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 Benjamin John Steventon
	

	Contact details:
Address & tel.


	Department of Genetics
University of Cambridge
Downing Street
CB2 3EH
	

	Project No.
	PB1162CE0

	Project title
	Understanding the dynamics of cell fate decisions during zebrafish embryogenesis

	Project purpose
	To determine how gene expression dynamics and cell movements act together to co-ordinate cell decision making within neuromesodermal progenitors. 



	Date licence was granted
	6th December 2018

	Date of retrospective review is sent to the PPLh
	01/09/2022




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


	B
	X
	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.  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
	Zebra fish
	Mild
	13000
	1st year
	
	
	659
	
	
	659

	
	
	
	
	2nd year
	
	
	2524
	
	
	2524

	
	
	
	
	3rd year
	
	
	1071
	
	
	1071

	
	
	
	
	4th year
	
	
	1130
	
	
	1130

	
	
	
	
	Total
	
	
	5384
	
	
	5384

	2
	Zebra fish
	Mild
	4000
	1st year
	
	
	0
	
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	2nd year
	
	
	0
	
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	3rd year
	
	
	40
	
	
	40

	
	
	
	
	4th year
	
	
	0
	
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	Total
	
	
	40
	
	
	40

	3
	Zebra fish
	Mild
	500
	1st year
	
	
	0
	
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	2nd year
	
	
	0
	
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	3rd year
	
	
	0
	
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	4th year
	
	
	0
	
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	Total
	
	
	0
	
	
	0


*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
	

	2
	Same
	

	3
	Same
	




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).

	N/A






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
	39

	
	

	
	



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
	We were able to obtain the required GM strains from other facilities so did not need to generate them ourselves.

	3
	This was not necessary as our breeding protocol enabled the maintenance of the adult fish lines without the need for gamete collection.



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.
	
a) We limit repeated breeding to a maximum of once per week (preferably once every 2 weeks) to optimise breeding performance, therefore reducing the number of fish we need to maintain our adult fish lines that are required to produce embryos for our experiments. At the same time, we found that this is the optimum breeding rate to ensure maximum production of embryos from each transgenic line.
b) When experiments have come to an end and a particular transgenic line is no longer of use to us for our work, we first check with other users of the facility that they have no plans to make use of the adult embryos (as this would save them animal numbers to generate a new line). If no one has an immediate use, we kill the adults using a schedule 1 method. In all cases, we have used genetically modified lines that are already present within other research facilities, and/or house within international facilities such as 




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
		b) accessed by researchers outside the University?				 	        NO
		c) would you allow other researchers at the University to use your strains?	        YES
		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:
	
For internal users: We allow for internal users to make use of our lines after obtaining prior permission from the generating labs.





If you have answered NO to any of these questions please explain why.
	
For external users: All our genetically altered strains have been previously generated by other research laboratories and are obtainable by the originating lab and/or from international stock centres. 




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.
	
We only import new zebrafish lines as embryos and larvae, prior to 5 days of development.




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

	Species
	Source
	Approx. percentage

	Danio rerio
	International stock centres
	20

	Danio rerio
	Other facilities
	80




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.
	
We now have mouse embryonic stem cells as an additional research model in the lab. This has replaced some of our need for using zebrafish as a model organism.




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.
	
We have been able to work collectively to use embryos generated from the same adults for multiple experiments simultaneously.




3.3 Are you involved with any tissue sharing schemes either within the University or more widely?  NO

Please explain:
	





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.

	
Our experimental techniques are used on un-regulated stages of zebrafish embryo development. 




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

	Very successful. The work has led to the publication of eight research articles during the tenure of the project license.




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

	
N/A




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 have refined our fin clipping to remove only a very small region of the fin, that alleviates the need to provide analgesia.





3.8 Do you use systems to monitor the welfare of your experimental animals (e.g., scoring sheet)?													         YES    
If not, why?
	
The animal facility staff regularly monitor animal welfare and report any occasion where adult fish appear unwell.




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?
	





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.
	





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.

	N/A





Were these killing methods the most refined? 						         YES    NO
Were they the most appropriate for your experimental data?				         YES    NO

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).

