Retrospective Review of Project Licences

Project Licence Retrospective Review

“The overall purpose of retrospective review in the general sense of ‘following the development and outcome of projects’ is, wherever possible, to reduce the harms and increase the benefits of every project at an establishment. The aim is to improve both animal welfare and the quality of science and to help inform future debate on these issues.” [RSPCA and LASA, 2015, Guiding Principles on Good Practice for Animal Welfare and Ethical Review Bodies. A report by the RSPCA Research Animals Department and LASA Education, Training and Ethics Section. (M. Jennings ed.)]

At the University of Cambridge one (or possibly more) of the following will determine when your licence will be requested for review:
a. 12 to 6 months before your existing licence is due to expire if you have no plans to write a new licence;
b. 15 to 12 months before your existing licence is due to expire if you plan to write a new project licence;
c. 3 months before you terminate your licence if you intend to revoke your licence before its due expiry date;
d. When there is a change of project licence holder (in this case the person currently holding the licence should complete the retrospective review before the amendment is made to change the project licence holder);
e. As determined by the AWERB Standing Committee.  The AWERB Standing Committee may decide a licence should be reviewed at a specified time or times based for example on the severity of the work, novelty of the models etc..

The information you provide in or attached to this document must reflect data generated only from work carried out under the licence under review.  Please do NOT copy and paste text that appears in your current licence unless requested to do so.  

You are not restricted by the size of the text boxes on this form; they are designed to expand to accommodate your text.  However please remember that AWERB Standing Committee members, which will include your colleagues, have to review the information you provide so please be informative and concise and do not include information that is not requested.  Please remember to use Plain English, where possible.

Please be aware that Retrospective Reviews, as with your current and previous project licences, can be requested under the Freedom of Information Act 2000.  It is therefore wise to take care when completing this document and ensure that it does not contain typographical errors, personal details or any sensitive information pertaining to Intellectual Property.

A copy of the final agreed version of this document and any advice provided by the University AWERB in relation to this document will be forwarded to your local Home Office Inspector.

If you use abbreviations could you please ensure the first time the abbreviation is used that it is spelt out fully with the abbreviation in brackets.

Finally, if Home Office has identified your licence as one that required a Retrospective Assessment please still complete this template.  The information gathered will be used by AWERB to undertake their required task to review your work and can be used to complete the Home Office Retrospective Assessment template.  The latter can be achieved by copy and paste will a further update just before submission to include work you have complete between when you fill in this template and the expiry of your licence, which is when your Retrospective Assessment will need to be sent to the Home Office.

Thank you.
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University of Cambridge                                    Project Licence Retrospective Review
Version 5.9                                                                                        12th November 2021
1. General Information:
Project licence holder to complete 
if information provided is incorrect
	Name:
	Dr Miguel Vasconcelos Almeida
	

	Contact details:
Address & tel.


	Department of Biochemistry
Sanger Building
Old Addenbrooke's Site
Tennis Court Road
Cambridge
CB2 1GA
UK
+44 (0)1223 766001
	

	Project No.
	PP1717161

	Project title
	Phenotypic plasticity and adaptation of cichlid fish in response to novel environments

	Project purpose
	To characterise the impact of dietary change in East African cichlids



	Date licence was granted
	17th September 2021

	Date of retrospective review is sent to the PPLh
	21st June 2023




The following are the triggers for licence Retrospective Review:
If you are completing this form because you have been asked to complete a Retrospective Review and our UBS staff have completed this box for you.  Please check that you agree with the selection made and correct if you believe the information is incorrect.

	A
	X
	My licence is due to expire in 6 to 12 months time and I have no plans to write a new licence


	B
	
	My licence is due to expire in 12 to 15 months time and I plan to write a new project licence to continue my research

	C
	
	I plan to request the revocation of my licence before its natural expiry date


	D
	
	I will no longer be the project licence holder but another person will continue to hold the licence.  
The name of the new licence holder will be:

	E
	
	I took over this licence from (insert name) in (insert date)


	F
	
	The AWERB Standing Committee has asked for this Retrospective Review.



