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The A S C 
Animals in Science committee 
 
 

Animals in Science Committee  
Minutes of the 11th Meeting: 5 May 2016  

 
 
1.0 Welcome, Introductions and Conflicts of Interest 
  
1.1 The Chair welcomed members to the 11th meeting of the Committee. 
 
1.2 No apologies were received. A full list of attendees is at Annex A. 
 
1.3 No conflicts of interest were reported. 
  
2.0 Minutes and Actions arising from the last ASC Meeting 
 
2.1 Minutes  
 
2.1.1 Minutes of the last meeting had been agreed via e-mail and published on the ASC 

website. 
 
2.2 Actions Arising 
 
2.2.1 Actions were complete, with the exception of actions 5 and 6 which were updated 

under agenda items later in the meeting:  
• Action 5: Licence Referral Review subgroup (LRR SG) Extraction, Secretariat 

to complete the extraction of data from the remaining sixteen applications (of 
twenty) for the LRR project. 

• Action 6: Harm Benefit subgroup (HBA SG) should seek to provide a list of 
criteria to evaluate the (un)acceptability of procedures. 

 
3.0 Chair’s Update 
 
3.1 New Minister 
3.1.1 It was reported that the Rt Hon John Hayes MP had taken on the portfolio for 

Home Office Science and that an introductory meeting was to be arranged 
between the Chair and the Minister. Members would be informed of discussions.  

 
3.2 Meeting with the Expert Group for NHP Neuroscience UK  
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3.2.1 The Chair reported that, in April, he and a number of ASC members had met with 

the Chair and two members of the Expert Group for non-human primate (NHP) 
Neuroscience UK (the “Group”).  

 
3.2.2 The Group provided information related to their membership, aims and objectives 

and highlighted two issues that were of key concern to its members: 
I. The growing tendency for neuroscience protocols using NHPs to be 

categorised as severe; and 
II. The potential disadvantage (in the view of the Group) to UK NHP 

neuroscience research resulting from categorisation as severe. 
 

3.2.3 The Group intended to hold a workshop in June or July, and would extend an 
invitation to the ASC. The ASC Chair extended an invitation to the Group to attend 
ASC’s autumn meeting. 

 
Action 1:  Secretariat to invite representatives of the Group to the ASC’s autumn meeting.  
 
3.2.4 Members suggested that it would be appropriate to engage broadly on the issues 

raised by the Group and that, in particular, an expert primate behaviourist should 
be invited to add to discussions. 

 
3.3 ASC Membership Appointments  
 
3.3.1 The Chair provided an update on the appointment of new members. 
 
3.3.2 There had been forty three applicants, fifteen had been shortlisted for interview; 

ten had been agreed suitable for appointment. The decision of which seven to 
appoint, rested with the Minister. 

  
4.0 Licence Referral Review Subgroup (LRR SG) 
 
4.1 The Chair of the LRR SG provided a progress update. 
 
4.2 The Secretariat had extracted data from twelve of the twenty historical project 

licences and added this to the LRR metrics table. The Secretariat were to arrange 
a teleconference with SG members to discuss the results of the data and 
commence drawing conclusions. 

 
Action 2: Secretariat to complete the extraction of data from the remaining licences. 
 
Action 3: Secretariat to liaise with LRR SG members on dates to convene a 

teleconference. 
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5.0 Harm-Benefit Analysis Subgroup (HBA SG) 
 
5.1 The Chair of the HBA SG reported that the HBA SG members had met earlier to 

discuss the progress of work and to agree the next steps. The Committee was 
reminded that the HBA SG is working towards characterising harms and benefits 
whilst also exploring thresholds of severity categorisation. 

 
5.2 Previously, the HBA SG had aimed to produce separate short reports on harms, 

benefits and severity. However, it had become clear that disaggregating the issues 
involved was more complex than presenting them together. To improve impact the 
SG had agreed that the work would be presented as a single paper.  

