
 

 
 

Minutes: AWERB summary minutes 

Status: Chair approved  

Meeting held: 25 August 2020 at 2pm by MS Teams 

Present 
Attendees: 9 plus 1 in attendance, 4 by invitation and 7 apologies. 
  

1 PPL PRESENTATION: AMENDMENT TO PROJECT LICENCE 
The project licence holder was welcomed to the meeting.  She was attending to discuss the following 
proposed amendments to her project licence.   

1.1 Addition of protocol:  
The project licence holder was seeking to add a new protocol to her licence to enable blood sampling 
to be done.  The project that was to be carried out under this protocol, had originally been submitted 
for review under a clinical study, however although the reviewers had been content with the 
proposed study as the benefits were clear, they had recommended that it be carried out under 
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1.3 Protocol 8 �t change of title 
This had been changed so that it more accurately reflected the aim of the study. 

1.4 Project discussion summary 
The project licence holder was thanked for attending the meeting.  After she had left, AWERB 
confirmed that they were happy with the proposed project licence amendments and the additional 
protocol.  Taking extra blood samples was right on the threshold of being required to be done under 
A(SP)A and whilst the needle prick could cause some discomfort to the dogs, the discomfort was no 
more than a sharp scratch and very brief.  The aims of this study outweighed the potential 
discomfort that the animals might briefly feel.  AWERB therefore approved that this amendment 
should be submitted to the Home Office.   

2 REVIEW OF THE USE OF TEACHING ANIMALS AND HOW MUCH THEY WILL BE USED UNDER THE 

EXTRA-ORDINARY PRACTICAL TEACHING CONTINGENCIES SITE 
A lecturer was welcomed to the meeting.  She had been invited to attend to set out the proposed 
arrangements for how the teaching animals would be used for the live animal practical classes during 
October to December 2020, whilst ensuring that social distancing was adhered to.   

Classes had been adjusted so that there would be 2 students per animal at any one time (instead of 
the previous six students per pair of animals).  Teaching would also only be carried out in the 
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AWERB confirmed that they were content with the proposal that the teaching be provided outside, 
as the transmission of Covid-19 was thought to be lower outside and it was also better for animal 
welfare.  They thought the proposals had been planned well, though of course it all depended on 
what happened in relation to the pandemic.  

3 ACTION LOG  

3.1 Item 1: Project licence application (18 August 2020) 
The Home Office Inspector�[�•�������À�]�������Z�������������v���•�}�µ�P�Z�š���}�v��whether the current project licence could 
simply be transferred from the existing establishment to the RVC or if a new licence should be 
written.  Although the project licence had been granted in September 2019 (so was valid until 2024), 
it had been written in the old style format (before the changeover to new ASPeL and the new project 
licence format).  �d�Z�����,�}�u�����K�(�(�]�������/�v�•�‰�����š�}�Œ�[�•���À�]���Á���Á���•���š�Z���š�������v���Á���‰�Œ�}�i�����š���o�]�����v�������•�Z�}�µ�o�����������Á�Œ�]�š�š���v. 
The project licence new format meant that adverse effects were set out more clearly.  This was an 
issue with the current project licence as well as endpoints not being clear and that needed to be 
revised.  Using the new licence format should help rectify those problems.       

3.2 Item 2: Project licence 
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5 PPL PRESENTATION �t AMENDMENT TO PROJECT LICENCE 
The project licence holder was welcomed to the meeting.   

There were two main changes being requested: 

�x An addition of a new protocol to allow soft tissue interaction with materials. 
�x Amendments to protocols 2 and 6 to the steps and adverse reactions.   

The following questions were raised: 

�x Was there a reason behind using subcutaneous buprenorphine specifically rather than oral to 
alleviate postoperative pain?  Did sub cut provide a better degree of pain relief; or was there a 
difficulty in the oral consumption of the jelly?   The project licence holder advised that they had 
used both methods previously.  The jelly had been easy to use, but they had found that it took 
time for technicians to transfer the animal from one cage to another and to monitor the amount 
of jelly that was eaten to ensure that they got the appropriate dose of buprenorphine (which was 
easier to monitor through an injection).  Overall though, the jelly was a less stressful route to 
use, so the project licence holder was happy to use this method if the technicians were.  It was 
noted that it was not necessary to specify which option would be used, as either option was fine 
and would provide flexibility.  

�x Was buprenorphine adequate in terms of pain relief?  The project licence holder confirmed that 
he had used it previously with no problems.   

�x For the antibiotic administration, why was this post-surgery rather than a pre-operative dose at 
the start of surgery?  Was there a specific reason for that?  It was explained that this was due to 
�š�Z�����‰�Œ�}�i�����š���o�]�����v�������Z�}�o�����Œ�[�•��experience with larger animals.  They had always given 3 days post-
operative cover.  If however the recommendation was to adjust down to just one injection at 
operation then this could be done.  It was noted that this was done as standard in general 
practice unless there were complications during the surgery.   

�x The proposed 3.5 days to monitor animals that were in pain to see if they improved was queried 
as it seemed a long period of time to let the animals suffer.  Why did they have to be left that 
long?  The project licence would be amended to clarify that the animals would be assessed for 
gradual improvement on a daily basis for up to 3.5 days and that if there was no improvement 
then they would be euthanised. 

�x The reaction to flurochrome bone labelling needed a humane end point. AWERB advised that the 
humane end point should be the signs to look out for that would necessitate the decision to 
euthanise an animal: for example signs of hypocalcemia. The signs needed to be set out in the 
project licence, so the technicians knew what they would need to look out for.    

�x A query was asked whether power calculations had been carried out for the new protocol.  This 
needed to be done.  All the other protocols had been aligned to power calculations.  

The project licence holder was thanked for attending the meeting.  He would be provided with a 
summary of the discussions so that he could finalise the project licence amendment.   

After the project licence holder had left the meeting, AWERB discussed the project licence.  They 
recognised that this new protocol was an important step to translate and take forward previous work 
so that it could be progressed into human patients.  They were happy once the revisions had been 
made for the project licence amendment to be submitted.     

6 NVS REPORT 
�x Lame stud dog: The dog has now had surgery to repair his ruptured cruciate ligament and was 

recovering well.  He had been fostered out to a member of staff. 
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7 NACWO REPORT �t CAMDEN 
�x Mice study: the first study had started the previous week but had not gone as anticipated with 5 

out of the 35 animals having to be prematurely euthanised as they were approaching their 
humane end point.  The animals had been closely monitored (up to 3 times a day) by a NACWO 
and the technicians. A post study investigation would be done and discussions held before 
moving forward on with their next proposed studies.       

8 RETROSPECTIVE ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT LICENCE THAT HAS NOW EXPIRED 
AWERB noted that for this project licence, a retrospective assessment to the Home Office was 
required,


