arXiv:2110.15795v2 [stat.AP] 21 Nov 2021

Received: Added at production Revised: Added at production Accepted: Added at production

DOI: xxx/xxxx

ARTICLE TYPE

Statistical Review of Animal Trials - A Guideline

Sophie K. Piper*^{1,2} | Dario Zocholl^{1,2} | Ulf Toelch^3 | Robert Roehle^{1,2,4} | Andrea Stroux^{1,2} | Johanna Hößler^5 | Anne Zinke^5 | Frank Konietschke^{1,2}

1Charité – Universitätsmedizin Berlin, corporate member of Freie Universität Berlin and Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin, Institute of Biometry and Clinical Epidemiology ,Charitéplatz 1, 10117 Berlin, Germany 2Berlin Institute of Health at Charité – Universitätsmedizin Berlin, Charitéplatz 1, 10117 Berlin, Germany 3Berlin Institute of Health at Charité – Universitätsmedizin Berlin, QUEST Center for Responsible Research, Anna-Louisa-Karsch Str. 2, 10178 Berlin, Germany 4Charité – Universitätsmedizin Berlin, corporate member of Freie Universität Berlin and Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin, Clinical Trial Office , Charitéplatz 1, 10117 Berlin, Germany 5Landesamt für Gesundheit und Soziales, Referat für gesundheitlichen Verbraucherschutz, Postfach 310929, 10639 Berlin, Germany

Correspondence *Corresponding author, Email: sophie.piper@charite.de

Present Address Charitéplatz 1, 10117 Berlin,Germany

Summary Any experiment involving living organisms requires justification of the need and moral defensibleness of the study. Statistical planning, design and sample size calculation of the experiment are no less important review criteria than general medical and ethical points to consider. Errors made in the statistical planning and data evaluation phase can have severe consequences on both results and conclusions. They might proliferate and thus impact future trials — an unintended outcome of fundamental research with profound ethical consequences. Unified statistical standards are currently missing for animal review boards in Germany. In order to accompany, we developed a biometric form to be filled and handed in with the proposal at the local authority on animal welfare. It addresses relevant points to consider for biostatistical planning of animal experiments and can help both the applicants and the reviewers in overseeing the entire experiment(s) planned. Furthermore, the form might also aid in meeting the current standards set by the 3+3R’s principle of animal experimentation Replacement, Reduction, Refinement as well as Robustness, Registration and Reporting. The form has already been in use by the local authority of animal welfare in Berlin, Germany. In addition, we provide reference to our user guide giving more detailed explanation and examples for each section of the biometric form. Unifying the set of biostatistical aspects will help both the applicants and the reviewers to equal standards and increase quality of preclinical research projects, also for translational, multicenter, or international studies.

KEYWORDS:

statistical planning, statistical guideline, preclinical research, sample size, ethics approval, animal experiment, ethics committee, animal welfare act

1 INTRODUCTION

Reviews of any experiment involving living organisms are a necessity. They require justification of need and moral defensibleness through harm benefit assessment of the study. Beyond medical and ethical considerations, design, sample size calculation and the statistical analysis plan of the experiment constitute important review criteria^1. Up to now, however, trained biostatisticians are still underrepresented members of §15 Animal Welfare Act committees. An unpublished national survey revealed that only 8 out of 34 (∼ 24%)^1 active committees for animal research in Germany have appointed a statistician in 2020.

1information for one additional committee was not available

In comparison with clinical trials, pre-clinical experiments often split up into several sub-experiments across several model systems to support knowledge claims. Due to the complex study structures statistical evaluation demands expertise. Robust results depend on meaningful and efficient statistical planning of all sub-experiments. Here, efficiency relates to the trade-off between ethical concerns (reduction of animals) and reliability of the statistical methods (in the sense of uncertainty reduction)^{2,3}. Often, animal testing is conducted with very small sample sizes, e.g. ten or even less animals per group^4. On the contrary, many statistical methods require medium or large sample sizes for an accurate type-1 error rate control. In case of (very) small sample sizes and when test assumptions are not met, the test procedure might be liberal and thus might tend to over-reject the null hypothesis. Errors made in the statistical planning and data evaluation phase can have severe consequences on both results and conclusions^5. They might proliferate and thus impact future trials—an unintended outcome of fundamental research with profound ethical consequences. Therefore, animal experiments must be efficient in both medical and statistical ways^6. However, the complexity and the exploratory nature of the studies typically makes the statistical planning a rather challenging but nevertheless non-negligible task^{7,8}. Existing and well established clinical trial criteria like randomization, blinding, pre-registration, interim analysis, etc., are also applicable in pre-clinical phases^9. All in all, statistical aspects are key quality criteria and every Animal Welfare Act committee should be aware of their importance.