Note to licensees: 
In the case of option D if the new project licence holder’s name has not been filled in please add this information to this box.
In the case of option E please insert the name of the person from whom you took over this licence and the date when you became licence holder.




2. Animal Welfare/Recorded Harms:

2.1 Using the table below please provide the information requested.
How to complete this table: Return of procedures count animal numbers from 1st January to 31st December.  In the table below if your licence was granted part way through the year count year one as the time from when the licence was granted to the 31st December of that year.  Year two will be from January to December etc. until the final year for which the report is requested and count from 1st January to the requested report date.  You can insert rows as necessary. For any animals that experienced a higher level of severity than that of the protocol please highlight these figures in bold. The figures provided can be obtained from your Home Office returns.

	Protocol No.
	Species
	


Protocol severity category
	



Total est. number
	


Actual number used
	Actual severity recorded

	
	
	
	
	
	Non-recovery
	Sub Threshold
	Mild
	Moderate
	Severe
	Totals

	1
	Cichlid
	Mild
	1500
	1st year
	
	
	248
	
	
	248

	
	
	
	
	2nd year
	
	
	82
	
	
	82

	
	
	
	
	3rd year
	
	
	178
	
	
	178

	
	
	
	
	4th year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Total
	
	
	508
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	1st year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	2nd year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	3rd year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	4th year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	1st year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	2nd year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	3rd year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	4th year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Whole Total
	508


*If actual severity data has not been formally assigned at the point the Retrospective Review is undertaken, the columns can be used to indicate the estimated severity for each of the categories.  

2.2 Does the information provided in the table reflect the projected incidence of harm provided in the adverse effects for each protocol?  If not please indicate where this was not the case and whether the projected level of suffering was more or less than you anticipated when you first wrote the licence.  If the severity category for a protocol was amended during the tenure of the licence please include this information in the reasons box.

	Protocol number
	Severity higher/ same/ lower than anticipated
	Reason

	1
	Same or lower
	Some of the fishes exhibited changes in skull and jaw morphology as a result of distinct diets. However, these changes did not seem to impact the ability of the fish to behave normally, including breeding and eating.

	
	
	




2.3 Describe any unexpected adverse effects and include the percentage and the number of animals affected.  How were these episodes managed and recorded?  If any of these resulted in a Project Licence Standard Condition 18 report please indicate which were reported under Condition 18 and the date (also see Section 5.2).

	
Animals were monitored throughout the experiment and we did not see any unexpected adverse effects.





2.4 What percentage and number of animals had to be killed or died unexpectedly before the end of the experiment?  Please provide a brief summary of each incident by protocol(s) where this occurred.

	Protocol No.
	% and number of animals killed or unexpectedly found dead

	1
	77 total (15%) – 42 (8%) of which were adults, and 35 were fry or juveniles. The majority of these fish were found dead.

The incidental death rates under both diet treatments did not differ from the rates in control tanks (that is, tanks fed a normal, commercial diet). Furthermore, no deaths clearly resulted from the novel morphological phenotype (see license proposal for more information), and there was no increased rate of death in fish that displayed that morphology or an intermediate morphology. Therefore, these incidental deaths did not occur as a result of the experimental design, and were instead the product of natural losses that we see in aquaria-housed cichlid populations.

To provide further context on these natural losses, cichlid fishes display a complex social hierarchy. These 42 adult deaths were due to aggression by dominant fishes (a natural behaviour) and reflect the rate of incidental deaths occurring in our stock populations.

For the remaining 35 deaths, these all occurred in fry or juveniles (<2 months old) at rates matching our other cichlid fish populations in the facility.