	1. Does a dynamic gene expression state underlie NM competence in the zebrafish tailbud?
I hypothesise that this multi-germ layer competence is conferred by the maintenance of a dynamic gene
expression state of sox2 (an early marker of neuronal tissue) and ntl (an early marker of mesodermal
tissue) gene expression. This will be tested by taking embryos at multiple stages of development and
measuring differences in gene expression levels of neural and mesodermal markers to test whether
their exists a correlation between gene expression heterogeneity and the competence to generate different cell types.

This work has been achieved and published in the following peer-reviewed publications:
Toh, K., Saunders, D., Verd, B., & Steventon, B. (2022). Zebrafish neuromesodermal progenitors undergo a critical state transition in vivo. IScience, 25(10), 105216. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ISCI.2022.105216

Attardi, A., Fulton, T., Florescu, F., Shah, G., Muresan, L., Lenz, M., Lancaster, C., Huisken, J., van Oudenaarden., A and Steventon, B (2018). Neuromesodermal progenitors are a conserved source of spinal cord with divergent growth dynamics Development:  dev.166728  doi: 10.1242/dev.166728

2. How do morphogenetic movements and autonomous gene regulatory networks act together
to generate pattern during NM specification in vivo?
I hypothesise that the cell movements driving the elongation of the body push cells into a signalling
environment that is higher in canonical Wnt activity, leading to alterations in the balance of sox2 and ntl
that is expressed. This then feeds back onto the cell movements, potentially creating a cell organising
process. We will test this hypothesis by simultating the the cell movements driving body elongation
using computational modeling. We will use these models to predict the outcome of specific pertubations
in either cell movements or the modulation in levels of specific transcription factors and/or signals.

This work has been achieved and published in the following peer-reviewed publication:

Thomson, L., Muresan, L., and Steventon, B. (2021). The zebrafish presomitic mesoderm elongates through compaction-extension. Cells Dev., 203748. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cdev.2021.203748

Additional work has been shared on  pre-print server as is about to be re-submitted to a journal following peer review:

Fulton, T., Spiess K., Thomson, L., Wang, Y.,  Clark, B., Hwang, S., Paige, B., Verd, B., Steventon, B. (2022).  Cell rearrangement generates pattern emergence as a function of temporal morphogen exposure. BioRxiv. doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.05.429898
Spiess K., Fulton, T., Hwang, S., Toh, K., Saunders, D., Paige, B., Steventon, B., Verd, B. (2022). Approximated gene expression trajectories (AGETs) for gene regulatory network inference on cell tracks. BioRxiv.  doi:https:10.1101/2022.01.12.476060v1.


These predictions will then be experimentally testing in the developing embryo.

3. How do mechanical forces impact the NM cell fate decision?
I hypothesise that physical differences in the extracellular environment can control the gene expression
within neuromesodermal progenitors as they undergo cell fate specification towards mesoderm. In a
first series of experiments, we will ask whether YAP/TAZ signalling plays a role as this has been known
to respond to alterations in the mechanical environment of cells in multiple different contexts.

One article relating to this hypothesis has been published in a peer review journal. Another paper will be submitted in the coming months and a third work is in progress:

McLaren, S., and Steventon, B. (2021). Anterior expansion and posterior addition to the notochord mechanically coordinate embryo axis elongation. Development. 2021 Sep 15;148(18):dev199459




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.).

	
N/A




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.

	
We have taken what we have learned from work in the zebrafish embryo and have begun to apply this to the improved differentiation of cells from mouse embryonic stem cells. A key component of what we have learnt relates to the importance of replicating the normal cell movements observed during development and the mechanical environment of cells as they undergo differentiation. Based on these insights we have been award an 8 year Discovery Award from the Wellcome Trust that will fund this translation to mammalian embryonic stem cells, alongside continuing to support our discovery research in zebrafish embryos. 




