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The A S C 

Animals in Science Committee 

 

 

Animals in Science Committee 

Minutes of the 14th Meeting: 20 February 2017 
 

1.0 Welcome, Introductions and Conflicts of Interest 

  

1.1. The Chair welcomed attendees to the 14th meeting of the Committee and 

thanked members for joining the meeting at the earlier time. 

1.2. The Chair sought agreement from the Committee to commence future 

meetings at earlier times to allow for external presentations. Committee 

members agreed to the proposed time changes. 

1.3. Apologies were received from Dr Hannah Clarke, Ms Anna Rowland and Dr 

Aurelie Thomas. Prof Malcolm Macleod joined the meeting via 

teleconference. A full list of attendees is provided at Annex A.  

1.4. No conflicts of interest were reported. 

 

2.0 Minutes and Actions from the last ASC Meeting 
 

2.1 Minutes 

 

2.1.1 Minutes of the last meeting had been agreed and published on the ASC 

website. 
 

2.2 Actions Arising 
 

2.2.1 Actions were complete, with the following exceptions: 

 Action 1: List of Animals in Science Regulation Unit (ASRU) Training 

Events to be emailed to members. These were likely to take place in the 

second quarter of 2017. 

 Action 3: ASC members to reflect and suggest organisations/ individuals 

and institutions to which the Harm Benefit Analysis document would be of 

particular interest. To be reconsidered in the final drafting of the HBA 

document.  
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 Action 12: ASRU and ASC to consider common areas of interest for 

taking forward future work. Further information provided by ASRU during 

the meeting.  

 Action 15: All Committee members to provide suggestions for ways in 

which the ASC’s views on animal welfare issues can be actively 

promoted. To be addressed through future workstreams. 

 

3.0 External Presentations by Cruelty Free International and 

NC3Rs 

3.1. Presentation by Dr Katy Taylor, Cruelty Free International 

3.1.1 The Chair welcomed Dr Katy Taylor, Director of Science for Cruelty Free 

International, to the meeting.  

3.1.2  Dr Taylor provided a PowerPoint presentation to the Committee detailing the 

background and interests of Cruelty Free International as well as 

considerations of NHP work with regards to the severity categories applied, 

and views on how conclusions currently obtained using NHPs could be 

reached through other procedures. 

3.1.3  Following her presentation, the Chair thanked Dr Taylor for attending.  

 

3.2 Presentation by Dr Vicky Robinson, the National Centre for 

Replacement, Refinement and Reduction of Animals in Research 

(NC3Rs)  

3.2.1 The Chair welcomed Dr Vicky Robinson, Chief Executive of NC3Rs, to the 

meeting.  

3.1.2  Dr Robinson provided the Committee with a PowerPoint presentation 

detailing the background, future challenges and interests of the NC3Rs as 

well as considerations of NHP work.  

3.1.3  Following a discussion with members, the Chair thanked Dr Robinson for 

attending.  

 

4.0 Chair’s Update 

4.1 Election of a Deputy Chair to the ASC 

4.1.1 The Chair initiated discussion on the election of a Deputy Chair to the ASC, 

drawn from the ASC membership. 

4.1.2 The Chair encouraged members to put themselves forward. In the event of 

several self-nominees, the deputy chair would be elected by the members.  
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Action 1:  Members to put themselves forward for the role of Deputy Chair 

by emailing the Secretariat by 2nd March. 

 

4.2 Meeting with Steven Hill, Higher Education Funding Council for 

England (HEFCE) 

4.2.1 The Chair updated the Committee on the meeting with Dr Steven Hill 

(HEFCE). Prof Gail Davies (ASC) and the Home Office ASC Secretariat 

joined the meeting held in December. 

4.2.2 The meeting was initiated to discuss ways in which reporting in the Research 

Excellence Framework (REF) 2021, and onwards, could be influenced to 

include the assessment of the 3Rs and culture of care alongside the wider 

assessments of outputs, research environment and research impact.  

4.2.3 During the meeting, Dr Steven Hill advised the ASC on a consultation with a 

variety of stakeholders aiming to fine-tune the next (REF) exercise. As a 

result, the ASC formed a new Subgroup to gather evidence and provide 

recommendations in relation to modifications for the 2021 (REF) exercise.  