With this article we aim to raise awareness for the need of statistical expertise in Animal Welfare Act committees and introduce a form sheet addressing relevant points to consider for biostatistical planning of animal experiments. The form has already been in use by the local authority of animal welfare in Berlin, Germany, and is available online (in German).^{10} Unifying the set of biostatistical aspects will help both the applicants and the reviewers to equal standards and increase quality of preclinical research projects, also for translational, multicenter, or international studies^9. Furthermore, the form might also aid in meeting the current standards set by the 3+3R’s principle of animal experimentation Replacement, Reduction, Refinement^{11} as well as Robustness, Registration and Reporting^5.

In the following, all criteria will be explicitly presented and explained in Section 2. Further, we discuss first experiences from both applicants and reviewers in Section 3. In addition, we provide a reference to our user guide giving more detailed explanation and examples for each section of the biometric form.

2 BIOMETRIC CRITERIA

As mentioned before, we recall important statistical review criteria in this section. All of them are listed in the current biometric planning form used by the local authority of animal welfare in Berlin, Germany. The layout of the form helps both the applicants and reviewers to summarize the primary goal of the study, its (statistical) planning, sample size calculation and verification in a precise, specific and condense way. In the following, we explain the individual items briefly.

1. Goal of the (sub)-trial: A precise description of the (primary) study goal is key for successful implementation and review. This is reflected in item 13 of the ARRIVE guidelines 2.0: "Objectives: Clearly describe the research question, research objectives and, where appropriate, specific hypotheses being tested."^8 At this stage, indicating whether the trial is exploratory or confirmatory is mandatory.

Whereas exploratory research aims at generating new hypothesis, confirmatory research will test these novel hypotheses in a robust manner. Even though there is a gradient between the two, researchers should be aware that confirmatory studies are characterised by increased reliability and validity of experimental evidence. This is particularly important with regard to the translation of results from animal models into clinical contexts^{12}. The distinction between research conducted in exploratory or confirmatory mode has an influence on all biostatistical criteria. One important aspect is the balance between Type I errors (false positives) and Type II errors (false negatives). In many biomedical fields, prior probabilities of a hypothesis being true are low. With low numbers of experimental units (i.e. in most cases animals) in exploratory studies the chances of a Type II error are high. This carries the risk of discarding viable hypotheses too early in a research trajectory. That means stringent null hypothesis testing with a focus on standard p-value thresholds in exploratory research will eventually result in a low positive predictive value^{13}. Research conducted in exploratory mode should thus focus on high internal validity by for example reducing risk of bias. Whether an exploratory result is based on a true (i.e. biologically meaningful) effect or is false positive is almost impossible to justify. Evidence in such experiments should be judged on effect sizes and uncertainty rather than stringent p-value thresholds. Confirmatory experiments are then needed to collect robust evidence with regard to a specific hypothesis^{7,14} .

2. Primary endpoint of each sub-experiment:

The primary endpoint is the outcome measure that is used to answer the primary research question and it is also the endpoint the study is powered for. It should be specified precisely with the exact measurement method, the unit of measurement and the specific point in time when the measurement for the primary research question is taken. The latter is especially important if the study has a longitudinal design and observations are made at several time points.

3. Description of the study design: A detailed description of the study design is necessary to characterize whether it is suited to reach the study goals. Design aspects as well as methods against bias (blinding and randomization) should be taken into account.

• Design: A detailed description of the study design is fundamental. A flowchart is a useful and helpful tool to illustrate design and workflow of the trial (e.g. https://www.nc3rs.org.uk/experimental-design-assistant-eda).