 
5.3 The proposed framework for the paper was:   
 

i. General introduction: including an introduction to the HBA process, the 
guidelines recently published by the Animals in Science Regulation Unit 
(ASRU) and referencing the previous Animal Procedures Committee review of 
the cost benefit analysis.  
 

ii. Understanding Harms: comprising the sub sections: 
 
• Definition of harms, and the changing understanding of harms. 
• Incorporating cumulative severity within a Harm Benefit Analysis;  
• Triaging types of procedure for different levels of scrutiny, and 

understanding the shift between severity levels and contexts of harms. 
 

iii. Understanding Benefits: outlining the current HBA process, including an 
evaluation of the methodology for identifying and assessing benefits, 
discussion of societal concerns and what is understood regarding public views 
of different types of benefit.  
 

iv. Section on Process: including a review of the harm benefit analysis procedure 
and recommendations for improving the process.  

 
5.4 The Chair of the HBA SG explained that the document existed as a rolling draft 

which would be presented to the Committee for comment in late summer. 
 
Action 4: HBA SG to continue developing the HBA paper and seek wider comment from 

the Committee by late summer. 
 
5.5 Pickard Recommendations 
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5.5.1 At its January 2016 meeting, committee members had been asked to provide the 
Secretariat with substantive comments concerning the allocation of the Pickard 
Report recommendations to relevant bodies/institutions/establishments and 
groups. Whilst the original intention had been to incorporate this review within the 
HBA SG paper it had become clear that this was a distinct piece of work and that 
further work was required to improve engagement and ownership of 
recommendations. 

 
5.5.2 The author of the draft paper confirmed that all Committee comments and 

suggestions had been reflected within the current iteration of the report. It was 
agreed that no further revisions were needed and that the paper could be used as 
required. 

 
5.5.3 It was agreed that the Secretariat should liaise with ASRU to determine 

mechanisms to implement the recommendations made. The Committee agreed 
that this was a positive approach in making the move from a passive to more 
active strand of work. 

 
Action 5:  Secretariat to liaise with ASRU on taking the Pickard Recommendation 

Allocation paper forward, and provide the Committee with updates. 
 
6.0 AWERB Subgroup (AWERB SG) 
 
6.1 The Chair of the AWERB subgroup provided a progress update.  
 
6.2 The work undertaken had primarily focussed on establishing the AWERB Hub 

network across the UK. The AWERB Hub network comprised twelve regions, with 
thirteen establishments acting as Hubs – the Chair reminded the Committee that 
there are two Hubs in the East Scotland and Isles region.  

 
6.3 The North of England region potentially had too many AWERBs associated with it 

and the Chair was in discussion with an establishment licence holder (PEL) in the 
North of England with a view to splitting the region in to two (North East and North 
West). The Chair of the AWERB SG requested that the Secretariat contact the 
establishment PEL and obtain an update on this. 

 
Action 6: Secretariat to contact PEL and request an update on whether they are content 

to nominate themselves as a Hub. 
 
6.4 An ASC/Hubs workshop was held on 25 February, with representatives from all 

thirteen Hubs in attendance. Topics discussed included: the relationship between 
the ASC and Hubs; how the network should operate; frequency of meetings; 
tenure for acting as Hub. A note of the workshop had been drafted and circulated 
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to attendees for comment. The Chair proposed that the report be sent to the full 
Committee for note.  

 
Action 7:  Secretariat to circulate the workshop report to the full ASC for note.  
 
6.5 Outputs from the workshop were to be incorporated within the Hubs support note 

being developed by the secretariat. The draft note would be circulated to the 
Committee for comment in due course. 

 
6.6 Members agreed that, once finalised, the support note should be shared with 

ASRU and would prove useful as a reference document to assist discussions with 
stakeholders.  

 
Action 8: The Secretariat to complete a first draft of the Hub support note. Once 

complete Secretariat to send the support note to Committee members. 
 
Action 9: Secretariat to pass the agreed Hub support note to ASRU once finalised.  
 
6.7 One area discussed at the workshop concerned active engagement between the 

ASC and Hubs. It was agreed that the ASC (either the Chair or a member of the 
ASC) or secretariat should visit Hubs to gain further insight into how AWERBs are 
operating and developing alongside their current and future needs. 

  
6.8 It was noted that the Chair was due to visit the three Scottish Hubs and an 

establishment AWERB in June. Members would be updated following these visits. 
 
Action 10: Secretariat to co-ordinate further visits for the Chair/Members with Hubs. 
 
Action 11: The Chair to provide feedback to the Committee following visits.  
 