4.2.4 Prof Gail Davies added that in a second stage further input would be sought 

beyond the submission of the consultation document, for the REF panels 

themselves. The Committee agreed to pursue the opportunity to meet with 

appointed panels.  

 

4.3 ASC member visit to Cambridge Behavioural and Clinical Neuroscience 

Institute  

4.3.1 The Committee received an update from a member about the visit to the 

University of Cambridge Behavioural and Clinical Neuroscience Institute. 

4.3.2 The visit commenced with a presentation by the head of the Research Group 

providing an overview of research aims and associated species of choice. 

Members also visited the laboratory facility, finishing with a discussion 

session.  

4.3.3 The Chair expressed gratitude to Cambridge for initiating and organising this 

meeting. 

 

5.0 Harm-Benefit Analysis Subgroup (HBA Subgroup)  

5.1. The Subgroup Chair thanked the Committee for their input with regards to 

the HBA report. 

5.2 The Subgroup Chair reported that the document was now in its final stages 

which would be split in two phases: 
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 HBA Subgroup members assisting the Chair in finalising specific 

chapters. 

 Editorial revisions carried out by an external expert.  

5.3 The HBA report was expected to be completed by the end of March; it would 

be circulated to the Committee as a Meeting Paper before the main meeting 

in May. 

Action 2:  HBA Subgroup Chair, with assistance from members of the 

subgroup and external editorial expert, to finalise HBA report and 

circulate to the Committee two weeks in advance of ASC meeting 

in May. 

 

6.0 Licence Referral Review Task and Finish Group (LRR 

Subgroup) 

6.1 The Chair thanked the LRR Subgroup for sending the Project Licence 

Application Subgroup Terms of Reference (ToR) to the Committee and 

invited the Subgroup Chair, to discuss the draft. 

6.4 Specific comments raised during the discussion included:  

 Agreement that the Project Licence Application (PLA) Subgroup acts on 

behalf of the whole Committee and exercises a delegated authority.  

 Members commented that in addition to general technical review, the 

PLA SG was also required to provide independent ethical oversight of 

licence applications.  

 The PLA SG also agreed to undertake a further work strand, to look at a 

broader selection of licences. 

 Further detail required regarding ‘The membership of the subgroup would 

be reviewed if necessary depending on the availability of the members...’  

 Paragraph 5.1 Update to the ‘Timelines of licence application referral 

process’ to reflect that all licences referred to the ASC were complex in 

nature, these licences would therefore be afforded the longer evaluation 

time of 55 days as set out in section 5A(8) and 5A(9) of ASPA, with the 

ASC given 25 days for their referral process.  

  

Action 3: Members of the LLR SG to indicate to the Secretariat if they would 

like to stay in the SG to take forward work on the randomised 

licence analysis.  

All members to indicate to the Secretariat if they would like to join 

this working group 

Action 4: PLA ToR to be amended to reflect the extended referral period 
reserved for complex licences. 
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 Clarification on the ‘Quorum’ - it was agreed that at least two of each (lay 

and non-lay, including the PLA SG Chair) should be present at licence 

referral panels. Further definition would be required for the term ‘lay’ 

members as ‘members not directly involved in work using animals’. 

 Clarification added to reflect that ‘...assigned Inspector attends the 

projects licence application panel meeting to provide relevant information 

as requested.’ 

 The Committee agreed that the Secretary of State (SoS) should be 

informed of the range of views provided by the Committee during the 

referral process. Nevertheless, decisions would be considered and 

recommended by attendees present in the licence application meeting.   

Action 5: LLR SG to finalise ToR after consideration of Committee’s 

comments. 

Action 6: LLR SG, having successfully provided recommendations to the 

PLA SG, and should be closed. 

 

7.0 ASRU – Reviewing the Project Licence System 

7.1 The Chair thanked Mick Carling (ASRU) for providing the paper on the 

proposed changes to the Project Licence System and invited Mick to give 

members further background.  

7.2  Mick Carling explained that due to the expiry of the licence for the electronic 

ASPeL system in August 2017, ASRU was now collaborating with 

stakeholders to develop more efficient and effective licensing processes.   

7.3  Part of this process seeks to reduce the regulatory burden while increasing 

openness and transparency in a way that retains public confidence in the 

use of animals in science. 

7.4 Following the overview, members suggested several key areas that might be 

considered, including: 

 Society’s expectations of in the licensing process with regards to 

increasing openness. 