In early ontogeny (<2 months of age), cichlid fishes display different rates of growth and survival within tanks, particularly due to the development of social hierarchies. Loss of life in early development is common and inevitable as competition arises. In our stock tanks, we see a similar degree of loss of clutches in early development. In all of our aquaria, including in those under this license, we implement a strategy to limit early mortality by placing fry in a protective mesh net so that they can grow in a safe, contained environment away from filters and large objects.


	
	

	
	



2.5 Were your estimated animal numbers accurately reflected in your actual animal usage as provided in Table 2.1 above?									         NO

If no, please explain the why there was a difference.  Please do this on a protocol by protocol basis.
	Protocol No.
	If your numbers were less that estimated please explain why.

	1
	We estimated that we would use a maximum of 1500 animals, but instead used 508. To reduce the total number of animals used, we prepared duplicate tanks, not triplicate, for each diet during generations 2-4 of the experiment. In generation 4 we only grew fishes from the two treatments displaying persistent variability in generation 3 (see our proposed stop points). Altogether, these measures lowered our number of specimens used to 508.

	
	



2.6 Have you re-used animals? 								          NO

If so, why have you re-used animals and what has been the impact of re-use on the welfare of your animals?  Please also provide the species and number of animals re-used by protocol where re-use occurred.
	Species
	Protocol No. on which animals where/will be returned as re-used, why and what impact, if any, this re-use had on the welfare of your animals

	
	

	
	



2.7 Has there been any animal wastage? 							         NO

For example, this may occur when breeding and maintaining genetically altered animals or when animals have been ordered and cannot be used for some technical reason.  

Where wastage has occurred, please explain the circumstances and nature of the wastage plus an indication of the numbers of animals.  Please also provide either the number or percentage of animals that were wasted.
	Circumstances and nature:




	Estimated number or percentage of animals wasted and if appropriate provide this information by protocol:






2.8 For licences that authorise the breeding and maintenance of genetically altered animals:
a)	explain how you optimise breeding efficiency, and 
b) explain what use is made of any excess stock animals, and
c) explain if, and how, you have used any transgene repository – national, international, or internal.
	N/A





2.9	If you breed genetically altered animals are your strains recorded on a database (e.g., MCMS) that can be 
		a) accessed by other researchers at the University?					         YES    NO
		b) accessed by researchers outside the University?				 	         YES    NO
		c) would you allow other researchers at the University to use your strains?	         YES    NO
		d) would you allow external researchers to use your strains with an MTA applied?	         YES    NO

If you have answered YES to any of these questions please elaborate below:
	N/A





If you have answered NO to any of these questions please explain why.
	N/A





2.10	Have you been able to refine and/or reduce the impact of contingent harms arising from your use of animals (contingent harms are harms for example that arise from the transportation of animals, single housing animals or housing animals in non-Code of Practice accommodation, etc.).	         YES

Please explain/provide examples.
	Fish were only placed in single housing if the risk of violence and injury exceeded the harms induced by their isolation. When fish had to be single housed, care was taken to maintain fish in single housing for the shortest time possible. We would evaluate the state of isolated individuals daily and once determined safe and reasonable to do so, would return them back to their original aquaria, so they could socialise with conspecifics. We continued monitoring their status after reintroduction to the original aquaria.

Several measures were taken throughout the experiment to reduce the risk of infighting, and thus prevent the need to isolate individuals. These included daily checks of condition, the maintenance of appropriate population sizes in tanks, the use of enrichment in tanks including pots, pipes, and plants, and the careful control of feeding amounts to limit infighting due to food competition.





2.11	By species and percentage please indicate the source of your animals.

	Species
	Source
	Approx. percentage

	Astatotilapia calliptera
	Zoology Sub-Department of Animal Behaviour, University of Cambridge
	100%

	
	
	



2.12	During the tenure of the licence have you requested an amendment to increase/decrease animal numbers?  											         NO

If so which protocols were amended and were numbers increased or decreased, and by how much?
	Protocol No.
	Original estimated Number
	Amended estimated number

	
	
	

	
	
	



If you have increased or decreased animal numbers please explain why this was necessary?
	






