input from the veterinarian. 

“The most frequently cited defi ciency involving veterinary 
care in agricultural programs is inadequate notifi cation of 
the veterinary staff about ill animals,” Thulin notes. As in 
laboratory settings, agricultural animals should be observed 
daily, and proper health treatment and disease prevention 
should be provided.

Mandatory items for improvement  
in veterinary care

Preventive Medicine
Organization
Surgical Care
Euthanasia
Pain Management

13%

23%

61%
3%

0% (Pain Management)
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Suggestions for improvement  
in veterinary care

Preventive Medicine
Surgical Care
Euthanasia
Pain Management
Organization

47%

11%

32%

9% 1%

“The Ag Guide requires a written and implemented program 
for disease prevention,” Thulin says. “These programs 
should include biosecurity, surveillance, diagnosis, 
treatment, end point resolution, and have stringent 
requirements for health and production record keeping.”

Thulin suggests looking at veterinary care as a holistic 
program that includes preventive medicine. Along with 
preventive medicine, the Guide also requires veterinary 
care to include surveillance, diagnosis, treatment, control 
of disease, management of protocol-associated disease, 
disability, or other sequelae, anesthesia and analgesia, 
surgery and post surgical care, assessment of animal 
well-being, and euthanasia. These requirements apply 
to agricultural animal care and use as well as biomedical 
settings.

When a farm is the facility
Some people believe that their farm facilities are not 
“accreditable.” But, as stated earlier, AAALAC expects 
the agricultural program facilities to be on a par with 
a high-quality, well-managed farm and to follow the 
recommendations of the Ag Guide. 

Former AAALAC Council member John J. McGlone 
developed this list of things not to worry about prior to 
applying for accreditation …

What is NOT a major concern for most 
agricultural institutions
• A farm setting.

• Outdated facilities. McGlone notes that walls can be 
painted, fl oors sealed, and facilities well managed to 
ensure a safe and comfortable environment.

• Natural ventilation. The 10-15 air changes per hour 
that are suggested in the Guide are not met in these 
facilities—and this is not a problem in the eyes of 
AAALAC. In fact, McGlone adds, it’s often healthier for 
some agricultural animals to have naturally ventilated 
facilities. 

• Non-controlled photoperiod (as in open barns). This 
is also not a problem for farm animals that are not 

photosensitive. If you’re dealing with species that 
are photosensitive, such as chickens, the only 
consequence is that they won’t lay eggs during 
certain times of the year. McGlone adds that 
because this is not a welfare problem, it’s really 
not of concern to AAALAC.

• Lack of temperature control. This is also 
not a problem as long as the animals can 
fi nd a microenvironment that’s comfortable. 
Temperatures in these areas must be monitored 
and regularly recorded.

The big facility issues
Though it’s not necessary to have brand new 
facilities to earn accreditation, existing facilities 
must be in sound condition. In particular, McGlone 
notes, fl ooring should be refurbished, resealed, 
or replaced as needed to provide safe, sanitizable 
surfaces. 

“When the concrete is cracked and the fl oor is 
not sealed, animals can become injured and the 
fl oor can’t be properly sanitized,” McGlone says. 
He also suggests making simple improvements such 
as checking for and fi xing unsealed animal room 
surfaces and repairing damaged fencing. 

“It’s important to understand that agricultural 
facilities can be accredited for what they are—
modern, well-managed farms,” McGlone says. 
“If it’s a hybrid between a farm and a laboratory, 
the surgery facility might be a little less than 
what’s typical in a biomedical facility. And that’s 
acceptable if the setting is appropriate for the 
surgery—something less invasive than what’s done 
in biomedical research. After all, that’s why we 
selected agricultural animals for domestication—
they are adaptable in a wide variety of 
environments.”

The road ahead
“AAALAC offers some great opportunities for 
agricultural programs,” Merchen says. “But I also 
believe that institutions and AAALAC face some 
serious challenges in developing enthusiasm 
and commitment toward the accreditation of 
agricultural animal programs.” 