• Blinding: Blinding means that information about treatment allocation is withheld from certain or all investigators involved with the aim of minimizing information bias and enhancing the study quality^{15}. Applicants should distinguish between blinding for conduct of the experiment, assessment of outcome, and analysis. Procedures should be described in detail as in most cases blinding involves several parties that need to be coordinated. In case blinding is not applicable, further methods against bias must be suggested and justified.

• Randomization: Randomization describes the process of randomly allocating the treatments to the study subjects with the aim of minimizing selection bias and distributing potentially influential parameters evenly across groups. In pre-clinical research, randomization seems not to be as fully integrated as in clinical phases and its impact is often underestimated. Systematic differences between experimental divisions may induce bias and thus might impact the results and aid false conclusions^{15}. Furthermore, since animals are typically kept in shared cages, possible cluster effects should be taken into account. This applies also to physiological factors like e.g. weight that may have an influence on the primary outcome. Here, block randomisation is necessary. As for blinding, details of the randomization procedure have to be provided. If randomization is not applicable, further methods against bias and confounding must be provided and justified.

4. Sample size calculation: The exact number of experimental units allocated to each group as well as the total number of animals in each experiment should be specified (corresponding to ARRIVE guideline item 2a)^8. Moreover, details of the sample size calculation should include the following information:

• Confirmatory trial: A summarizing statement giving (i) the name of the statistical test used for sample size calculation, (ii) the chosen significance level (𝛼), (iii) the desired power (1 − 𝛽) with 𝛽 being the type II error-rate, (iv) whether a one- or a two-sided significance-level will be used, and, (v) the physiologically relevant (minimal) effect size with regard to the primary endpoint that is planned to be confirmed. For (v) it is important to state how this effect size was derived, i.e., which expected mean and standard deviation (𝑆𝐷) per group are assumed. If possible, this should be backed up by at least one published reference. Since effect size estimates from exploratory studies are often inflated^{16} these should be conservatively evaluated if used for subsequent confirmatory trials. Finally, (vi) the software used to calculate the sample size (including version number) should be given.

• Exploratory study/ pilot study or orientation trial/ preliminary technical test:

If possible, a priori sample size calculation should be done giving all required details (i-vi) stated above for confirmatory trials. If this is not possible, it should at least be explained how the sample size was derived. That is, what confidence interval width for the effect estimate can be achieved with the chosen sample size (e.g. width of the 95% confidence interval). Justification of the sample size could be based on feasibility within a given time frame and laboratory or on the smallest effect size of interest^2. A useful tool to a priori evaluate the achievable evidence for a range of effect sizes is a power curve.

In clinical pilot trials that wish to estimate mean and variance of a metric endpoint twelve samples per group have been recommended^{17}. Furthermore, if the trial aims at estimating an effect size for future confirmatory trials, the width of the two-sided (1 − 𝛼) Wald-type confidence interval 𝐶𝐼 = [𝑀𝑒𝑎𝑛 ∓^{1.96}√_𝑛 ⋅ 𝑆𝐷], which is 2 ⋅^{1.96}√_𝑛 ⋅ 𝑆𝐷, is a useful criterion for sample size justification. For example, its width is 1 𝑆𝐷 if 𝑛 = 16 for any arbitrary endpoint^2. Any value smaller than 𝑛 = 16 will result in an interval, which is wider than 1 standard deviation.

Caveat: P-values derived from exploratory experiments are not suited to enable decisions towards further experiments like confirmatory studies. Ideally, go/no-go criteria for engaging in confirmatory studies should be defined a priori.^{18,12}

In addition, irrespective of the exploratory or confirmatory nature of the study (vii) the number of required reserve animals or dropouts due to premature death, incorrect interventions, etc. should be given. Here, reporting a dropout rate only is not sufficient but the absolute number of additional animals should be stated explicitly. Of note, the absolute number of dropouts is often falsely calculated. If the estimated dropout rate r, e.g 0.2 corresponding to 20% and the required sample size n resulting from the sample size calculation are given, the correct number of additional animals needed would be 𝑛_{𝑑𝑟𝑜𝑝𝑜𝑢𝑡} = 𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑢𝑝(^𝑛_{(1−𝑟)} − 𝑛) or for the total number needed: 𝑛_{𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙} = 𝑛 + 𝑛_{𝑑𝑟𝑜𝑝𝑜𝑢𝑡} = 𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑢𝑝(^𝑛_{(1−𝑟)} ).

