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ĞŶƐƵƌĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ďƌĂŝŶ�ǁĂƐŶ͛ƚ�ĚĞƐƚƌŽǇĞĚ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŝƐƐƵĞ�that needed to be preserved     

 

• The project licence mentioned that there would be no dangerous phenotypes, however as 

dealing with new models that were being characterised, what was the project licence holder’s  

thoughts on how to monitor the welfare of these animals as they were being characterised?  

The project licence holder advised that included in the licence was how often the animals should 

be monitored, how quickly the response should be to assess the phenotypes and how long they 

should be left at that stage.  Once a phenotype had been spotted (which should come up slowly 

if due to a mutation as that was what happened in other models), they should be monitored for 

up to 4 days ʹ it was a progressive neurodegeneration and likely to see some motor dysfunction 

or the retina looking smaller.  The only phenotype that might be detrimental very quickly was if it 

went into bad seizures, but there were not many models that went into bad seizures right away.  

The usual pattern was to see changes in behaviour first.     

 

• To fully characterise the models was the idea to keep the fish longer to define the fish model 

and see what ages the fish were before they started to deteriorate or see the seizures?  Was it 

about defining the model before using it?  The project licence holder advised that the plan was 

only to use initial phenotypes.   

 

• A query was raised were there occasions where other researchers’ work might be duplicated?  

The project licence holder advised that work would only be duplicated to verify the results of 

another group before extending that work further, especially if other results did not corroborate 

those findings or if they were using a smaller sample size.   

 

• It was noted that the project licence made specific mention in relation to the timings of when the 

fish would be monitored or fed.  It was felt that this could make the project licence too restrictive 

and could cause difficulties if 

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-019-45464-w
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• It was suggested that developing the score sheets for new models should be flagged in the future 

potential refinements section.   

• Was genotyping of embryos done?  It was confirmed that this was done occasionally.  AWERB 

mentioned that there was a Zebrafish Embryonic Genotyper  (ZEG) that was an automated 

system that extracted DNA for PCR from zebrafish embryos without harming them.  This would 

avoid having to grow all embryos to adulthood for genotyping.   

• One of the protocols mentioned that fish could be injected up to 14 times but there was no 

mention of a minimal time period between the injections and whether it would be the same 

route of administration.  Frequency and a minimum time period 

https://www.wfluidx.com/
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investigated and discussions held as it related to a lack of communication.  Steps had been put in 
place to ensure that this did not happen again.    

4 REHOMING 
A presentation from one of the technicians was given on how the rehoming of the dogs was going.   

The rehoming progamme had initially been put on hold during the lockdown
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maintain social distancing.  It would give the dogs an opportunity to meet new people and expand 
their horizons and meet strangers.  Were AWERB supportive of this?  AWERB confirmed that they 
were. 

The technician was thanked for her very interesting presentation and for all the effort that had been 
put into the rehoming programme.     

5 3RS UPDATE 
Due to time restrictions the update would be circulated by e-mail.   

6 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 
The minutes of the meeting held on 25 August 2020 were agreed to be an accurate record. 

7 ACTION LOG 

7.1 Item 3.2: Project licence update (25 August 2020 meeting) 
Data from the diet trial study were being processed.   

7.2 Item 7: Mice study (25 August 2020): 
Meetings had been held to review what went wrong with the first study.  A plan had been agreed in 
order to move forward their next study in a more controlled environment.   

7.3 Item 8: 
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9.2 Hawkshead 

• Lame pig: a pig that had been due to be used for a study had become lame shortly after delivery.  

Investigations had revealed that the pig had a bad injury so could not be used for the study and 

was therefore euthanased as it was not possible to treat the injury.  There was uncertainty 

whether the injury had occurred as part of the delivery/transportation issue.   

• Teams: the technicians were now back on full duties though with the rise in Covid-19 cases the 

situation was being monitored in case the emergency plan had to be implemented again.   

• Weekly reports: Weekly reports were continuing to be provided to the Home Office Inspector.   

10 PROJECT LICENCES AMENDED BY THE HOME OFFICE 
AWERB noted that one project licence amendment had been approved by the Home Office since the 
previous meeting.   

11 ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

11.1 Thank you 
AWERB members were thanked for having attended this additional meeting and giving up their time 
so that the additional project licences could be reviewed and discussed in detail.   

11.2 Date of next meeting 
This was scheduled for 14th October at 10am. 

 

Secretary 
24 September 2020 