AAALAC encourages agricultural research 
programs to consider the benefi ts of accreditation, 
and understand that earning it may not be as 
diffi cult as they think. At the same time, AAALAC 
will be working to better communicate those 
benefi ts to a much wider audience of agricultural 
research professionals in the months and years 
ahead. 

These efforts will be guided by several agricultural 
experts who currently serve AAALAC: Executive 
Committee Member John J. McGlone, Ph.D., 
Professor, Department of Animal Science, Texas 
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Tech University; Council Member Joy A. Mench, 
D.Phil., Professor and Director for the Center for 
Animal Welfare in the Department of Animal Science, 
University of California, Davis; Council member-elect 
Carmen Parkhurst, Ph.D., Professor, Department of 
Poultry Science, North Carolina State University, and 
representatives from AAALAC Member Organizations 
including the American Dairy Science Association, 
American Society of Animal Science, Federation of 
Animal Science Societies, National Association of State 
Universities and Land Grant Colleges, and the Poultry 
Science Association. •

For questions or more information on applying 
for accreditation, e-mail accredit@aaalac.org 
or call +301.231.5353.

Tips to ensure a smoother 
journey to accrediting your 
agricultural research program
4Don’t assume that your farm facilities are not 

“accreditable” or that they must be brand new in 
order to meet AAALAC standards. 

4Communicate the potential value of accreditation 
to everyone who will be involved in the 
preparation—particularly faculty, but also 
administrators, veterinarians, investigators 
and animal care staff—and make sure they 
understand how the process works. (The 
AAALAC offi ce has information that can help 
you with this. Handouts describing accreditation 
are also available on the AAALAC web site, 
www.aaalac.org.)

4Make sure the OHSP adequately covers 
agricultural personnel.

4Create clear lines of authority, and make sure 
those who are responsible for the agricultural 
animal care program have the authority to make 
necessary changes and improvements. This is 
particularly important if the agricultural research 
component is part of a decentralized animal care 
and use program.

4Be sure the agricultural research component is 
represented on the IACUC. This helps develop 
a strong institutional commitment to the 
agricultural animal care and use program, and 
ensures it receives proper oversight.
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AAALAC forms agricultural advisory committee

AAALAC International (the Association for Assessment 
and Accreditation of Laboratory Animal Care), 
has appointed an advisory committee to help 

AAALAC better serve the agricultural animal research 
and teaching communities. The “Agricultural Research 
Program Accreditation Advisory Committee” (ARPAAC) 
met and outlined a number of possible initiatives that will 
help AAALAC better communicate with agricultural animal 
research professionals, including new educational programs 
tailored to meet their individual and institutional needs.

“The ARPAAC is providing instrumental advice that will 
allow us to better recognize and address the issues facing 
our colleagues conducting agricultural animal research,” 
said John G. Miller, D.V.M., executive director of AAALAC 
International. “It’s an outstanding group of advisors and we 
are extremely appreciative of their participation.”

AAALAC has published a summary of the committee’s 
recommendations so that others may comment on them 
and provide additional input. Some highlights of the 
summary include ...

Benefi ts—why agricultural animal research 
programs should participate in the AAALAC 
accreditation program
Some members of the advisory committee represent 
institutions that already participate in the accreditation 
program. Here’s what those members say about the benefi ts 
of AAALAC accreditation …

• Accreditation promotes—and validates—high standards 
for research and animal care.

• Accreditation provides public accountability

• Accreditation offers an opportunity for 
in-depth program assessment

• Accreditation can identify the need for—and facilitate 
the acquisition of—additional resources

• Accreditation provides a positive image among research 
funders

Key issues and challenges 
for agricultural animal research and 
teaching programs
In terms of participating in the accreditation program, 
agricultural animal research programs face several unique 
issues and challenges identifi ed by the committee:

• Cost of accreditation

• Institutional structure and complex reporting that makes 
working toward accreditation diffi cult

• Investigator resistance to external oversight/control

Moving forward—action items
Based on the feedback from the committee, AAALAC 
has developed the following action items that 
will lead to improvements and enhancements to 
AAALAC’s programs, services, and communications 
efforts, based on the specifi c needs and concerns of 
the agricultural animal research community. These 
action items include:

• Develop new education and mediation services
AAALAC will look to develop new on-site educational 
workshops that institutions can request. The 
workshops will educate staff, investigators and 
administrators on AAALAC standards and processes, 
and address specifi c issues and challenges facing the 
institution. AAALAC will also consider “mediation 
services” in which key institutional representatives 
come together—including investigators, 
administrators, faculty and animal care staff—to 
meet with an AAALAC representative who serves as a 
moderator, helping to bridge communication gaps and 
get all parties working toward mutually agreed upon 
animal care and use goals.