2.13	During the tenure of this licence have you requested an amendment to increase/decrease the severity of any protocols? 									         NO

If so which protocols were amended and were the severity categories increased or decreased?
	Protocol No.
	Original severity category
	Amended severity category

	
	
	

	
	
	



If you have increased or decreased the severity category of any of your protocols why was this necessary?
	






3. 3Rs:

In this section, please explain what steps you have taken during the tenure of your licence that resulted in 3Rs gains.  This might include working with collaborators to refine your model, changing the anaesthetic regime or equipment, etc.  Consider every change you have made and its impact on the 3Rs – even small changes and initiatives can result in 3Rs gains.

The following definitions come from the NC3	Rs website and are included to help you provide information under the most appropriate R below: 

Definitions
Advancing research into animal 
welfare by exploiting the latest
in vivo technologies and by 
improving understanding of 
the impact of welfare on 
scientific outcomes
Appropriately designed and analysed experiments that are robust and reproducible, and truly add to the knowledge base
Accelerate the development and use of models and tools, based on the latest science and technologies, to address important scientific questions without the use of animals














3.1 [bookmark: The_3Rs_definitions]Have you attempted or been able to replace any of your techniques or models with non-animal alternatives?  										         YES 

Please explain.
	To prevent the duplication of experiments and unnecessary use of animals, analysis of existing data, i.e., of cichlid transcriptomic and epigenomic landscapes, preceded and informed the design of this project.






3.2 Have you been able to reduce your animal usage?  					         YES

If so, how have you achieved this (e.g., through experimental design, changes to the regulated procedures used)? Please give an indication of the actual numbers reduced.
	Due to the design of the experiment, generations 2 through 4 have an increased number of experimental conditions as they account for ancestry. To reduce animal usage while still maintaining appropriate replicate counts, we prepared duplicate rather than triplicate tanks per experimental condition in generations 2 through 4. Also, in generation 4 we only grew fishes descending from parents on the two treatments displaying persistent variability in generation 3. These two measures reduced the total number of fishes used. Furthermore, prior generated sequencing data supplemented this project by revealing the landscape of epigenomic variability in the original habitat of these fish, Lake Malawi. Additionally, we used this data and other published work to define candidate loci associated with diet adaptation. Incorporating these resources prevented duplication of experiments and the unnecessary use of animals.





3.3 Are you involved with any tissue sharing  either within the University or more widely?  

Please explain:
	We were interested in several tissues (i.e. liver, muscle) and other ongoing work in the
laboratory and from close collaborators relies on other tissues (i.e. gonads, brain, eye,
fins, gut). Upon sample collection, we harvested as many tissues as possible from every killed fish and shared excess tissues with interested parties to maximise data output and minimise the total number of animals killed.

When possible, we shared excess tissues with collaborators working on similar systems throughout the University. Additionally, we have sent intestinal tissue to overseas collaborators, which is being used in a project examining the gut microbiome of cichlid fishes under different diets. When sharing tissues with collaborators abroad, we followed the appropriate import and export procedures and international regulations for the transportation of animal material.




3.4 Please LIST the techniques and/or animal models you have used on your licence (include GA models).  Later on you will be asked about the 3Rs achievements – please do not detail your 3Rs achievements in this box.

	East African cichlid fishes (Astatotilapia calliptera)
Environmental perturbation (diet)





3.5 How successful have these techniques and/or models been?  

	The model system and experimental diets were very successful as they resulted in the display of striking environmentally-induced phenotypic plasticity reflecting extant variation in the lake environment.





3.6 What limitations, if any, have you encountered?  Were you able to overcome these limitations and, if so, how?

	We have not encountered any limitations.