5. Statistical Analysis (e.g.: type of statistical model, consideration of relevant covariates, adjustments for multiple testing, secondary analyses, handling of missing data) A brief summary of the planned methods of analysis in this (sub-)trial should be given including descriptive statistics. Most importantly, this section should contain the analysis of the primary endpoint, which should be in line with the statistical test used to calculate the sample size. Moreover, variables with a relevant effect on the endpoint, baseline measurements, confounder, repeated measures or site and cluster effects must be considered. Particularly when small sample sizes preclude inclusion of aforementioned parameters (overparametrization), the specific model choice should be discussed. It must also be reported how missing data will be dealt with or why no missing data are expected. If several subgroups are being compared, it should be declared if and how the analyses will be adjusted for multiple testing. Further, all secondary analyses should at least be briefly reported. This could be for instance any exploratory subgroup analyses, sensitivity analyses, further statistical modelling and graphical illustrations planned.

6. Is there a logical or sequential order of the experiments planned? (e.g. requirements that have to be fulfilled and consequences on any of the following experiments that can arise) Often animal studies are planned with a distinct order of single experiments. Results of one experiment can have an impact on subsequent experiments, e.g. on the dosage applied, the operational setting used, the number of subgroups investigated, or the time point of investigation. It should be stated explicitly if there are any prerequisites from previous (sub-)experiments in this trial that have to be fulfilled in order to start with the present (sub-)experiment. If experiments follow a logical order and/or a sequential or adaptive planning, any conditions that lead to a go/no-go decision must be stated clearly, as well as their impact on further experiments and analyses. Such conditions can, but do not have to be of statistical nature. In some cases, a strict biological/medical justification might be sufficient, for example to stop based on exceeding pre-specified thresholds on established scores, or for instance if in other ways a treatment turns out to be not tolerable. Further, there might be arguments from a design perspective to not perform an experiment: if the experiment is clearly a follow-up on a subsequent experiment, it might make no sense to perform the second experiment if the result of the first was negative. Although this is rarely the case for preclinical research, group sequential testing in the strict statistical sense might be planned^{19}. In this case, a clear reporting of time points and nature of the interim analyses is required, i.e. under which conditions will the experiment be terminated and how do results of this (sub)-experiment affect the rest of the trial or follow-up experiments. To facilitate better understanding by the reviewers a flowchart of the sequence of experiments is recommended.

7. Summary of the sample size calculation for each (sub-) trial:

For a detailed overview of the final design, the calculated sample size (including possible dropouts) for each group, assumed effect sizes and/or effects to be estimated are summarized in a table. An example is provided in Table 1.

8. Signatures Statistical expertise during the planning phase of the experiment will enhance the quality of the trial. Having the form signed by a biostatistician involved in the planning likely reduces the number of revisions and inquiries by the local authority of animal welfare. In our form the signature is facultative.

9. Preregistration Additionally, though this was not included in the biometric from sheet, we highly recommend to preregister the planned trial. Preregistration is an important step towards reproducible and efficient research. So far it cannot be legally required by the animal welfare authorities at the time of application. In preregistrations, important information about the experimental design and analysis is pre-specified and digitally saved in an appropriate portal. One such portal is operated by the Bundesinstitut für Risikobewertung (Federal Insitute for Risk Assessment)

TABLE 1 Breakdown of the statistical design, effect sizes and sample size calculations

Group Primary Expected Effect

Reference for Effect Size Drop Out Sample Size

Endpoint (e.g., means with ) expected effect Rate (Dropouts

(standard deviations) included)

A (control) weight [g] A: mean 100g (SD: 20g)

Name et al. (2020) Cohen’s d=1 25% 17∕0.75 ≈ 23

B (treatment) after 3 weeks B: mean 120g (SD: 20g)

17∕0.75 ≈ 23

⋮ ⋮ ⋮ ⋮ ⋮ ⋮ ⋮ Total: 46

https://www.animalstudyregistry.org/. Currently, information within a preregistration is under embargo for up to five years and can only be accessed by the investigators and later editors and reviewers. Only after publication the preregistration is accessible for third parties making scooping near impossible. Preregistrations also do not preclude exploratory research but help distinguish confirmatory from exploratory aspects of a study.

