Retrospective Assessment of Project Licences
Project Licence Retrospective Assessment

“The overall purpose of retrospective assessment 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 Assessment
Version 5.9                                                                                        12th November 2021
1. General Information:
Project licence holder to complete 
if information provided is incorrect
	Name:
	Professor Wolfram Schultz
	

	Contact details:
Address & tel.


	Department of PDN
Univ of Cambridge
Downing Site
Cambridge CB2 3DY
	

	Project No.
	PB01A836C

	Project title
	Neurophysiology of Reward

	Project purpose
	To advance knowledge about the processing of reward information
in the brain and aims to improve our understanding of how rewards are valued according to its key characteristics and how this information is used by the brain for making decisions that lead to the best reward.



	Date licence was granted
	30th July 2020

	Date of retrospective assessment is sent to the PPLh
	16/08/2022




The following are the triggers for licence Retrospective Assessment:
If you are completing this form because you have been asked to complete a Retrospective Assessment 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
	√
	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 Assessment.



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.  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
	Non-human-primates
	Severe
	7-9
	1st year
	
	
	
	2 Wicket, Ulysses)
	1 (Vicer)
	3

	
	
	
	
	2nd year
	
	
	
	2 (Tigger, Wurzle)
	
	2

	
	
	
	
	3rd year
	
	
	
	3 (Yaa, Yumyum, Athos)
	1 (Aragorn)
	4

	
	
	
	
	4th year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	7



*If actual severity data has not been formally assigned at the point the Retrospective Assessment 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/lower
	In most cases, the harm inflicted was below the maximum harm predicted, except for the follwing cases:
• Aragorn had a weight loss of > 15% and therefore was above our licence threshold; a Condition 18 report was send to HOI, who allowed exceeding the 15%. 
• Vicer lost his implant, which is classed as Severe in our Actual severity. 

	
	
	




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).

	-- 0 --




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
	1 animal (of 7 animals used total). Reason: lost implant.



2.5 Were your estimated animal numbers accurately reflected in your actual animal usage as provided in Table 2.1 above?									         YES

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.

	
	

	
	



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:
-- 0 --


	Estimated number or percentage of animals wasted and if appropriate provide this information by protocol:
-- 0 --




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.
	-- 0 --




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?					         NO
		b) accessed by researchers outside the University?				 	         NO
		c) would you allow other researchers at the University to use your strains?	         NO
		d) would you allow external researchers to use your strains with an MTA applied?	         NO

If you have answered YES to any of these questions please elaborate below:
	-- 0 --



If you have answered NO to any of these questions please explain why.
	-- 0 --



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.
	• Because of social incompatibility, Yaa had been singly housed, but with very careful and slow adaptation we were able to put him together with Athos and Aragorn so that he was again in a group.
• Because of social incompatibility, Tigger had been singly housed, but with very careful and slow adaptation we managed to pair him with Yum Yum. 
• We moved one animal to a common room with other animals after his sole room mate had been sacrificed. 




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

	Species
	Source
	Approx. percentage

	Macaca mulatta
	CFM
	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?
	-- 0 --



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

	-- 0 --
	
	



If you have increased or decreased the severity category of any of your protocols why was this necessary?
	-- 0 --






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?  										         NO

Please explain.
	Cannot do a behavioural experiments with non-animal alternatives.




3.2 Have you been able to reduce your animal usage?  					         NO

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.
	We used the minimum number of animals required for a behavioural neurophysiological experiment (N = 2).




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

Please explain:
	1) Yes, the laboratory of Prof. Alan Herbison took post mortem samples from the hypothalamus of 2 monkeys for anatomical studies.
2) Yes, Dr. Julia Becker took post mortem brain samples from 1 monkey for measuring brain viscosity.



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.

	The techniques and animals listed in the PPL:
• behavioural testing
• in vivo neurophysiology
• Macaca mulatta




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

	All techniques were successful.




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

	Nothing specific.




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.
	• We refined neurophysiological recordings by using several NAN multi-electrode recording systems on several procedures. 
• We introduced greater use of food-enriched toys and destructible toys into the cages, which kept the animals more engaged. See attachment titled ‘Laboratory Primate Enrichment Ideas’.




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?
	• We used a behavioural scoring sheet for the daily monitoring of the animals’ behaviour, as well an actual severity monitoring sheet. 
• We also used a welfare monitoring sheet for pre- and post-op surgery.
• We refined the scoring in 2020 to include activities that had recently taken place in the room. This helped us to see if animals leaving the room for the test laboratory was affecting other animals’ behaviour. 




