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Outcome - Event C 

 

enquired how this event happened.  It was confirmed that the experiment had been 

undertaken under PPL , protocol 2 and study plan   There had been some 

confusion regarding the protocol which was why sought clarity. 

 

explained that he told and  after they discovered the mice, that he had 

cut the ear for tissue as he had not been able to obtain sufficient blood from the tail vein procedure. 

He admitted this was untrue and that he had cut pieces from the ears of these mice for the purpose 

of identification. He said he had been worried that the holiday period was approaching (15/12/17) 

and that his usual temporary pen marks on the animals tails would disappear.  He therefore decided 

to make a permanent identification mark when the four animals were first inoculated by the 

subcutaneous route (one animal was subsequently culled because of an adverse reaction at the site 

of inoculation). This method of identification was something he had performed before, outside the 

EU, and thought it was the only way to make a permanent mark.  He admitted he had not felt it was 

necessary to ask for help. informed the meeting that had only recently noticed 

these cuts on the ears and that they had healed. said he thought, as with the other mice 

found recently, that a virus had been responsible for causing part of the ear pinna to fall off, not that 

an ear snip had been taken.  

 

asked for clarification about exactly how protocol 2 had been used. confirmed 

that he had only injected viral protein by the subcutaneous route, as authorised in step 2) and that 

repeat immunisations were also undertaken under the authority of step 2.  The cage label records 

that viral infection was the first step undertaken and explained that this was because there 

was not an option on the drop down list of procedures for the administration of protein.  He had 

therefore chosen the closest option from the list.  He confirmed that steps 3 and 4 were not used 

even though on the protocol these are not optional steps.  also asked to explain 

exactly what he did on the day the animals were first inoculated. said he had injected the 

animals with viral protein by the subcutaneous route (step 2 of protocol 2) under general 

anaesthesia and confirmed he had allowed the mice to recover before he took the ear snip. 

 

said the decision to cut the ears of animals lacked judgement and was wrong; using 

scissors to cut off large pieces of ear for the purpose of identification was no longer acceptable in 

the UK or EU. He realised was showing remorse and understood had full knowledge 

and understanding he had done something wrong when mice, with missing pieces of ear, were 

discovered.  However, had made the wrong decision in the first place and by responding in 

the way that he had when questioned about the missing ear tissue. It was noted that had 

also made a note on the cage card, after the event, prior to the euthanasia of the animals. 

 

 in consultation with , had suspended personal licence on the 24th 

January 2018. explained that what had done may be considered a breach of the 

Animal Welfare Act 2006 because it was not performed under the authority of ASPA (which, when 

licensed, permits painful procedures to be undertaken for an experimental purpose) and without 

anaesthesia.  However, the identification of animals is not a licenced procedure so it is not clear how 

the Home Office will handle this case.   

 