 Possible improvements to the quality of the non-technical summary 

(NTS) particularly with regards to the Harm-Benefit Analysis performed.  

 Members discussed the option currently available for applicants to 

apply for licences for less than the full five year period (e.g. three 

years) the capacity to apply to continue beyond 3 years with less 

administrative burden than a full new licence would require, could be 

better highlighted or encouraged, which might result in more concise 

licence applications, and less likelihood of an applicant overstating 

potential benefits/impact. 
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 However, members also noted that some applicants might view the 

workload of licence application as too extensive if this was required 

more frequently, and, as research funding was often provided for a 

period of 5 years, synchronisation of funding and licence length would 

therefore still be preferable to most applicants. 

 To reduce the bureaucratic burden for licence applicants, Committee 

members were introduced to and discussed the potential use of 

standardised wording for some procedures.  

 There was a suggestion to ensure considerations of specific 

stakeholder groups, such as Named Veterinary Surgeons (NVS) as 

well as animal protection groups. 

Action 7:  ASC to provide further input into the current review of processes 

around the licensing system. 

7.5 A presentation to and engagement with AWERBs would be sought at the 

ASC/ AWERB Hubs workshop to be held on the 3rd of March.  

 

8.0 AWERB Subgroup 

8.1 Hub Network 

8.1.1 The Chair provided an update on the AWERB network and Hub initiative and 

progress made since the last ASC Meeting.  

8.1.2 Nearly all Hubs had now held, or plan to hold, their inaugural meetings.  

8.1.3  The Chair updated the members that the North-West England Hub was now 

established with two AWERB Chairs jointly hosting this hub of 9 AWERBs. 

The Chair thanked member, Dr Sally Robinson, for her assistance in this 

matter. 

8.2 AWERB Hub Guidance Note  

8.2.1  The Chair updated the Committee that the Hub guidance document had 

been signed off by the ASC and disseminated to all 150+ AWERBs 

electronically. 

8.2.2 The Hub Guidance document would be discussed and feedback sought from 

AWERBs at the ASC/ AWERB Hub workshop in March. 

8.2.3 The updated iteration of the Hub Guidance Document would then be 

published on the gov.uk website. 

8.3 Hub Workshop 

8.3.1 The Chair updated the Committee, that the third AWERB Hub workshop had 

been arranged for the 3rd of March 2017. The agenda for the workshop had 

been developed and emailed to attendees. 
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8.3.2 The workshop would consist of presentations by invited speakers, 

interspersed by feedback/ discussion sessions. These discussion sessions 

would be supported by members for the AWERB SG. 

9.0 ASC Research Excellence Framework Consultation 

Subgroup 

9.1  Research Excellence Framework Consultation 

9.1.1 The Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) was currently 

undertaking a consultation on the second REF which sets out proposals of the 

four UK higher education funding bodies. 

9.1.2 The Chair thanked Prof Clare Stanford for agreeing to take on the role as SG 

Chair and invited her to update the Committee on the consultation.  

9.1.3 The SG Chair thanked the Subgroup for all their input into the consultation 

and reported that a first draft had been circulated to the Committee in 

advance of the meeting. 

9.1.4  The SG Chair then gave an overview on some of the key responses, and 

asked Committee members to provide input.  

Action 8:  The SG Chair asked all members of the Committee to provide 

specific feedback on the REF consultation directly or via the 

Secretariat by the 28th February.  

9.1.5 Following comments from the Committee, these would be incorporated into 

the final draft before the submission deadline of 17th March 2017.  

 

9.2  POSTnote on Research Integrity 

9.2.1  The Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology (POST) had recently 

published a POSTnote which discussed trends and developments on fraud, 

misconduct and mistakes in research and the publication of research results. 

It indicated that the trend in misconduct/mistakes in publishing was still 

upwards. There had also been a so-called 'crisis in reproducibility' of 

research. 

9.2.2 Written submissions considering views on the issue were due by 10 March 

2017. This work had also been taken on by the REF Subgroup. 

9.2.3 Due to time-constraints, the SG Chair could not go into the depth on this part 

of the work, but asked Committee members to consider the submission and 

provide a response by Friday, 24th February. 

http://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/POST-PN-0544/POST-PN-0544.pdf
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Action 9:  Secretariat to email out first draft of submission to all members and 

ask for comments by Friday, 24th February.  