3 CONCLUDING REMARKS

For clinical trials (including early and later phase), ethical review boards are well established^{20,21}. Thorough reviews include verification of the need of the study, its correct implementation along with proper risk/benefit assessments. Especially the latter involves attesting correct choice and usage of the statistical methods applied for planning and analysis of the data. Whereas ethics commissions for clinical trials often appointed a trained statistician^{22} , this is usually not the case for ethics commissions with emphasis on preclinical and animal trials. About 80%^2 of the current German animal ethic commissions do not involve a biostatistician. In principle, they consist of members appointed by animal welfare organisations and research institutions. Moreover, unified standards are currently missing and guidelines for pre-clinical trials^9 on statistical planning and reporting have not yet received much attention. On top, review boards work completely independent due to federal regulations without having unified criteria.^{23} In general, missing of the latter complicates the work of reviewers and does not guarantee an unbiased review process upon known criteria for the applicants. The situation particularly impedes planning and conducting of multi-center pre-clinical trials where every involved research institution must apply for approval by their own local authority.

We here introduced a guideline indexing biostatistical criteria that should be reported by applicants to receive ethics approval. It was our initiative in 2018 to collaborate with the local authority of animal welfare in Berlin, Germany, since we identified an urgent need to improve application quality during our consultancies^3 as well as our work for the local ethical review board. We have frequently observed application forms for animal trials that were unclear in design, imprecise in stating the research question and hypotheses, deficient in reporting of statistical planning and unfortunately also sometimes simply inappropriate by pasting text blocks from former applications. Our biometric form sheet has been implemented by the local authority of animal welfare in March 2019 on a voluntary basis and its use is obligatory since January 2021. After two years, we can already summarize that our form sheet helps reviewers in assessing research goals and trial design also in rather complex pre-clinical trials. Applicants, on the other side, have not always received the new biometric form sheet with enthusiasm. For those without sound education in statistics it is partly overwhelming in what detail they should now explain their primary research goal, sample size planning and statistical analysis - which was much less strictly handled before. Usually, several hours of consultancy work are needed until the form sheet is ready to be signed by the

2with missing information of one federal state 3In 2020, we consulted 116 applications for animal experiments.

consulting statistician. Most often the distinction between exploratory and confirmatory research is not clear to applicants. From February to December 2020, roughly 150 application forms for animal experiments have been reviewed by the animal welfare committee of the the local authority of animal welfare in Berlin. Of these applications, about 35% used the new biometric form, which was recommended but not required at that time. If the form was not used, about 90% of the applications had statistical deficiencies that demanded major revision. With the new form, deficiencies were less frequent (about 70%), though still far from satisfactory. We believe this is based on the fact that most applications were completed without the help of a biostatistician. We are optimistic that deficiencies will decrease further in 2021, as the form is now mandatory and early assistance from a biostatistician is strongly recommended. To assist applicants, we have written a constantly updated user guide on how to complete the biometric form. There, we extend the motivation and explanation for each point in the form. Moreover, we provide explicit examples for an exploratory and a confirmatory study (see doi xxx - to be announced).

In conclusion, preclinical researcher need biostatistical support when planning their experiments. From our consultancy experiences, we developed and implemented a biometric form sheet to guide applicants. This is a first step to standardize applications and streamline ethical reviews. Finally, we plan for broader dissemination in collaboration with the remaining animal welfare authorities in Germany.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft grant number DFG KO 4680/4-1.

Author contributions

SKP, DZ, UT, AS, RR, and FK designed the biometric form sheet and prepared parts and critically revised the manuscript. JH and AK acquired background information about the local animal welfare authorities in Germany and carefully revised the manuscript.

Financial disclosure

None reported.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare no potential conflict of interests.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Anonymized data about the usage of the biometric form sheet are available at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5615540.

References

1. Kilkenny C, Parsons N, Kadyszewski E, et al. Survey of the quality of experimental design, statistical analysis and reporting of research using animals. PloS one 2009; 4(11): e7824.

2. Festing MF. On determining sample size in experiments involving laboratory animals. Laboratory animals 2018; 52(4):

341–350.