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.
	-- 0 --




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 animals were killed using a Schedule 1 method. 




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.
	-- 0 --




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?
	-- 0 --





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).
	-- 0 --







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).

	1) Stating reward value: we discovered that rhesus monkeys can learn an auction task in which they freely state their internal subjective value of reward juices (Al-Mohammad & Schultz 2022). Dopamine neurons reflect in their reward responses the internal subjective value stated in the auction rather than the juice amount (Hill et al. 2023).

2) Preferences revealed: we discovered that the single-dimensional subjective reward value of multi-component choice options in monkeys decreases with satiety (Pastor-Bernier et al. 2021) and is coded in neurons in the orbitofrontal cortex in a similar manner as in human reward structures revealed by neuroimaging (Pastor-Bernier et al. 2023).

3) Getting the best reward: we discovered that the choices of rhesus monkeys comply with the continuity axiom (probability and magnitude should be traded off against each other) of Expected Utility Theory (Ferrari-Toniolo et al. 2021). Further, if probabilities are subjectively weighted, monkeys’ choices comply with the independence axiom (adding common rewards to all choice options should not change choices) (Ferrari-Toniolo et al. 2022), closely corresponding to human choices (Seak et al. 2023). Neurons in monkey orbitofrontal cortex show diverse relationships to utility and weighted probability that converge to precise coding in the neuronal population (Ferrari-Toniolo et al. 2023). Additional data analyses indicate adjustments to different types of risk across studies in monkeys and mice (Woo et al. 2023). Reward is also optimised during effort in monkeys (Burrel et al. 2023).

4) Choosing nutrient rewards in social context: we discovered in a non-social precursor experiment that monkeys show specific nutrient and sensory preferences for different rewards (Huang et al. 2021). The study is currently being extended to neuronal recordings in the amygdala and, separately, forms a part of a future project on choice complexity in monkeys under a different PPL in Oxford, in association with human choices investigated by an economist in Cambridge. The social component of the study will also follow. In a separate direction, a behavioural study on monkey cooperation completed under a previous PPL is being prepared for publication (van Coeverden & Schultz 2022).

For more detailed results from our work, please see www.wolframschultz.org.




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.).

	-- 0 --




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.

	According to the achievements stated above, the following benefits have arisen:

1) Basic knowledge: the published and to-be-published results listed above testify to this point.

2) Necessary data for research using other methods: the most likely uses of these results relate to human imaging (as mentioned in point 4.3.4 above) and to work on rodents that is becoming more popular and will benefit from the higher precision of work on monkeys. Computer modeling will also benefit from these biological data.

3) Building foundations for future research: our use of specific economic concepts makes this work foundational for the new field of neuroeconomics. Our focus on dopamine and frontal mechanisms makes this work important for understanding the normal neuronal mechanisms that have become defective in drug addiction.

4) Welfare: this is the least immediately tangible result, as it requires cultural appreciation of results on reward processing in the brain, which of course takes time. Most recent books on reward, pleasure and happiness incorporate our results from the past 40 years and are likely to also incorporate our latest results from this PPL once they have been appreciated by the book authors.
5) Health: our work relates to vulnerability of reward systems in drug addiction, obesity, attention deficits and many other human disorders involving the brain.




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?

	-- 0 --




4.7 Were you able to identify/develop/implement any new scientific or technical developments during the tenure of this licence? 									          NO

If so, what were these and what were/was the benefit(s)?  
	-- 0 --




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 (2020 – 2023):

Woo JH, Aguirre CG, Bari BA, Tsutsui K-I, Grabenhorst F, Cohen JY, Schultz W, Izquierdo A, Soltani A. Mechanisms of adjustments to different types of uncertainty in the reward environment across mice and monkeys. Cognitive, Affective, and Behavioral Neuroscience (in press) 2023.
Ferrari-Toniolo S, Seak LCU, Schultz W. Risky choice: probability weighting explains Independence Axiom violations in monkeys. J Risk Uncertain s11166-022-09388-7, 2022. (also: BioRxiv 468261, 2021. SSRN 3962167, 2021). 
Ferrari-Toniolo S, Bujold P, Schultz W. Non-human primates satisfy utility maximization in compliance with the continuity axiom of Expected Utility Theory. J Neurosci 41: 2964-2979, 2021 
Al-Mohammad A, Schultz W. Reward value revealed by auction in rhesus monkeys. J Neurosci 42: 1510-15 28, 2022.