 

10.0 ASRU 2017/2018 Future Workstreams 

10.1  The Head of ASRU provided the Committee with an overview of ASRU’s 

work plan for 2017 and asked that ASC consider how they might add value 

to the outcomes of the plan. 

10.2 Openness and Transparency 

Section 24 

 ASRU continue to explore options to address the aims of section 24 of the 

Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act (ASPA); both protecting information 

about people, places and intellectual property whilst providing greater 

openness and transparency. The Committee would be kept up to date 

with progress.  

Electronic Licensing System 

 As part of its continual review, ASRU are currently consulting 

stakeholders on the requirements of the electronic licensing system. As 

the licence for the system comes up for renewal it is timely ASRU 

consider options to maximise the operational utility of the system.  

10.3 Compliance Policy Document 

 Members were informed that an outline of the new compliance policy had 

been drafted; this would be revised and published in the first half of 2017. 

ASRU would be content to share the document  

Action 10:  ASRU to seek view from the ASC on the Compliance policy at its 

next meeting in May.  

10.4 Genetically Altered Animals (GAAs) 

 ASRU will continue to review the evidence base concerning the use of 

Clustered Regularly Interspaced Short Palindromic Repeats (CRISPR) to 

reduce and refine the use of animals in GAA breeding. Members enquired 

whether animals modified via CRISPR would fall under the same ‘GAA 

category’. The Head of ASRU confirmed that CRISPR-modified animals 

were categorised as genetically-modified animals and hence treated as 

such under regulation. 
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10.5 ASRU Inspectors 

 Two new inspectors would be joining ASRU this year. ASRU noted that 

they would be happy to extend elements of the inspector’s induction 

training to members of the ASC as a means of improving members 

understanding of the role of inspectors.   

10.6  Organisational Design 

 An inward facing exercise was to be carried out in 2017 to consider 

ASRU’s internal people and governance structure. 

10.7 Website Design 

 A further piece of work was aimed at reviewing the design of the website 

to increase its user-friendliness.   

10.8 Inspector Lead Areas 

 The Head of ASRU explained that during 2016 inspectors had been given 

lead roles within the inspectorate as a means of strengthening their 

expertise in specific areas and developing resilience across the 

inspectorate.  

 This development of lead areas for Inspectors was now taking shape and 

would be further developed in 2017. 

10.9 ASRU Engagement with Establishments 

 At a previous meeting, the Chair had requested an indication of the 

breadth of ASRU’s stakeholder engagement and current stakeholder 

interactions. The requested information had been presented as Paper 09 

(See section12). 

10.10 Brexit 

 Large parts of ASRU’s Brexit work plan for 2017/2018 would involve the 

mitigation of any potential unintended consequences during discussions in 

relation to ASPA and Brexit. The Head of ASRU confirmed that proposals 

which may impact the regulatory framework would be discussed with the 

Committee.  

10.11 Consideration of Implementation of Article 13  

 In the context of wider EU exit considerations ASRU is presently 

reviewing the policy position and advice in relation to Article 13. 
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11.0 ASC 2017/2018 Future Workstreams  

11.1  Preliminary discussions and canvassing of members’ opinions had yielded a 

number of suggestions for ASC’s self-commissioned work.  

11.2 The Chair introduced each of the work areas and initiated a discussion on 

whether the Committee wants to proceed with the workstream.  

11.3 Non-Human Primate Work 

 The Chair opened the discussion by enquiring whether the Committee 

wished to proceed with a piece of work reviewing considerations of 

research using NHPs. 

 Possibilities for this work included the review of technical issues and their 

ethical implications or a broader piece looking at the extent of social 

acceptability to welfare cost, considering the benefit of primate neurology 

work in particular, where much of it was classified as basic science. 

 While members considered this as a very valuable and necessary piece of 

work, it was questioned what novel ideas/ outcomes could be achieved. 

The Chair agreed that given the ASC’s resource base, it was unlikely that 

original research would be realizable but rather a synthesis of existing 

work that extracted aspects of concern. 

 As licences using NHP models are referred to the ASC by ASRU, an 

inward facing piece of work may be of value to the Committee itself. 

Members suggested that in the first instance a small workshop/ away-day 

could be held where the whole of the Committee could discuss previous 

referrals, their recommendations and presentations focused on issues 

raised by neurological and other NHP work and the scientific validity of 

results.  