3.7 Have you attempted or been able to refine any of your techniques or models? 
         YES
	
Please provide a list of techniques or models you have been able to refine and the refinements you have made.  Please indicate if you have published or disseminated this information during the tenure of this licence and attach a copy of the publication.
	The experimental diets were carefully designed in collaboration with the Institute of Marine Research in Norway to provide energy and nutritional value in accordance with recommended levels established by the National Research Council (NRC) for teleost fishes. Following production of the feeds, a sample from each batch was taken and measured through chemical and microbiological analysis to confirm that the micro- and macro-nutritional contents of each feed matched our specifications. This work is not yet published.





3.8 Do you use systems to monitor the welfare of your experimental animals (e.g., scoring sheet)?													         YES

If not, why?
	





If you do use a welfare monitoring system, what do you use?  Did you refine or modify your system during the tenure of your licence and what impact did this have?
	Daily health checks and weekly monitoring of water conditions. Weekly changes of water and cleaning of tanks. These ensured basic welfare monitoring.

In addition, as a measure of growth efficiency under treatment, we took biweekly measurement of lengths and weights of a subset of fish in each tank (fish kept in water throughout, no anaesthetic used). This system was unchanged throughout the tenure of the license.






3.9 Were the end points detailed in your project licence appropriate? 			         YES
Have you needed to modify them during the tenure of your licence? 			         NO

Please explain.
	Our experimental stop points stated that we would end the experiment in the scenario that we found no changes in response to the diet treatment (relating to generations 1 and 2) and the scenario where we found no evidence suggesting the maintenance of environmentally-induced changes (generations 3 and 4). We saw persistence of environmentally-induced variation from generations 1 to 3, and thus proceeded to generation 4. We stopped the experiment at generation 4 as we observed no maintenance of induced phenotypic changes in these fishes.

In relation to our humane endpoint, we did not observe phenotypic variation due to diet which significantly impacted quality of life (fish in the experiment moved and ate normally, mated and produced healthy offspring).





3.10 Please review the non-schedule 1 methods of killing authorised on the protocols on your licence.  In the box below, list each method and beside each clearly indicate which you have used?  Examples of non-schedule 1 methods include: exsanguination, decapitation and perfusion fixation.

	All fish were killed using schedule 1 methods.




Were these killing methods the most refined? 						         YES
Were they the most appropriate for your experimental data?				         YES

If you have answered NO to either of the above questions please explain.  If you were able to refine the way your animals were killed please explain how this was achieved.
	





3.11 Have you received awards or funding specifically targeted at the 3Rs?		         NO

If so what was the source of your funding, when did you receive it and what did the funding allow you to achieve?
	






The AWERB 3Rs committee is particularly interested in this section of your review because information you provided here could be of interest and use to other researchers at the University.  

Information that you have included in this section will be included in the UBS 3Rs Search Tool unless you complete the box below.  UBS will only add information to the UBS 3Rs Search Tool section on the UBS website that University staff can log into using their Raven Access.  You should however disseminate all 3Rs finding more widely. 

I do not agree to information provided in this section to be added to the UBS 3Rs Search Tool for the following reason(s).
	









4. Scientific Progress and Benefit Achievements:

4.1 Taking into consideration that your licence may not be due to expire, has your research progressed as you expected?									         YES
4.2 When your licence is due to expire will you have completed the programme of work described in this licence? 										         YES    
4.3 Regardless of whether you managed to complete your programme of work, what have you achieved/discovered during the time since this licence was granted? (Please copy your key scientific questions/objectives which appear at the beginning of Part D, or in the Action Plan, of your project licence into the box below and against each explain what you have achieved/discovered).

