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Executive Summary
The taskforce met between December 2025 and March 2026 to review the current state of how animal facilities across the University of Wyoming are managed and to develop recommendations on what would be needed to enhance animal welfare, create consistency across the facilities, positively impact researchers, post-doctoral fellows, graduate students, and student researchers, and position the University for accreditation with appropriate bodies. In addition, the task force collected data on current capacities and usage across the various facilities.
The charge to the task forces was to:
· Review of best practices by other institutions of similar size as the University
· Administrative and management structure and policy for centralized management of animal facilities across the campus
· Staff needs for centralized management of animal facilities
· Strategy for financial support and management of the animal facilities
The task forces did not specifically investigate animal facility management models at other institutions; it did however identify guidelines for establishing best practices[footnoteRef:1],[footnoteRef:2],[footnoteRef:3] at the University of Wyoming for animal husbandry and animal welfare standard operating procedures. Reflected in the recommendations are expectations that UW should clearly define, consolidate, and communicate the minimum allowable requirements for animal care and management under the authority of the IACUC and animal care program. These requirements should be consistently applied, monitored, and supported by leadership. Establishing and reinforcing baseline standards can promote uniform compliance, reduce ambiguity, and visibly demonstrate that animal welfare is both a regulatory obligation and an institutional priority. [1:  https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK500430/]  [2:  https://www.vet.cornell.edu/animal-health-diagnostic-center/programs/nyschap/modules-documents/best-management-practices#:~:text=General%20hygiene%20%2D%20promote%20and%20provide,output%20fans%2C%20vents%20properly%20placed.]  [3:  https://animalcare.umich.edu/uncategorized/what-makes-a-good-research-neighbor-best-practices-for-animal-care-facilities/#:~:text=Animal%20use%20areas%20should%20be,integrity%20of%20our%20collective%20work.] 

The future approaches to managing animal facilities across the campus was also discussed. Three models were selected to be explored: 1) Keeping the current distributed and independently managed model; 2) Establishing a hybrid model where roles and responsibilities are divided between central and distributed; and 3) A fully centralized management model. The taskforce consensus was that without financial and business modeling it is difficult to recommend any one approach.
Staffing needs were also discussed irrespective of the type of management model. There was consensus that additional staff is currently needed so that the proposed staff can work in shifts to back up each other and reduce the reliance on researchers, student technicians, and student researchers. To function efficiently, ensure compliance with regulations and procedures, and improve animal welfare, the total staffing across all facilities would require eight FTE plus part-time staff.
Strategies for financial support and management were not discussed in concept. Currently, other than the MORF facility in SIB, no other facility has a uniform and transparent cost recovery approach based on a per-diem charge. MORF is funded through a combination of per-diem cost recovery from users and investments from Science Initiative funds. The other facilities at UW located in Pharmacy, Biological Sciences, Zoology & Physiology, and the Vet Lab all operate independently and are funded through a combination of department funds and block grant dollars. There is considerable resistance in moving from the independently funded and managed model without first understanding the financial considerations.
There are number of model research animals used on the UW campus in the various facilities. Based on cages and tanks UW utilizes about one-third of the available capacity in the various facilities that cover 14,898 sq. ft. Data on staffing was also collected, but additional clarification is needed with respect to the roles of the staff in animal husbandry and animal welfare in the various facilities.
The comments in the “cons” have been provided primarily by the Zoology and Physiology and have not been edited any manner. A response to the “cons’ comments is provided in the “Response to Cons Comments” section of the report. 
Review of best practices by other institutions of similar size as the University
The task force understands the desire for departments and facilities to uphold autonomy and self-governance. Future animal facilities management strategies should reflect both institutional and departmental buy-in and consider all reasonable strategies to execute the expectations above. The taskforce discussed overall guiding principles that reflect best practices which any future changes should take in to account. More specifically, the anticipated benefits and notable changes in roles and responsibilities could include:
1. Improved animal welfare through fully-centralized or semi-centralized management
Pros:
· Improved care through monitoring and reporting by a centralized care team. 
· Shorter timelines in alerting researchers regarding medical concerns with their animals.
· Improved coordination between the IACUC, Attending Veterinarian (AV), Principal Investigators, and the animal care team, ensuring that the AV is fully aware of all health concerns and can provide recommendations. 
· Standardized SOPs, routines, and care expectations implemented to raise the standards of care for all facilities involved.
· Sentinel Program- centralized approach will allow for regular monitoring against common health risks for mice, and if found, would allow the AV, care team, and researchers to swiftly and fully treat the entire facility to eliminate the risk and any opportunity for a facility or university-wide epidemic.
Cons:
· Centralized care teams lack the deep, protocol-specific knowledge of dedicated facility staff, potentially missing subtle phenotypic changes in specialized animal models (e.g. Handling induced seizures). The loss of daily interaction between researchers and their animals can also delay the recognition of emerging health issues.
· The proposed reporting structure separates operational management from veterinary authority. This necessitates stringent communication protocols to ensure the director facilitates, rather than filters, the AV’s medical directives to the care staff.
· a centralized SOP framework requires a robust and efficient administrative process to manage and document scientific departures. Without streamlined approvals, standardization could create administrative delays for specialized research (e.g., circadian or behavioral studies)"
· While a centralized sentinel program improves overall biosafety, it requires active coordination with local Senior Technicians to ensure that the unique vulnerabilities of specific transgenic lines or diverse colonies are not overshadowed by generalized facility-wide monitoring.
Any form of monitoring and reporting will require the acquisition and implementation of a robust lab management system that facilitates the above items, for example use of SoftMouse™ or other platforms. Further, implementation also needs to address dealing with existing pathogens in the facilities such as re-deriving animals and colonies or re-acquiring disease free animals. 
Evidence shows that there are generally fewer adverse incidents in centrally managed facilities versus those that are de-centralized independently managed[footnoteRef:4],[footnoteRef:5],[footnoteRef:6]. This, in turn, elevates overall animal welfare, effectively eliminating IACUC and federal reporting for missed animal care. There were no direct comparisons in the literature regarding centrally managed facilities versus a de-centralized management approach, however there is consensus in the literature regarding greater efficiencies and better animal welfare through centralized facilities and management. [4:  https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK54041/#:~:text=Centralization%20Versus%20Decentralization,be%20moved%20distances%20for%20processing.]  [5:  https://www.nationalacademies.org/read/12910/chapter/6#134]  [6:  https://www.keyusa.com/blog/animal-research-facility-compliance-trends-2026#:~:text=With%20stricter%20regulatory%20requirements%20from,meet%20compliance%20standards%20more%20efficiently.] 