 Furthermore, members suggested that it would be vital to continue visits 

to establishments, to discuss research, welfare and culture of care with 

researchers and animal care staff at facilities that use NHPs, in order to 

hear further views before consideration of this in a workstream.  

 Members discussed the protocols used in primate research, noting that it 

was not often possible to observe procedures during establishment visits. 

Wendy Jarrett suggested that a wide variety of video resources were now 

available, including virtual lab tours, NHPs ‘under experiment’ and other 

primate work material which could be viewed during the NHP ASC away-

day. 
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 The Chair concluded that before the instigation of a NHP workstream, it 

may be advantageous to receive wider views particularly from people who 

work in the field.   

Action 11:  Secretariat to contact establishments that perform research using 

NHPs for a visit and discussion with ASC members. 

Action 12: Following this visit, secretariat to organise a Committee away day 

for discussion around the issues raised by NHP work  

 

11.4  Statement of Good Practice 

 The Chair then led discussion on developing an ASC Statement of Good 

Practice on continuing concerns related to the use of animals in science 

such as poor experimental design and reporting, possible refinements not 

always being implemented, and reluctance from some to discontinue the 

use of certain animal models or methods. 

 To address these, the ASC proposed to provide a short statement of 

expectations for good practice, setting out aspirations of the Committee 

towards the achievement of high quality research. 

 Members discussed their expectations of researchers with regards to 

good practice and where it might be applicable, such as the scientific 

quality involved in the design, carrying out and reporting of experiments, 

promotion of a good culture of care, and ensuring the fullest 

implementation of the 3Rs.  

 ASRU’s Head of Policy reminded the Committee that ASRU Inspectors 

could only inspect against the legal minimum. There might be a risk that 

the report recommendations could be misinterpreted by the research 

community therefore, it might be helpful to seek legal advice in that 

respect  

 The Chair agreed that if this work were to be taken forward, it would need 

to be clarified that it remained distinct from legislation and any 

recommendations would not be inspected against.  

 The ASC was keen to take forward this workstream and the Chair 

suggested members come forward to participate in the working group. 

Action 13:  ASC to take forward a ‘Statement of Good Practice’ under the 

caveat that it would be reviewed by the ASC to avoid the 

aforementioned pitfalls and decision to publish taken by the full 

Committee. 



12 

 

11.5 ASRU relations with Establishments 

 The Animals in Science Regulation Unit (ASRU) were currently 

undertaking a review of their engagement with stakeholders with a view to 

improving their effectiveness and efficiency. The Chair proposed that the 

Committee may review aspects of this relationship with a view to making 

helpful suggestions and assisting in the determination of stakeholder 

concerns.  

 Members enquired whether a regulator-independent mechanism to raise 

concerns existed. The Head of ASRU Policy explained that currently 

regular meetings were held with licence holders such as the 

Establishment Licence Holder forum as well as 1:1 meetings, which 

provided opportunities to hear feedback from establishments. He 

accepted that, as the regulator of a diverse research community, there 

may be occasions of disagreement. However ASRU remain committed to 

identifying lessons to be learned and ways to go forward. 

 The Chair suggested that, as a way forward, the ASC may consider a 

review setting out what regulation was trying to achieve in the wider 

sense, including aspects of societal concerns and animal welfare.  

 ASRU’s Head of Policy suggested inviting regulators across government 

to present on aspects of regulation at a future ASC meeting.  

Action 14:  The Committee to revisit this topic at the next meeting to get 

further views on a comparative study of regulation?  

Action 15:  The Chair to advance ideas and collate a concrete proposal 

around the issues that had arisen during in the discussion. 

 

11.6 The following areas required further consideration by the Committee before 

being taken forward as concrete proposals for future work. The Chair 

introduced each area and opened the discussion. 

11.7 Societal Attitudes 

 The Chair explained that while it would be appropriate to review issues 

around society’s attitudes towards animal testing, an ASC-commissioned 

public opinion poll remains unattainable. A tracking Ipsos MORI Poll (last 

collated and published in 2016) had been running since 1999, and offered 

some findings in relation to the public’s attitude towards the use of 

animals in research. However, new questions had been added to the poll 

in 2014, hence particular trends based on the new questions cannot yet 

be determined with statistical significance. 
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 The Committee agreed that societal attitudes could be captured within the 

regulation review workstream (as described above). This workstream 

could also involve a review of social attitudes towards licences which did 

not involve special species (NHPs, cats, dogs and equids).  