	Objective 1: Identify the phenotypic and gene regulatory changes that occur in response to altered diet.
This objective was completed in generations 1 and 2 (G1 and G2). Throughout both generations, we confirmed alternative growth rates between treatments and monitored the rise of a novel developmental phenotype in the Algae treatment. Data was taken to measure phenotypic variability in several linear and geometric traits, including intestinal length, preorbital ratio, hepatosomatic index, and lateral shape morphology. Analysis of these measurements in G1 revealed significant phenotypic variation due to dietary treatment across multiple anatomical units, particularly in the craniofacial region. Similar analysis in G2—wherein offspring of treatment groups either maintained their parental diet or were placed under the opposing diet—revealed that the morphological variation observed in G1 was diet-dependent. Genetic sequencing of specimens from the Algae treatment in G1 suggests that there is no genetic basis for the manifestation of the alternative developmental morphology, indicating the role of genome regulatory mechanisms in the emergence of phenotypic variation.
To examine the changes at the level of genome regulation, we sequenced muscle and liver tissue from each treatment to define the epigenome (methylome and histone modification landscapes), transcriptome, and the metabolome. Thus far, we have confirmed epigenetic and transcriptomic variation linked to phenotype and reflecting extant regulatory diversity within lake populations under similar diets. Analysis is ongoing.

Objective 2: Determine the degree to which changes in response to diet perturbation are maintained in subsequent generations following their return to the ancestral diet.
This objective refers to generations 3 and 4 (G3 and G4). The same phenotypic information measured in G1 and G2 (see above) was recorded for G3 and G4. Preliminary analysis of this data reveals the maintenance of several categorical traits linked to diet, particularly relating to jaw morphology. Analysis is ongoing.
Sequencing of G3 and G4 to determine the maintenance of environmentally-induced gene regulatory variation across generations is in progress.

In summary, we have completed all aspects of the license which require live animal testing. We are currently completing the analysis of all datasets produced throughout this project. Overall, we have discovered a surprising degree of phenotypic plasticity, so far undocumented for cichlids grown in laboratory conditions. Although we are still dissecting in detail the molecular underpinnings of this plastic response to diet, it is clear that genome regulatory changes, not genetic changes, are responsible. 




4.4 For key scientific questions/objectives you could not complete either fully or partly, please include an explanation as to why you were not able to achieve what you set out to achieve when the licence was granted (reasons could for example include lack of funding, the model took longer than expected to develop, another group published data which meant continuing the work would equate to repeating the work, etc.).

	Due to the prevalence of the novel developmental morphology in the Algae treatment, additional analyses were performed, requiring the implementation of imaging equipment (post cull) and training for geometric morphometric methods. Furthermore, several of our sequencing projects involved overseas collaborations, which were delayed due to changes in the regulations for transporting animal material to Europe. Further delays occurred due to Covid-19, which occasionally limited access to the animal facility.

Nonetheless, all animal work has been completed and we expect to complete all of our scientific objectives proposed in this license.





4.5 In the expected benefits section of your licence you described the benefits you believed would be likely to arise from your programme of work.  Please explain what benefits have actually been achieved and, if appropriate, explain how these differ from what you anticipated you could achieve when you wrote the licence.

	The benefits of our work as originally proposed were to prepare scientific publications which report findings on the following main topics:
1) Identification of genes involved in diet adaptation across several parts of the body, including
muscle and liver tissue.
2) Characterising how diet change alters body parts in the absence of genetic change and
determining the molecular processes behind those changes.
3) Determination of whether non-genetic changes as a result of altered environment are inherited after
returning to the original environment.

Topics 1 and 2 have been achieved, and presented in multiple scientific conferences. We are currently analyzing data which will fulfil topic 3, and will publicize our results upon completion of the project. Once published, we will deposit our data in publicly available, free online repositories for the use of other researchers. In addition, in our benefits section we predicted that this project would lead to and involve research collaborations. This has been achieved, as this project now involves collaborators from four research groups external to the University.





4.6 Specifically, if you were unable to address any or even all your key scientific questions/objectives what impact did this have on the benefits arising from your work?

	N/A





4.7 Were you able to identify/develop/implement any new scientific or technical developments during the tenure of this licence? 									          YES

If so, what were these and what were/was the benefit(s)?  
	