2. Shifting the burden of animal husbandry from student researchers to centralized staff
Pros
· Shift in daily care responsibilities away from student researchers and student technicians to a dedicated animal care team would free more time for other critical duties yielding better-quality research.
· Removal of weekend & holiday animal care checks for students.
· Reduced role in ensuring daily care checks and other IACUC compliance efforts.
· Additional training opportunities for animal handling and surgical techniques, improving skillsets.
Cons
· Daily animal care is an irreplaceable educational experience. Transitioning primary husbandry to a dedicated team requires a redefined educational strategy. To maintain foundational training, the program must intentionally integrate students into specialized health assessments and protocol-specific handling rather than routine cage maintenance.
· While relieving a burden, this also removes a key opportunity for students to develop a deep, continuous connection to their research subjects and the research process, diminishing their understanding of the link between welfare and science.
· This detachment reduces opportunities for informal mentorship and the development of a professional identity as a responsible researcher. Students graduate with less hands-on experience, making them less competitive for advanced programs.
· Formal training sessions cannot replicate the deep learning that occurs through daily, hands-on responsibility and problem-solving. For many students, this experience is a key part of their career exploration and development.

3. Shifting the burden of animal husbandry from faculty researchers (PIs) to centralized staff
Pros
· Shift in daily care responsibilities away from research PIs to the animal care team, resulting in more time for other tasks (teaching, research, grant writing).
· Removal of weekend & holiday animal care checks for research teams.
Cons
· PIs bear (sic) ultimate federal responsibility for animal welfare and protocol compliance. Removing them from daily observation strips them of the direct oversight needed to fulfill this accountability. It creates a situation of responsibility without authority.
· This can sever the PI’s connection to their colonies. For long-term studies (aging, breeding), the loss of daily observation reduces the PI's ability to generate preliminary data, identify emerging phenotypes, and maintain the deep institutional knowledge critical for grant renewals.
· As financial resources shift toward centralized infrastructure and administrative oversight, fewer funds remain available to support graduate stipends, assistantships, and trainee-driven research. Additionally, removing students from daily animal care responsibilities reduces experiential learning opportunities that are central to strong doctoral training programs. Over time, this may decrease both the number and quality of graduate trainees, directly affecting research output, publication rates, and competitiveness for external funding.
· Response: As financial models were not discussed, there is no basis for the preamble to this comment. 