7.0 Higher Education Funding Council of England (HEFCE) 
 
7.1 The Chair reminded the Committee that it had previously agreed that the ASC 

would adopt an advocate role on behalf of AWERBs and the promotion of a culture 
of care (CoC) both within the research community and more widely. This had 
begun with the creation of the AWERB Hub network and the ASC Chair’s 
programme of visits to research establishments.  

 

7.2 The Chair had previously proposed his intention to meet with research sponsors at 
the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE).  

 The purpose of the meeting would be to discuss the impact that AWERBs and the 
quality standards for animals in science had, on assessments made by HEFCE on 
applications for funding. A suggestion was made, that possible areas to be 
included in HEFCE assessments should include: whether there has been uptake 
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and implementation of the 3Rs (Replacement, Reduction and Refinement); the 
quality of care and welfare given to animals; and the rigour of the experimental 
model. 

 
7.3 The HBA SG Chair advised the Committee that she had commenced work on a 

project which sought to identify and evaluate the different types of ‘impact’ which 
university departments claim to demonstrate, and how these are being evidenced. 
She explained that it may be of more benefit for CoC and 3Rs to be included in the 
‘research environments’ component of the assessment rather than the ‘impact’ 
component. The HBA SG Chair offered to discuss this further with the ASC Chair, 
in advance of the meeting with HEFCE. 

 
Action 12: Secretariat to arrange a teleconference between the Chair and the Chair of 

the HBA SG to discuss proposals for agenda items with HEFCE. 
 
Action 13: Members to forward potential agenda items for discussion at the HEFCE 

meeting to the Secretariat.  
 
8.0 Improving Experimental Rigour 
 
8.1 The Chair of the LRR SG explained that he had recently met with the Home Office 

Chief Scientific Adviser (CSA) to identify ways to improve experimental rigour in 
research involving the use of animals. 

 
8.2 At the meeting, the CSA had supported the view that greater emphasis should be 

placed on the use of the ‘right number of animals’, i.e. the minimum necessary to 
ensure that a project is statistically robust and likely to answer the scientific 
question.  

 
8.3 The Chair of the LRR SG has identified four key proposals related to the 

improvement of experimental rigour, on which he requested the Committee’s 
thoughts and suggestions: 

i. Stern Review of the Research Excellence Framework (REF) 
ii. E-training 
iii. ARRIVE Guidelines 
iv. Pre-registration of Trial Protocols 

 
 

8.4 Stern Review of REF 
 
8.4.1 It was reported that Lord Nicholas Stern was leading an independent review of the 

REF to examine how university research funding can be allocated more efficiently. 
Whilst the formal deadline for comments had closed, there was still scope to send 
comments to Lord Stern suggesting that criteria for experimental rigour be 
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developed as a component against which institutions’ research outputs were 
assessed. This criterion could be used as a measure of research excellence 
placing the onus of proof on institutions. The Committee was asked to consider a 
draft letter to this effect. The following amendments to the letter were agreed: 

 
i. A suggestion within the letter involved a serving ASC member being in 

receipt of a grant to develop an e-training tool for experimental rigour. It 
was agreed that this potential conflict of interest should be noted within the 
letter.  

 
ii. Rather than focusing solely on an e-learning tool a wider range of options 

to improve training on experimental rigour should be included  
 
iii. An amendment to the second paragraph of the draft letter was agreed. 

The sentence was amended from ‘At an operational level the ASC are 
continually seeking to promote and reinforce the importance...’ to ‘At an 
operational level the ASC is concerned with the importance...’ 

 
8.4.2  ASRU suggested that the Committee might consider engaging with the Minister at 

the Department for Business Innovation & Skills (BIS) in pursuit of its aim, given 
BIS’s remit.  

 
Action 14: Chairs of the LRR and HBA SG’s to redraft text of letter to Lord Stern in line 

with the points made in 8.4.1 
 
Action 15:  Chair of the LRR to draft a note, for agreement by the ASC, to the BIS 

Minister.  
 
8.5 E-training 
 
8.5.1 The Chair of the LRR SG explained that he was developing e-training methods to 

improve research applicant’s knowledge and use of statistics in experimental 
design. It was proposed that, to be made available for use once validated, the tool 
would require a suitable host site and that the National Centre for Replacement, 
Reduction and Refinement (NC3Rs) might be suitable.  