Following sample collection from each generation, we implemented a recently published method for unsupervised modelling across different data types, Multi-Omics Factor Analysis, which enabled us to identify sources of molecular variation linked to phenotypic divergence. Use of this model in generation 1 informed our analyses and sequencing of subsequent generations.





4.8	Using the headings below please provide a list of publications and meetings attended where research arising from work undertaken under this licence has been disseminated.  
Please highlight in bold the publications which contain and meetings at which 3Rs achievements were disseminated.
Please only include publications arising from research undertaken under the authority of this licence.  If you have papers in press please include these.
	Publications in scientific journals:



	Publications pending, or under review:

ALK Putman et al., “Epigenetic mechanisms mediate the emergence of a novel developmental phenotype linked to trophic perturbation in a generalist cichlid” (in preparation)


	Presentations at scientific meetings:
Evo-Chromo EMBO Workshop 2022 – “Epigenetic divergence and phenotypic plasticity in the rapid speciation of East African cichlid fishes”, Audrey Putman, et al.
European Society of Evolutionary Biology (ESEB) 2022 – “Epigenetic divergence and phenotypic plasticity in the rapid speciation of East African cichlid fish”, Audrey Putman, et al.
Cichlid Science 2022 – “Multi-dimensional analysis of gene regulation and phenotypic plasticity in a generalist cichlid (Astatotilapia calliptera) under diet perturbation”, Audrey Putman, et al.
EMBO workshop, the mobile genome: genetic and physiological impacts of transposable elements (2023) – “East African cichlid fishes”, Eric Miska, et al.



Have you remembered to highlight in bold the publications which contain and meetings at which 3Rs achievements were disseminated?

4.9 Have you engaged with the general public by giving interviews about your work on radio, television, at a public meeting or debate or in a newspaper article?					NO

If you answered NO: why?
	As some of the results of this project are still under analysis, we are waiting to present our findings to the general public. Upon reaching our final conclusions and publishing our results, we will publicize our project to the wider public through news media.





If you answered YES: how, where (i.e., what medium did you use) and when did you engage with the public, what sort of information did you disseminate and what was the outcome?
	







a. 

5. Project Licence management information.

5.1 Amendments (if applicable):
Provide dates and a summary of all amendments made to this licence (i.e., what each amendment requested and why it was required) since the licence was granted (or if appropriate since the licence was last reviewed).  
Please read questions 2.11 and 2.12 – for amendments that apply to this question including those that apply to either 2.11 or 2.12, please provide the date of the amendment here and, if relevant, a note that further information can be found in Section 2.11 or 2.12.

	N/A





5.2 Project licence Standard Condition 18 Reports (if applicable):
Provide dates and copies of all Condition 18 reports sent to the Home Office since the licence was granted (or if appropriate since the licence was last reviewed).  Copies of any reports should be attached/supplied as separate documents please.

	N/A





5.3 Non-Compliance (if applicable):
Provide the date, a summary of the nature of any non-compliance and the outcome (or if appropriate since the licence was last reviewed).

	N/A





5.4 Compliance Assurance Meetings [CAMs] or Root Cause Analysis (RCA) meetings (if applicable):
Provide the date, a summary of the nature of any incident and the outcome, if known (or if appropriate since the licence was last reviewed).

	N/A





5.5 Have there been any other issues that have affected the management of this licence that you feel should be taken into consideration, (e.g., equipment failure, absence of key staff, change in the health status of the animal unit etc.)?

	
N/A







6 Retrospective Review:  

Project Licence Holder check list:
	AWERB requires the following documents
	Documents sent to AWERB

	Completed copy of this form
	X

	Copies of Condition 18 reports (if applicable)
	N/A

	Copies of 3Rs publications (if applicable)
	N/A







For UBS office use only:
	
	Date

	1. Retrospective review form sent to project licence holder
	21/06/2023

	2. Retrospective review form received by the Project Support Team
	

	3a. Project Support Team meeting 
	

	3b. 3Rs committee
	

	3c. AWERB Standing Committee
	

	4. Process completed
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