4. Potential reduction of administrative burden on respective departments by shifting certain administrative duties to a centralized approach
Pros
· Centralized approach (may be hybrid or semi-centralized, depending on the modeling) can lead recruiting, staffing, and training of animal care team, potentially reducing departmental load.
· Program-wide coverage will allow for adequate care while personnel are on leave, reducing strain on staff and departments for planned and/or emergency coverage.
Cons
· Departments lose control over priorities, resource allocation, and the ability to align facility operations with their specific research and educational missions. The successful reinvestment loop, where local efficiencies fund local improvements, is broken.
· While coverage improves, it comes at the cost of reduced responsiveness to urgent departmental needs. Centralized decision-making inevitably slows down processes that were previously managed locally and swiftly.’
Based on a general discussion of the above potential advantages, the task force developed the following recommendations:
Recommendation 1: Establish IACUC approved standard operating procedures (SOPs) and metrics (for consistency) across all facilities with respect to animal care including:
a. Husbandry (Bedding changes, Feeding, Cage Washing, ….).
b. Healthcare monitoring and reporting. 
c. Room cleaning.
d. Animal intake, quarantine, and monitoring processes and procedures. 
Cons: 
· Standardized husbandry requires a streamlined process for 'Approved Departures' to ensure protocol-specific needs (e.g., circadian studies) are met without delay. The risk is not the lack of flexibility, but the potential for administrative bottlenecks in approving and documenting these scientific exceptions).
· Centralized reporting adds bureaucratic steps between problem identification and resolution, potentially delaying critical interventions.
· Be aware that rigid cleaning schedules may disrupt sensitive behavioral studies or create unnecessary stress for animals accustomed to specific routines.)
· Be aware that a single quarantine protocol may be excessive for low-risk colonies while insufficient for high-risk imports, ignoring facility-specific health profiles.
It is important to ensure that such SOPs do not interfere with discipline-specific research or ongoing studies that may be negatively impacted by centralized staff. Close communication between centralized staff and PIs is essential.  
Recommendation 2: Establish consistent training programs and resources for all personnel involved in animal care and animal specific handling protocols.
a. Staff 
b. Students 
c. Researchers 
Cons: 
· Be aware that Centralized training cannot replicate the deep, facility-specific knowledge gained by staff who work exclusively in one area with one research community.
· Be aware that while the Centralized training modules provide a compliance baseline but must not replace lab-specific mentorship. The program should be designed so that centralized staff handle routine husbandry, while students remain integrated into protocol-specific care under the PI’s direct oversight to preserve foundational training.
· Be aware that adding mandatory training to overburdened researchers’ schedules may reduce engagement without improving relevant skills, and cannot replace the learning that occurs through direct involvement in animal care.
Recommendation 3: Centralize administrative responsibilities
a. Centralized Animal Ordering, Receiving, and Quarantine Process to ensure facility cleanliness; 
b. Centralized Ordering of Goods and Distribution (Feed, bedding, replacement caging, Non-Controlled Substances, etc.).
c. Assisting with matching incoming animal researchers with spacing to best fit needs.
d. Increased services basic animal care [nail trims], necropsy reports, etc. as optional fee-for-service).
e. Equipment maintenance schedules and service plans.
f. Additional staff to support growing facilities & needs (e.g. Aquatic Vivarium Technician). 
g. Preparation for AAALAC application.
h. With COBRE support, develop core services to assist investigators with basic needs (e.g., rederivation, in vitro fertilization, embryo transfer, gene editing).
i. Shared common vivarium equipment (dissecting scope, anesthesia chambers, etc.).
Cons:
· Centralizing ordering removes researcher control over timing based on experimental needs and breeding schedules, potentially delaying research.
· Departments lose the ability to source specialized supplies from preferred vendors or respond to local procurement opportunities.
· Centralized space assignment may prioritize institutional "efficiency" metrics over research needs, separating related projects or failing to accommodate specialized housing requirements.
· Centralized schedules may not align with research intensity cycles, leading to equipment being serviced during critical experiments or left idle when needed.
· Adding central staff without integrating them into local research teams may not improve facility-level support and can increase administrative overhead without proportional benefit
· The pursuit of AAALAC accreditation requires a significant diversion of resources. The University must ensure that the resulting infrastructure improvements provide a measurable return on investment, such as increased eligibility for specific federal high-instrumentation grants, to offset the loss of direct research support.
Staff needs for centralized management of animal facilities
Expansion of animal facilities staff to ensure appropriate animal care and reduce animal care burden on researchers, graduate students, and student workers. The following table outlines the proposed staffing and structure levels that could be adopted. The positions described below are agnostic of the administrative structure.
	Position
	Location
	Role/Duties
	Reporting structure/compliance notes