• Provide more data and benchmarks specifi c 
to agricultural animal research programs
AAALAC will begin extracting more “best practices” 
data specifi c to agricultural animal research programs 
and provide trends data, benchmarking tools, “how 
to” articles, and success stories that agricultural 
institutions can use to help improve their programs.

• Make the AAALAC accreditation process 
more agriculture-specifi c
This includes recruiting additional ad hoc Consultants 
(those who assist with site visits) who have expertise 
in agricultural animal science and administration; and 
considering changing the name of the organization to 
refl ect the inclusion of agricultural animal research in 
the accreditation program. 

• Clearly communicate the different approaches 
to accrediting laboratory vs. agricultural animal 
programs
AAALAC will fi nd additional and more effective ways 
to communicate the different approaches AAALAC 
uses in accrediting laboratory and agricultural animal 
programs. 

• Do a better job of reaching out to the 
agricultural animal research community
AAALAC will look for new opportunities to reach 
out to the agricultural animal research community to 
better inform them of the benefi ts of accreditation 
and dispel the myths and misperceptions that exist. 
This includes participating in more conferences likely 
to be attended by animal science department heads, 
faculty, investigators and other administrators, and 
creating new materials and educational tools for the 
agricultural animal research community. •
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Myths and 
misperceptions 
about AAALAC and accreditation
Perhaps the biggest barrier agricultural institutions face in 
seeking accreditation are the myths and misperceptions 
that exist among some investigators and administrators. 
AAALAC’s Agricultural Research Program Accreditation 
Advisory Committee (see page 10) identifi ed some major 
misperceptions …

MYTH:
AAALAC is just another regulatory agency
FACT: AAALAC is not a regulatory agency. AAALAC 
offers a voluntary, peer-review accreditation program that 
is confi dential and not subject to FOIA (the Freedom of 
Information Act). AAALAC does not perform inspections, 
but instead performs collegial evaluations of animal care and 
use programs. AAALAC’s goal is to work with institutions to 
help them achieve the highest standards possible for quality 
animal care and good science.

MYTH:
AAALAC is too expensive
FACT: The monetary cost to apply is relatively low. Often 
the greatest expense is the time it takes to prepare the 
initial accreditation application which includes a “Program 
Description”—a comprehensive document detailing all 
aspects of the animal care and use program. After the initial 
application package is complete, it generally takes much less 
time to prepare for subsequent AAALAC site visits. 

MYTH:
We could never afford to get our facilities 
up to AAALAC standards
We could never afford to get our facilities 
up to AAALAC standards
We could never afford to get our facilities 

FACT: What AAALAC looks for is that the housing and 
care for farm animals meet the standards that prevail on a 
high-quality, well-managed farm. AAALAC does not expect 
agricultural animal facilities to mimic biomedical laboratories.

MYTH:
AAALAC will impose biomedical standards 
on our agricultural animal research program
AAALAC will impose biomedical standards 
on our agricultural animal research program
AAALAC will impose biomedical standards 

FACT: AAALAC does not hold agricultural institutions 
to the same set of standards used to evaluate biomedical 
research laboratories. AAALAC uses the Guide for the Care 
and Use of Agricultural Animals in Agricultural Research and 
Teaching (published by the Federation of Animal Science 
Societies) as the primary standard against which agricultural 
animal research and teaching programs are measured. 

MYTH:
AAALAC is part of the IACUC
FACT: AAALAC is not linked to the IACUC (Institutional 
Animal Care and Use Committee) in any way. AAALAC does, 
however, evaluate the performance of the IACUC when it 
reviews the institution’s animal care and use program. 