 
8.5.2 It was noted that an ‘Experimental Design Assistant’ (EDA) already existed. The 

EDA was an online tool to guide researchers through the design of their 
experiments. The LRR SG Chair asked members whether they supported the 
development of e-training, whether they supported the proposal for potential 
hosting on the NC3Rs website, and whether e-training might be run in conjunction 
with the EDA. 
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8.5.3 Members agreed that there was merit in the proposal but that further consideration 
should be given to working inclusively with other bodies already established as 
training providers in the field of experimental design, e.g. the Fund for the 
Replacement of Animals in Medical Experiments (FRAME).  

 
8.6 ARRIVE Guidelines 
 
8.6.1 The Committee discussed the use of the ARRIVE Guidelines as an additional 

approach to support and improve the reporting of research using animals. The 
guidelines have been endorsed by over 400 journals. Members noted that a 
number of reporting guidelines were available and used within the research 
community and that equal attention should be given to all.  

 
8.7 Amendment to ASRU License Application 

 
8.7.1 It was suggested that the quality assurance of experimental design and rigour 

might be improved by amendment of the ASRU on-line project licence application 
form to include an additional section on ‘rigour’ which would seek details such as, 
‘how might you ensure the scientific rigour of the experiments that you propose to 
undertake?’. The applicant could also be asked if they had completed the EDA, to 
ensure the correct number of animals was used.  
 

8.7.2 ASRU noted that, as part of the 3Rs section of the licence application form, 
applicants were asked to document what measures had, or would, be taken to 
ensure the minimum number of animals will be used in this project. It was noted 
that it might be possible to reword this section to better reflect the intention.  

 
Action 16:  LRR Chair to propose rewording of ASRU application form to reflect 

proposed changes. 
 
 
8.8 Pre-registration of Trial Protocols 
 
8.8.1 The Chair of LRR SG described work which indicated that pre-registration of 

research in the medical field can assist in preventing the realignment of 
hypotheses with observed results. It was suggested that a similar approach could 
be effective when considering scientific research using animals.  

 
8.8.2 Members agreed that pre-registration of research protocols would be a useful 

development. 
 
9.0 2016 Ministerial Commissioning Letter 
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9.1 ASRU noted that the format of the forthcoming commission had been amended 
with the work commissioned added as an annex to the main letter. This 
amendment in format would allow the ASC greater flexibility in managing their 
work programme and enable the annex to be revised as work progresses. Further 
to this, it was the intention of ASRU to make its business plans available to the 
ASC prior to publication, to demonstrate the synergies between the business plan 
and ASC work programme.  

 
9.2 The commissioning letter would be with the ASC in the near future. 
 
Action 17: ASRU to forward 2016 business plan to the Secretariat for circulation to the 

Committee.  
 
10.0 ASRU Updates 
 
10.1 Members of the ASC were thanked for their contributions to the advice notes:  

 
i. Patterns of Low Level Concerns (Published end 2015)  
ii. Harm Benefit (Published end 2015) 
iii. Working with Wild Animals (due for publication May 2016) 

 
10.2  It was reported that: 
 

i. The Genetically Altered (GA) breeding framework was an ongoing pilot that 
was to be formally rolled out in autumn 2016. Its aim was to reduce wastage 
in GA breeding programmes. 

 
ii. The roll out of the Animals Scientific Procedures e-Licensing (ASPeL) Project 

would be completed by September 2016. The move to a digital system would 
allow ASRU to track the journey of an application from start to end, highlight 
issues that arose and delays to processing of applications.  

 
iii. The recruitment of three new inspectors had been completed. Thanks were 

extended to the Chair of the LRR SG for his support as independent 
assessor.  

 
11.0 Project Licence Applications 
 
11.1 At its previous meeting ASC had requested that ASRU develop options to 

implement routine feedback to the ASC concerning the implementation, or 
otherwise, of Licence Application recommendations. 

 
11.2 ASRU-I provided detailed feedback concerning the implementation of ASCs 

recommendations concerning the second most recent project licence application 
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considered by the ASC. The Committee extended their thanks for the detailed 
feedback. 

 
11.3 ASRU-I also described new ways of working to ensure appropriate feedback to the 

ASC including indicative timeframes. 
 