	Director (1)
	REDD
	· Provides oversight and day-to-day operational management of centralized animal care spaces.
· Duties include:
· Implementing and overseeing the sentinel program and follow-up care measures of any discovered health concerns
· Execute animal care requests made by the AV and/or IACUC (please be aware that while the Director is prohibited from filtering AV directives, the dual-reporting structure (reporting to the IO while liaising with the AV) requires highly defined communication channels to ensure that medical urgency is never subordinated to operational convenience.)
· Develop/enforce policy (please be aware that Policy development without faculty governance risks creating rules that do not reflect research needs or realities.)
· Supervise and lead animal care staff, ensuring coverage (please be aware that a director overseeing multiple facilities cannot develop the deep knowledge of each facility's unique research needs that local managers possess.)
· Support Lead for researcher questions, concerns, liaising with IACUC and AV as appropriate
· Census Tracking/Management Software
· Coordinating with IACUC and IBC to ensure animal and biosafety measures are in place
	Reports to: Institutional Official (IO) Liaises with: IACUC and AV Does NOT have authority over: Veterinary medical decisions, IACUC policy, or noncompliance determinations.
In many centralized facilities, the Director is often the Attending Veterinarian. This could be an option for UW and would provide better coverage for the University of Wyoming.

	Asst. Mngr. & Training Officer (1)
	REDD
	· Assists the Director/Manager with roles that include:
· Developing SOPs
· Training new lab students each semester
· Monitoring adherence to SOPs across facilities (Cons: SOPs developed centrally without facility-specific input may be impractical. Generic training cannot replace lab-specific mentorship. Monitoring without authority to address root causes of noncompliance creates tension)
· Helping with retraining, as directed by IACUC and reporting noncompliance directly to IACUC
	Reports to: Director Compliance Note: All noncompliance concerns must be reported to the IACUC, which has the sole authority to investigate and take action.

	Senior Technicians (4)
	MORF
Pharmacy
Bio. Sciences
AgC/Vet Lab
	· Facility lead for 1-2 locations, overseeing:
· Daily animal care checks
· Regular husbandry duties
· Ensuring feed, bedding, and other consumables are adequately stocked ((CON: Dual reporting to central director and department lead creates divided loyalties and conflicting priorities. Staff cannot serve two masters effectively)
·  That their facility is/facilities are meeting standards and aligning with best practices by:
· reporting of incidents to IACUC/AV
· Ensuring equipment is running appropriately
· Working with Manager/Director to address concerns 
	Reports to: Director / Asst Director
And to department lead for each facility.

	Weekend Techs (2)
	MORF/Pharmacy
Biol. Sciences, AgC. Vet Lab
	· Duties include:
· Work four 10-hr days:
· Thursday & Friday – assisting the Senior (Please be aware that Rotating weekend staff lack continuity and context from weekday operations. Their limited overlap with full-time teams may creates communication gaps and reduces understanding of ongoing issues.) Technician on cage changing and cleaning-heavy days
· Saturday & Sunday- responsible individual for weekend care responsibilities namely: 
· Daily care checks
· Following up on animal care notes from Manager, AV, and IACUC, as necessary
· Cage changes (as necessary)
· Room Cleaning (as necessary)
	Reports to: Director / Asst Director
And to department lead for each facility.

	Part Time Techs (as needed)
	
	•	Hourly Care Staff
•	May be trained for one or more facilities
•	Will assist full-time team
Con: Part-time staff trained across multiple facilities cannot achieve proficiency in any. Inconsistent coverage and limited integration make them peripheral to facility operations and culture
	Reports to: Director / Asst Director
And to department lead for each facility.