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? 									            NO

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





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:

Toh, K., Saunders, D., Verd, B., and Steventon, B*. (2022). Zebrafish Neuromesodermal Progenitors Undergo a Critical State Transition in vivo. DOI: 10.1101/2022.02.25.481986
Thomson, L., Muresan, L., and Steventon, B*. (2021). The zebrafish presomitic mesoderm elongates through compaction-extension. DOI: 10.1016/j.cdev.2021.203748
McLaren, S., and Steventon, B*. (2021). Anterior expansion and posterior addition to the notochord mechanically coordinate embryo axis elongation. DOI: 10.1242/dev.199459
Pond, A., Hwang, S., Verd, B., and Steventon, B*. (2020) A deep learning approach for staging embryonic tissue isolates with small data. DOI: 10.1371/journal.pone.0244151
Fulton, T., Trivedi, V., Attardi, A., Anlas, K., Dingare, C., Arias, A.M., and Steventon, B*. (2020). Axis Specification in Zebrafish Is Robust to Cell Mixing and Reveals a Regulation of Pattern Formation by Morphogenesis.  DOI: 10.1016/j.cub.2020.05.048
Fulton T, Lenz MO, Muresan L, Lancaster C, Horton E and Steventon B* (2018). Long-term in toto cell tracking using lightsheet microscopy of the zebrafish tailbud. DOI: 10.12688/wellcomeopenres.14907.2
Baillie-Johnson, P., Voiculescu, O., Hayward, P. and Steventon, B*. (2018). The chick caudolateral epiblast acts as a permissive niche for generating neuromesodermal progenitor behaviours. DOI: 10.1159/000494769
Attardi, A., Fulton, T., Florescu, F., Shah, G., Muresan, L., Lenz, M., Lancaster, C., Huisken, J., van Oudenaarden., A and Steventon, B* (2018). Neuromesodermal progenitors are a conserved source of spinal cord with divergent growth dynamics. DOI: 10.1242/dev.166728



	Publications pending, or under review:
Fulton, T., Spiess K., Thomson, L., Wang, Y., Clark, B., Hwang, S., Paige, B., Verd, B., Steventon, B*. (2022).  Cell Rearrangement Generates Pattern Emergence as a Function of Temporal Morphogen Exposure. DOI: 10.1101/2021.02.05.429898
Spiess K., Fulton, T., Hwang, S., Toh, K., Saunders, D., Paige, B., Steventon, B*, Verd, B. (2022). Approximated Gene Expression Trajectories (AGETs) for Gene Regulatory Network Inference on Cell Tracks.  DOI: 10.1101/2022.01.12.476060v1.


	Presentations at scientific meetings:

2023 February. MPG-CBG Dresden, Germany
2022 October. Gulbenkian Institute, Portugal
2022 September. ISDB/BSDB meeting (Valletta, Malta)
2022 July. Keynote speaker, EGGED workshop (Edinburgh, UK)
2022 June. Invited speaker, College de France, Paris
2022 March. Keynote speaker, Avian Research Symposium (Edinburgh, UK)
2022 March. LMCB, UCL (London, UK)
2020 September. EMBO Meeting on posterior body elongation (Lisbon, Portugal)
2020 July. Hubrecht Insitute (Utrecht, Netherlands)
2020 April. University of Liverpool (UK).
2020 March. EPFL (Lausanne, Switzerland).
2020 February. Dynamics in Biology conference (Royal Society, UK)
2018 September. EMBL (Heidelberg, Germany)
2018 June. Gottenburg (Germany)
2017 October. EPFL (Switzerland)
2017 April. Stony Brook University (NY, USA)
2017 May. New York University (USA)
2017 January. University of Dundee (UK)
2016 September. MRC Centre for Regenerative Medicine (Edinburgh, UK)
2016 June. University of Virginia, Charlottesville, USA
2016 May. University College London, UK
2016 June. Kings College London, UK



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?
	





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?
	
Pint of Science festival talk in Cambridge






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.

	Thu Oct 27 2022: The maximum age of adults kept as part of the license was extended from 18 to 24 months in order to reduce the numbers of animals used on the license, with no impact on the health of the adults.





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.

	





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).

	





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).

	





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.)?

	








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)
	

	Copies of 3Rs publications (if applicable)
	







For UBS office use only:
	
	Date

	1. Retrospective review form sent to project licence holder
	01/09/2022

	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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