11.4 It was agreed that once a licence reviewed by the ASC had been granted, ASRU 

would commission a brief report from the assigned inspector to be sent to the 
ASC. It was agreed that the suggested timeframe for receipt of the report should 
be amended from between 6-12 months after the licence had been granted, as 
suggested in the proposal, to ‘as soon as practicable’. 

 
11.5 It was agreed that that the report should be appropriately redacted to make it 

suitable for electronic circulation.  
 
Action 18:  ASRU to amend process map ‘Phase 3’ to read, ‘post grant of licence, ASRU 

informs ASC of final outcome as soon as practicable, with clear information on 
how ASRU has dealt with the advice given’, and ensure the report is suitable 
for dissemination via email. 

 
11.6 ASC members queried the possibility of providing feedback to local AWERBs on 

issues concerning animal welfare, raised by the ASC, on those project licence 
applications referred to them. Feedback would assist future AWERB 
considerations. It was agreed that feedback to AWERBs by the establishment 
inspector could be instigated by including this as a request within the ASC 
recommendations letter sent to ASRU. 

  
Action 19: Where appropriate ASC to include recommendations for inspector feedback to 

local AWERB. 
 
12.0 Update on Section 12 and Judicial Review & Other 
 
12.1 Regarding the recent section 12 hearing, ASRU reported that they were engaged 

with the establishment concerned; therefore it is was not appropriate to provide the 
Committee with an update at present.  

 
12.2 Separately, a hearing date for the ongoing judicial review had been set for June. 

ASRU would inform the ASC of the findings of the review once the hearing had 
concluded. 

 
Action 20:  ASRU to update ASC with the outcome of the judicial review once concluded. 
 
12.3 ASRU thanked the ASC for their early contributions to the draft ‘compliance’ 

paper. ASC will be consulted formally as the paper progresses.  
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12.4 ASRU reported that they had received fifteen Parliamentary Questions (PQs) and 

four Freedom of Information (FoI) requests since January 2016. Responses to 
PQs were available online whilst responses to FOIs were available on request. 

 
12.5 ASRU advised that all of the Non-Technical Summaries (NTS) for 2014 had been 

published online, and were publically available. ASRU had commenced uploading 
the NTS’s for 2015 and would inform the ASC when this was complete. It was also 
noted that ASRU had received feedback that the quality of the NTS’s needed to 
improve and that measures are in train to achieve this.  

 
13.0 Committee Matters 
 
13.1 The Secretariat advised that the ASC Annual Report 2013/2014 had been 

published online and that the Secretariat will shortly circulate the 2015 Annual 
Report 2015 to the Committee for comment. 

 
Action 21: Secretariat to circulate the 2015 ASC Annual Report to the Committee for 

comment. 
 
12.0 AOB  
 
12.1 The Chair extended his gratitude to departing members thanking them for their 

hard work, diligence, and considerable contributions over their tenure. He 
concluded that he hoped they would consider the option of being co-opted to 
support ongoing and upcoming ASC work. 

 
12.2 On behalf of the Committee, the Chair extended its thanks to Dr Judy MacArthur 

Clark for all her support to the Committee in advance of her retirement at the end 
of May 2016. 

 
12.3 On behalf of the Committee, the Chair also extended its thanks to Soheel Joosab 

for his work in support of the Committee, in advance of his retirement at the 
beginning of August 2016. 

 
 
Next Meeting 
 
To Be Determined  
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ANNEX A 
 
 
Animals in Science Committee (ASC) 
Dr John Landers (Chair) 
Ken Applebee  
Professor Gail Davies 
Dr Sophie Dix 
Professor Simon Glendinning 
Dr Huw Golledge 
Dr Penny Hawkins 
Professor Malcolm Macleod 
Dr Matt Parker  
Anna Rowland 
Dr Gilly Stoddart 
Professor Gavin Woodhall 
Professor Sarah Wolfensohn 
 
Home Office (Animals in Science Regulation Unit, ASRU) 
Dr Judy MacArthur Clark (ASRU) 
Will Reynolds (ASRU)  
Sue Houlton (ASRU-I) 
Peter Thornton (ASRU-I) 
Michael Carling (ASRU-I) 
 
Home Office Science Secretariat 
Dr Jo Wallace, Head of Home Office Science Secretariat 
Soheel Joosab 
Adam Qureshi 
Caroline Wheeler 
 
 