Administrative and management structure and policy for centralized management of animal facilities across the campus 
The following models Develop the following models and business case for management of animal facilities and associated costs for each:
· Decentralized model (each facility managing and covering all costs)
Comment: This is the current successful model in many facilities, demonstrating high faculty satisfaction, compliance, and ROI.

· Hybrid (shared costs, centrally managed)

· Federated (shared costs and shared management) coordination.
Comment: This is the model faculty have proposed as a collaborative alternative, preserving local autonomy while enabling

· Completely centralized
Comment: This model removes faculty from governance, eliminates local control, and imposes a rigid structure that cannot accommodate the diverse needs of biomedical, agricultural, and pharmaceutical research.
To ensure this centralized model operates in full compliance with PHS Policy, the Animal Welfare Act, and the Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, the following governance principles are affirmed:
IACUC Authority: The Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC) retains the sole authority over the review and approval of the animal care and use program, including the review of protocols, establishment of policies, investigation of concerns, and suspension of activities. The centralized management team serves in an operational capacity to implement the program overseen by the IACUC.
Attending Veterinarian (AV) Authority: The AV has independent authority over all veterinary medical decisions, including preventive medicine, treatment, and oversight of animal welfare. The centralized team executes the AV's directives but does not interpret or filter them.
Institutional Official (IO): The Director reports to the IO, who has ultimate administrative and financial responsibility for the program. The IACUC reports its findings and recommendations directly to the IO.
Flexibility for Approved Departures: While standardized SOPs will be the norm, the centralized program will accommodate IACUC-approved scientific or veterinary exceptions to standard practice. Such departures will be documented and reported by the IACUC in its semiannual evaluation.
Noncompliance Reporting: Any staff member who observes potential noncompliance has a duty and a direct line to report it to the IACUC. The Director's office will facilitate, not obstruct, this process.
Facilities Capacity and Usage
The following table is a summary of the current species on campus and total capacity across all animal facilities across the UW Campus:
	Current Species
	Max Holding Capacity (cages/tanks)
	Current Census (cages/tanks)
	Number of Holding Rooms
	Total Holding Room Space (SF)