	Publications pending, or under review:

Seak LCU, Ferrari-Toniolo S, Jain R, Nielsen K, Schultz W. Systematic comparison of risky choices in humans and monkeys. bioRxiv 27517, 2023. SSRN 4350946, 2023; submitted to PNAS.
Hill DF, Hickman RW, Al-Mohammad A, Stasiak A, Schultz W. Dopamine signals encode internally determined subjective value regardless of externally indicated reward attributes. bioRxiv 524896, 2023. SSRN 4331777, 2023.
Burrell M, Pastor-Bernier A, Schultz W. Worth the work? Monkeys discount rewards by a subjective adapting effort cost. bioRxiv 523384, SSRN 4321740, 2023; submitted and in revision at J Neuroscience.
van Coeverden C, Schultz W. Formal cooperation in macaque monkeys obtained via single-payoff change from formal coordination games. bioRxiv 521899, 2022.
Pastor-Bernier A, Volkmann K, Seak LCU, Stasiak A, Plott CR, Schultz W. Concept-based neural investigations of multi-component economic choice in human and non-human primates. SSRN 4295148, 2022; in revision at STAR Protocols 2023.
Ferrari-Toniolo S, Schultz W. Reliable population utility signal from diverse economic value coding in orbitofrontal neurons. bioRxiv 468353, 2021; submitted and in revision at Neuron.
Pastor-Bernier A, Stasiak A, Schultz W. Reward-specific satiety affects subjective value signals in orbitofrontal cortex during multi-component economic choice. Proc Natl Acad Sci (USA) 118: e2022650118, 2021. 


	Presentations at scientific meetings:

2021 Feb	Neuroscience course, Univ Madrid (virtual)
2021 Jul	Semi-plenary Lecture, International Game Theory Society, Budapest (virtual)
2021 Aug	Presidential Lecture, FENS Regional Meeting, Krakow, Poland (virtual)
2021 Sep	JANUBET Primate Neurobiology School Kyoto Univ, Inuyama, Japan (virtual)
2021 Sep	Symp Free Will, 31st Ann Meeting Japanese Neural Network Society (virtual)
2021 Oct	Workshop on Neuroeocnomics, Marseille, France
2021 Oct	Behavioural Insights Team, UK Government Cabinet Office (virtual)
2021 Nov	Dual Perspectives Symposium, SfN Annual Conference, Chicago (virtual)
2022 May	Lake Arrowhead Meeting, CA, USA
2022 May	Opening Plenary Lecture, Dopamine Meeting, Montreal, Canada
2022 June	Plenary Lecture, Annual Swiss Neuroscience Meeting, Fribourg
2022 June	Cell Press LabLinks, London
2022 July	Baltic Nordic School on Neuroinformatics, Krakow, Poland
2022 July	Int Summer School on Affective Sciences, Château de Boissy, Geneva
2022 Sep	Nobel Minisymposium, Karolinska Institute, Stockholm, Sweden
2022 Sep	JANUBET International Symposium, Kyoto, Japan
2022 Oct	Society for Neuroscience (SfN) Annual Conference, San Diego, CA
2022 Dec	NHP 3R’s Meeting: Presentation of Laboratory Primate Enrichment Ideas (attached)
2023 Jan	Swedish Basal Ganglia Society (SWEBAGS), Stockholm
2023 Mar	Sharif Neuroscience Symposium, Sharif Univ Tech, Tehran (virtual)



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?					          YES

If you answered NO: why?
	I have provided extensive information following several requests by journalists on reward processing and social media (some of  which seem to be addictive and thus may involve reward systems of the brain).




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?
	Just many journaliusts, no specific media I myself used. Outcomes were (hopefully) well-informed articles for the public (we as scientists usually don’t come to see these articles afterwards).






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.

	Oct 26, 2020: Adverse effects of anaesthesia
(no amendment for sections 2.11 and 2.12 regarding animal numbers).




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.

	Oct 9, 2020 (Vicer, implant loss) (attached)
Aug 9, 2022 (Aragorn, weight loss) (attached)
Oct 20, 2022 (Aragorn, water intake) (attached)




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).

	-- 0 --




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).

	-- 0 --




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.)?

	No







6 Retrospective Assessment:  

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

	Completed copy of this form
	√

	Copies of Condition 18 reports (if applicable)
	√ (1 report)

	Copies of 3Rs publications (if applicable)
	-- 0 --







For UBS office use only:
	
	Date

	1. Retrospective assessment form sent to project licence holder
	16/08/2022

	2. Retrospective assessment 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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