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Exclusion of Liability

The use of our booklets (publications) and statements of GV-SOLAS, including the implementation of
information contained therein, should be explicitly at your own risk. GV-SOLAS and the authors cannot be
held accountable for any accidents or damages of any kind arising from the use of the publication (e.g.
due to lack of safety information), irrespective of any legal grounds. Liability claims against GV-SOLAS
and the authors for any damage to material or immaterial nature, caused by the use or nonuse of the
information, or the use of incorrect and/or incomplete information, are generally excluded. Therefore, all
legal and/or any damage claims are to be excluded. The publication, including all content, has been
compiled with the greatest care. However, GV-SOLAS and the authors assume no liability for the
relevance, correctness, completeness of quality for the information provided. Printing errors or false
information cannot be completely excluded. GV-SOLAS and the authors cannot assume any legal
responsibility or liability of any nature for any incorrect information and as such for any resulting
consequences. Only owners of the websites printed in these publications are responsible for contents of
these Internet pages. GV-SOLAS and the authors therefore explicitly disassociate themselves from all
third party contents. Liability is accepted in accordance with the German press laws: the Board of
Directors of GV-SOLAS.

The increasing international transfer of genetically modified mice is associated with higher risks
pertaining to the dissemination of microorganisms. Although by now — also due to animal
welfare reasons — preferentially cryo-conserved sperm or embryos are shipped, shipping of live
animals is often the standard procedure, as many academic institutions do not have the
infrastructure to conduct embryo transfer. Therefore, the exact review of the health status of
mice as well as the documentation of this reviewing process is extremely important to prevent
an introduction of unwanted microorganisms into an animal facility. For this, the receiving
institutions need reliable information on the current health status of the animals. An
interpretation based solely on laboratory reports holds many risks.

For a correct interpretation of health monitoring reports it is extremely important to likewise
receive information on the health monitoring programme (2), e.g.,
e animal husbandry
e time of sampling
e approach (examination of colony vs. sentinel animals)
e sentinel system (species, strain, age, contact with animal population via dirty bedding,
drinking bottles, food or direct contact, length of exposure etc.)
animal number per sampling and number of animals tested over a period (e.g. from start
of the colony, previous 24 or 18 months)
testing of environmental samples
testing of sick and moribund animals
test methods
frequency of scheduled sampling,
introduction of biological materials into animal facility, testing of biological materials for
microbial contamination
¢ definition of microbiological unit, risk factors for introduction of unwanted microorganisms
etc.)
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European animal facilities increasingly apply the recommendations of the Federation of
European Laboratory Animal Science Associations (FELASA) for the health monitoring of
rodents (1). A joint working group of FELASA and the American Association for Laboratory
Animal Science (AALAS) has published a position statement to discuss the potential for an
international harmonized health monitoring reporting format. This would be highly appreciated in
an international context.

Both recommendations have similar objectives; slightly differ in some aspects however. The
FELASA recommendations (1) give concrete information on the implementation of the testing
programme whereas the requirements for the layout of the health monitoring report are less
precise. In contrast to this the FELASA-AALAS recommendation (4) puts forward the creation
and formatting of a health monitoring report. An easy to recognize layout as well as a precise list
of microorganisms to be specified in a health monitoring report are compiled. These lists are not
complete, however, as e.g. in immunodeficient animals or under certain circumstances
additional microorganisms can be considered (e.g. opportunistic microorganisms,
dermatophytes etc.).

Many formats for the description of health monitoring programmes as well as for the respective
health monitoring reports exist nationally and internationally. In Europe, health monitoring
reports are increasingly generated using the design of the FELASA recommendations for the
health monitoring of rodents (1994, 1996, 2002, 2014). In particular, institutions in Non-
European countries often supply test reports from testing laboratories without any explanation or
summary. This inconsistent reporting holds many risks, i.a. creates uncertainty when
interpreting results, wastes time in daily routine because of necessary further enquiries with
senders and can therefore cause delays when importing important mouse strains. As the
interpretation of health reports is very complex, respective experts are needed for a proper
interpretation (4).

The format shall enable the compilation of a standardised health monitoring report and thus
simplify its interpretation. The decision how and for which microorganisms tests will be
performed is dependent on the respective institution and the use of the animals in research. In
addition to that, a standardised health monitoring report shall facilitate to determine for which
microorganisms was actually tested (3).

The proposed format for a health monitoring report by the AALAS—-FELASA Working Group can
be downloaded for mice and rats in an excel-format. The format can be adapted respectively.

The following important information shall be considered when using the format:

- The list of microorganisms and their respective order should be maintained.

- Additionally detected and relevant microorganisms as well as newly described and
important microorganisms should be listed. They can be inserted e.g. under “additional
agents”.

- If no tests were performed for some microorganisms, they should be listed and NOT
TESTED should be noted.

- If microorganisms are detected, confirmation tests shall be noted and specified.

- Ideally, the health monitoring programme should be described precisely.

- A contact person should be specified.

- Changes in taxonomy and nomenclature should be adjusted, i.e. Pasteurellaceae (7, 8).

The GV-SOLAS Working Group on Hygiene explicitly recommends the use of this format in
order to improve and facilitate the interpretation of health monitoring reports when importing
rodents in an European and International context.

Page 3of 4


https://www.aalas.org/media/75e62578-047c-4dda-8d92-027f5c61bf7d/1313255132/Pos%20State/Figure-1.xlsx
https://www.aalas.org/media/a0f0d71f-26a5-423c-8d6c-09b443067e32/-252828811/Pos%20State/Figure-2.xlsx

GV-SOLAS, Working Group on Hygiene, Harmonisation of Health Monitoring Reports, March 2018

Literature:

1. Mahler M, Berard M, Feinstein R, et al. FELASA recommendations for the health monitoring of
mouse, rat, hamster, guinea pig and rabbit colonies in breeding and experimental units. Lab Anim
2014; 48: 178-192.

2. Nicklas W. International Harmonization of Health Monitoring. ILAR J 2008; 49: 338-346.

3. Prins J.-B. A harmonized health reporting format for international transfer of rodents. Lab Anim 2015;
49: 353.

4. Pritchett-Corning K. R., Prins J.-B., Feinstein R., et al. AALAS/FELASA working group on health
monitoring of rodents for animal transfer. J Am Assoc Lab Anim Sci 2014; 53: 633-640.

5. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4253575/figure/figl/
6. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4253575/figure/fig2/

7. Adhikary,S., Nicklas, W., Bisgaard, M., Boot, R., Kuhnert, P., Waberschek, T., Aalbaek, B., Korczak,
B., Christensen, H.. Rodentibacter gen. nov. including Rodentibacter pneumotropicus comb. nov.,
Rodentibacter heylii sp. nov., Rodentibacter myodis sp. nov., Rodentibacter ratti sp. nov.,
Rodentibacter heidelbergensis sp. nov., Rodentibacter trehalosifermentans sp. nov., Rodentibacter
rarus sp. nov., Rodentibacter mrazii and two genomospecies. Int J Syst Evol Microbiol 2017; 67,
1793-1806.

8. Boot, R., Nicklas, W., Christensen, H. Revised taxonomy and nomenclature of rodent
Pasteurellaceae: implications for monitoring. Lab Anim 2018; 52, 300-303.

Page 4 of 4


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4253575/figure/fig1/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4253575/figure/fig2/