 The Chair suggested a presentation by an external speaker around this 

issue in a future meeting.  

11.8 Animal Integrity 

 A Committee member identified an issue in relation to animal integrity, 

defined by what was deemed to be ‘natural / unnatural’ for the animal 

itself. This is an ongoing area of animal ethics which was currently not 

well defined in the methodology of a harm-benefit process. An example 

was the creation of hornless cattle by genome editing, where the effect 

could be deemed ‘welfare-neutral’ or even ‘beneficial’, but where 

questions of the integrity of the animal might arise, as to whether this was 

something that should not be done to an animal.  

 The Committee agreed that this presented a valuable area to review and 

could also be incorporated into the broader issue surrounding regulation. 

 The Chair suggested extending an invitation to a philosopher to present a 

morning session around the diverse range of philosophical issues related 

to the use of animals in science.  

Action 16:  Secretariat to follow up on the invitation of philosopher to present 

at a future ASC meeting.  

 

11.9 Genome-Editing Technologies - CRISPR 

 A paper was introduced by the Secretariat providing an overview of the 

recent considerations regarding the use of genome editing tools, such as 

CRISPR, and their ethical implications. 

 The secretary explained that in September 2016 The Nuffield Council for 

Bioethics published an extensive document reviewing issues surrounding 

genome editing tools.  This first report, setting out the technology and 

potential areas for application, would be followed up by the Nuffield 

Council with a second report considering the ethical considerations of 

CRISPR and other genome-editing techniques in more detail. 

 The Chair concluded that it would be useful that these reports and 

developments were kept under review, but duplication of work across 

other Committees should be avoided. 
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12.0 ASRU Update 

12.1 ASRU Stakeholder Engagement 

 Prior to the meeting, the ASC Chair requested information on ASRUs 

engagement with stakeholders. The Chair thanked the Head of ASRU for 

providing this paper and asked her to introduce the breadth of ASRUs 

stakeholder engagement to the Committee.  

 The Head of ASRU provided an overview of ASRU’s engagement with 

stakeholders which covers a range of purposes, including horizon 

scanning, policy consultation and expert input to particular issues. 

 Operational engagement with establishments takes place as part of the 

inspectors’ duties as set out in the Guidance on the Operation of the 

ASPA. 

 The Chief Inspector, Principal inspectors, the Head of Policy and the 

Head of Operations undertook regular joint visits to discuss concerns and 

gain feedback from establishments. 

 During discussion members enquired whether ASRU staff were in 

‘listening’ or ‘teaching’ mode during visits to facilities and discussions with 

staff. The Head of ASRU explained that ASRU remained open to 

constructive comment and was regularly challenged during meetings held 

with licence holders at the Establishment Licence Holder forum, other 

stakeholder forums and through 1:1 meetings.      

 

12.2 Rehoming Advice  

 

 ASRU was currently revising the Rehoming Advice and asked the 

Committee to provide further input. 

 

12.3 Licence Application Referrals 

 Four licences were expected to be referred to the Committee over the 

next months. These were currently with applicants but close to 

completion. 

 

13.0 Chair’s Update/ Committee Matters 

13.1  The Chair advised members on upcoming appraisals. The Chair reiterated 

that this appraisal process provides an opportunity for feedback from 

members. 
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13.3 The Chair updated members on his December meeting at the European 

Parliament, in Brussels, initiated by the Dutch National Committee, 

discussing "Phasing out animal experiments, the next steps: applying 

openness, scientific justification and transparent reporting".  

 

14.0 AOB 

14.1 Discussions were held regarding the description of meeting papers as 

‘Open/ Closed Documents’. The Head of Home Office Science Secretariat 

clarified that Papers marked ‘OPEN’ can be discussed freely whereas 

papers marked ‘CLOSED’ should be treated as confidential and not 

discussed outside of the Committee.  

 

 

          Next Meeting 

          15 May 2017 
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ANNEX A 
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Mr Will Reynolds 

Dr Sue Houlton 

Dr Peter Thornton 

Dr Michael Carling 
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Ms Caroline Wheeler 

 

Apologies 

Dr Hannah Clarke 
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