3. Festing MF, Baumans V, Combes RD, et al. Reducing the use of laboratory animals in biomedical research: problems and possible solutions: the report and recommendations of ECVAM workshop 29. Alternatives to Laboratory Animals 1998; 26(3): 283–301.

4. Bonapersona V, Hoijtink H, Sarabdjitsingh R, Joëls M. Increasing the statistical power of animal experiments with historical control data. Nature Neuroscience 2021; 24(4): 470–477.

5. Strech D, Dirnagl U. 3Rs missing: animal research without scientific value is unethical. BMJ Open Science 2019; 3(1):

bmjos–2018.

6. Ludolph AC, Bendotti C, Blaugrund E, et al. Guidelines for preclinical animal research in ALS/MND: A consensus meeting.

Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis 2010; 11(1-2): 38-45. PMID: 20184514doi: 10.3109/17482960903545334

7. Kimmelman J, Mogil JS, Dirnagl U. Distinguishing between Exploratory and Confirmatory Preclinical Research Will Improve Translation. PLOS Biology 2014; 12(5): e1001863. doi: 10.1371/journal.pbio.1001863

8. Sert P. dN, Hurst V, Ahluwalia A, et al. The ARRIVE guidelines 2.0: Updated guidelines for reporting animal research.

Journal of Cerebral Blood Flow & Metabolism 2020; 40(9): 1769–1777.

9. Festing MF, Altman DG. Guidelines for the design and statistical analysis of experiments using laboratory animals. ILAR journal 2002; 43(4): 244–258.

10. Formblatt Angaben zur Biometrischen Planung. https://www.berlin.de/lageso/gesundheit/veterinaerwesen/tierschutz/versuchsvorhaben/;

. Accessed: 2021-08-25.

11. Guhad F. Introduction to the 3Rs (refinement, reduction and replacement). Journal of the American Association for Laboratory Animal Science 2005; 44(2): 58–59.

12. Drude NI, Martinez Gamboa L, Danziger M, Dirnagl U, Toelch U. Science Forum: Improving preclinical studies through replications. eLife 2021; 10: e62101. Publisher: eLife Sciences Publications, Ltddoi: 10.7554/eLife.62101

13. Ioannidis JPA. Why Most Published Research Findings Are False. PLOS Medicine 2005; 2(8): e124.

doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.0020124

14. Mogil JS, Macleod MR. No publication without confirmation. Nature News 2017; 542(7642): 409. doi: 10.1038/542409a

15. Hirst JA, Howick J, Aronson JK, et al. The need for randomization in animal trials: an overview of systematic reviews. PLoS One 2014; 9(6): e98856.

16. Colquhoun D. An investigation of the false discovery rate and the misinterpretation of p-values. Royal Society Open Science;

1(3): 140216. Publisher: Royal Societydoi: 10.1098/rsos.140216

17. Julious SA. Sample size of 12 per group rule of thumb for a pilot study. Pharmaceutical Statistics: The Journal of Applied Statistics in the Pharmaceutical Industry 2005; 4(4): 287–291.

18. Albers C, Lakens D. When power analyses based on pilot data are biased: Inaccurate effect size estimators and follow-up bias. Journal of experimental social psychology 2018; 74: 187–195.

19. Neumann K, Grittner U, Piper SK, et al. Increasing efficiency of preclinical research by group sequential designs. PLoS biology 2017; 15(3): e2001307.

20. Buchner B, Hase F, Borchers D, Pigeot I. Tasks, regulations, and functioning of ethics committees. Bundesgesundheitsblatt, Gesundheitsforschung, Gesundheitsschutz 2019; 62(6): 690–696.

21. Doppelfeld E, Hasford J. Medical research ethics committees in the Federal Republic of Germany: establishment and integration into medical research. Bundesgesundheitsblatt, Gesundheitsforschung, Gesundheitsschutz 2019; 62(6): 682–689.

22. Rauch G, Hafermann L, Mansmann U, Pigeot I. Comprehensive survey among statistical members of medical ethics committees in Germany on their personal impression of completeness and correctness of biostatistical aspects of submitted study protocols. BMJ open 2020; 10(2).

23. Jörgensen S, Lindsjö J, Weber EM, Röcklinsberg H. Reviewing the review: A pilot study of the ethical review process of animal research in Sweden. Animals 2021; 11(3): 708.

APPENDIX