	Mouse
	6,153
	2,111
	27
	4,931

	Rat
	120
	49
	3
	395

	Xenopus laevis
	152
	62
	2
	208

	Zebra fish
	170
	0
	1
	250

	Mosquitofish
	600
	6
	1
	252

	Least Chipmunk
	80
	25
	0
	8,000

	Wyoming Toad
	1,200
	85
	1
	480

	L. sylvaticus
	14
	14
	1
	216

	L. sylvaticus
	18
	18
	1
	76

	L. sylvaticus tadpoles, boreal chorus frog tadpoles , tiger salamander larvae
	168
	168
	1
	90

	Goats
	0
	6
	2
	0



Cons summary   
Centralized governance removes departmental authority over allocation and management of animal space. Decisions about colony placement, expansion, consolidation, or prioritization may be made based on institutional efficiency metrics rather than scientific logic, proximity to research teams, or long-term programmatic strategy. This diminishes departments’ ability to strategically grow or protect high-performing research areas.
The University’s current decentralized model, particularly the absence of animal per diems and the high degree of PI autonomy, is a meaningful recruitment advantage. Outstanding faculty candidates, especially those with established animal research programs, are drawn to Wyoming precisely because of its flexibility, lower operational cost structure, and direct oversight model. Centralization erodes this differentiator and may reduce our ability to recruit and retain top-tier investigators.
Departments currently align facility operations with their specific research missions and educational priorities. Centralization weakens this alignment, making it more difficult to build distinctive, high-performing research niches that contribute to institutional reputation and R1 metrics.
Centralization costs do not scale down easily during funding downturns. With a small user base, temporary grant lapses or investigator departures could destabilize the entire cost model. (It should be noted that within NIH IDeA states, Wyoming ranks at the bottom in total NIH funding and we have a small user base!).
For a university striving to strengthen and maintain R1 competitiveness, this centralization shift is counterproductive. R1 status is driven by research productivity, trainee development, grant output, and innovation, not by administrative expansion. Investments that reduce student immersion in animal research and redirect funding away from research trainees ultimately weaken the very metrics that define research excellence and institutional competitiveness.
Departments currently fund animal care staff within their operating budgets. There has been no clear guidance on whether these lines will be transferred, eliminated, repurposed, or double-charged under a centralized model. Without transparency, departments face potential loss of budget authority over positions they currently support. This creates risk of reduced departmental flexibility, or duplication of personnel expenses.
When staff lines move to central administration, departments lose direct oversight of performance expectations, workload prioritization, and day-to-day responsiveness.
Long-term animal care personnel often develop strong loyalty to their departments and research teams. A shift to new management structures, altered reporting lines, standardized expectations, or perceived loss of autonomy may prompt experienced staff to seek other employment. In a state with a limited labor pool and specialized skill sets, the loss of institutional knowledge would be difficult to replace. Even if centralization ultimately stabilizes, the transition period itself poses risk, turnover, confusion about responsibilities, and operational inefficiencies could temporarily compromise animal care consistency and research continuity.
Response to “Con” Comments
Over the last two months, the task force convened to discuss the possibility of how animal facilities on the University of Wyoming campus are currently managed and how they might be managed in the future.
In developing the recommendations there was an agreement with respect to the individual actions listed under each recommendation as to the importance of consistency across campus regarding certain processes, procedures, and protocols with the understanding the experiment specific protocols would need to be accommodated, especially for behavioral studies.
There was not a consensus among the task forces regarding the time allocation of student researchers in research versus animal care activities as is evidenced by the statements that are provided under “Con” for recommendations.
Further, there was robust discussions on per diem expenses that would be allocated to departments or to individual grants that are currently in place. This focus on allocations of expenses and per diems is premature at this stage as there has not been any discussion of different management models, the associated costs with those models, and how those costs would be covered. As noted in recommendation 5, the following approaches were discussed (but not modeled): 
· Decentralized model (each facility managing and covering all costs)
· Hybrid (shared costs, centrally managed)
· Federated (shared costs and shared management)
· Completely centralized (all costs and management are central)
Regarding the “Con” comments provided, the concerns expressed in the comments need to be addressed as procedures, protocols, and models are developed. Issues raised in the “Cons” are premature for this report. Specifically: 
· Comments regarding financial burdens are not founded in any analysis as this was not the focus of this preliminary report. Financial modeling would permit UW to be more efficient, and a well-conceived business model might generate more operating funds than what is currently available.  
· Several comments and discussions also mentioned that the lack of a per-diem is a recruiting advantage. However, there is no evidence to support this. 
· Many of issues listed in the “cons” such as staffing expertise, “removal or distancing of PIs from animal welfare”, responsiveness, can be mitigated using a tiered staffing structure where local senior technicians and centralized staff operate together to maximize the benefits of centralization. Responsiveness and inclusion can be addressed in a centralized model through a faculty steering committee comprised of key users of the facility. Centralization would potentially improve conditions and enable researchers to focus on the research rather than animal welfare. Researchers bear the responsibility for their research. 
· A centralized approach with a tiered structure has the potential to better fulfill the diversity of needs across the campus as opposed to independently functioning facilities that may duplicate efforts, services, and resources that are made available to researchers. 
· Comments in “cons” also expressed the potential “loss of control” over respective colonies, which is not founded in how a centralized approach would work. PIs control their colonies as per the protocols of their research, the animal welfare responsibilities from PIs to facilities staff (the professionals hired for that purpose). Further, facilities staff would not have anything to do with ongoing studies or research.  Facilities staff are charges with tasks like cage changing, ordering husbandry supplies, cleaning the room, etc.  
· Comments in “cons” also highlighted conflicts related to schedules and use of equipment. Centralizing actually addresses this by maintaining a census of instruments and tracking the use and planning accordingly, including down time, maintenance, and repair.
· Currently UW, even though it received R1 Carnegie designation, does not have AALAC accreditation. Lacking AALAC accreditation provides reviewers with opportunities to ask questions regarding proposals submitted for funding.
· Other cons mentioned that animal welfare and husbandry by student researchers provides valuable training to student research that is instrumental in student success. However, there is no evidence to support this.
Based on 
Next steps
1. Review this report with department chairs, deans, and faculty senate research committee and seek input.
2. Constitute task force to focus on development of standard procedures across the different facilities
3. Constitute a second task force to work in tandem with the first task force larger group to work on the different models.
4. Task force composition:
a. Faculty researchers
b. Business operation managers from relevant departments
c. REDD representation including business/operations representative.
The outcome from these next steps would be an objective assessment of the different business models for managing animal facilities across the campus and the development of standards that could implemented across all facilities.
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