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Perspectives in Professional Education

Interns in all areas of medicine are a common and
valuable component of the veterinary workforce in

academic and private practice situations. Internship
programs are meant to provide the intern with valuable
experiences in 1 area of medicine, such as small ani-
mal, equine, exotic animal, or large animal practice.
Internship programs generally encompass both medi-
cine and surgery. Specialty internships are available
that offer 1 year of training in a specialty such as
surgery or ophthalmology. The general requirements
for an internship call for a DVM and the ability to legal-
ly practice medicine at the practice or institution. In
general, interns are recent graduates, usually in their
first year of practice.

The selection process has traditionally been com-
petitive on the part of candidates as well as institu-
tions. Initially, application guidelines and deadlines
were variable among institutions. Institutions that
made early offers to candidates often had an advantage,
but many times they were put off by candidates who
were waiting for offers from competing institutions.
The competition for qualified applicants became
increasingly more difficult as the number of private
practices offering internships increased. Initially, the
American Association of Veterinary Clinicians
(AAVC) organized a specific date on which internship
offers would be made to candidates. However, this led
to aggressive telephone campaigns by hospital direc-
tors and department heads on that particular day, giv-
ing east coast persons the advantage. Presently, the
AAVC maintains a computerized matching program1

that allows all candidates and institutions to submit
their choices and a computerized ranking system
matches the candidate to the practice or institution.
Other matching programs exist such as that of the
American Association of Equine Practioners, which
organizes a matching program for equine internships.
There are also internship programs that select candi-
dates on an individual-applicant basis. Associations
that maintain matching programs such as the AAVC
and American Association of Equine Practioners set

goals and recommendations for successful internship
programs. However, no organization, association, or
college is empowered with overseeing, evaluating, or,
in any way, controlling internship programs. 

Candidates for internships have information on
the mechanics of the matching process, but they often
do not know what constitutes a good application. Hard
data on the personal characteristics or academic
achievements that are considered valuable in a poten-
tial intern are rare. Candidates often seek the advice of
veterinary school faculty and other veterinary mentors.
Although several articles have been published on vet-
erinary school admissions requirements, only anecdo-
tal information is available for the intern selection
process.2-4 There are no published data on what criteria
veterinarians apply to candidate applications when
making selections. This lack of factual information
makes it difficult to provide candidates with accurate
and helpful information. 

This study was undertaken to determine the pri-
mary characteristics for which veterinarians are
searching with regard to interns and what emphasis is
given to the various portions of the candidate’s appli-
cation. 

Methods
Practices and institutions that participate in the AAVC

matching program were surveyed. The criteria used for selec-
tion by internship programs that do not participate in the
AAVC program were not evaluated. A nonstatistical survey
form was used to assess the methods of selection used and
the desirable characteristics of interns. The data that were
derived were intended to be numerical and descriptive rather
than used to determine a statistical relationship. Five veteri-
nary clinical specialists from the author’s institution evaluat-
ed the survey form to refine the questions; each specialist
represented a different academic specialty. The survey form
was approved by the University Research Compliance Office.
Survey forms were mailed or e-mailed to the person identi-
fied as the contact for internships listed in the AAVC match-
ing program for the year 2003. Several copies of the survey
were supplied through the mail, along with several self-
addressed stamped envelopes. A letter was included that stat-
ed the reason for the survey and a Web site address for per-
sons who chose to answer electronically. Electronic commu-
nications included the same reason for the survey, a Web
address, and an attached copy of the survey. Contact persons
were encouraged to forward the surveys to all personnel
involved in the selection process. Respondents could com-
plete the survey on the Web, by returning the e-mail attached
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form, or in writing. No attempt was made to match respon-
dents with their practice or institution.

Questions were of 3 types. The first type of question
asked the respondent to fill in the blank with a number or
mark yes or no. The next type allowed respondents to mark
all the answers that applied to them; the data were tabulated
and reported as a percentage of those who selected that par-
ticular answer. Not all respondents answered all questions.
The last type of question asked respondents to rank the
choices, with rank number 1 being the most important. Each
question allowed respondents to fill in an answer or make a
comment if the choices did not match their process or the
characteristics they desired. The numbers assigned to each
answer were added and divided by the total number of
respondents for that question to arrive at a numerical mean
value for the answer selected. Question choices that had a
numerical assignment were evaluated in order of most
important or most frequently selected to least important or
least frequently selected. In the data that follows, the written
choices are followed by either a percentage or a number.
These values are provided to allow the reader to view the rel-
ative importance each answer received within the context of
the individual question. No statistical comparisons were
made for these data.

Results
There were 101 respondents, including 83 small

animal, 3 food animal, 5 equine, 2 exotic animal, and 8
that described a different type of internship. Because of
the large number of small animal internships, com-
pared with all other types of internships, the data for
small animal internships were evaluated separately as
well as within the total set of data. Results are present-
ed for all respondents and for small animal respon-
dents alone. Overall, among the types of practice sites
represented, 53% were academic and 47% were private
practice. For small animal, only 46% were academic
and 54% were private practices. 

Both sets of data revealed that the mean number of
individuals involved in the selection process was 5
clinicians and 1 technician. Occasionally, practices or
institutions included either a resident, current intern,

Table 1—Proportions of respondents who listed criteria that would cause removal of a candidate’s file from
further consideration during application for an internship in a veterinary practice or academic institution.

Criteria All respondents (%) Small animal respondents (%)

Letter of recommendation states 90.3 87.1
that applicant is below average

Grade point average � 2.91 (87.9) � 2.93 (86.1)
Candidate’s letter of intent 61.4 62.3

is poorly written
Letter of recommendation states 51.8 48.5

that applicant is average
Candidate’s stated goal does not 40.9 44.5

match the practice
No letter of recommendation from 42.1 39.6

a professor of the candidate’s
university

No experience working with 37.3 40.6
your species of interest

No letter of recommendation from 38.5 34.6
a diplomate of a specialty college

Letter of recommendation that does 12.0 10.8
not contain superlative descriptions

Poor grade in particular course(s) 8.4 10.9
No letter of recommendation from 1.2 0.99

a private practitioner

Table 2—Mean order of importance for written portions of an
application for an internship, as ranked by personnel involved in
the selection process (6 items ranked; the lower the number the
more important the item).

All Small animal
Portion respondents respondents

Letters of recommendation 1.4 1.5
Class rank 2.7 2.7
Resume 3.1 3.1
Grade point average 3.2 3.0
Letter of intent 3.4 3.4
University transcripts 3.8 3.8

Table 3—Mean order of importance for items in a candidate’s
resume in an application for an internship, as ranked by person-
nel involved in the selection process (6 items ranked, the lower
the number the more important the item).

All Small animal
Item respondents respondents

Work experience 1.62 1.72
Leadership positions 2.22 2.25
Awards, scholarships, 2.30 2.25

and honors
Published papers 2.38 2.33
Membership in veterinary 2.79 2.80

organizations
Continuing education 2.75 2.80

attendance

Table 4—Mean order of importance for items critically evaluated
in a letter of intent in an application for an internship, as ranked
by personnel involved in the selection process (5 items ranked;
the lower the number the more important the item).

All Small animal
Item respondents respondents

Candidate’s ability to write 1.79 1.67
a well-structured letter

Specific goal that matches 2.12 2.29
the particular practice

Candidate’s practical experience 2.36 2.50
Letter is error free 2.54 2.56
Candidate’s outside interests 2.86 2.95
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or the hospital director in the selection process. In 1
response, the department administrative assistant was
involved in the selection. Methods used in the evalua-
tion of candidates were the same for the academic and
private practice groups: evaluation of the candidate’s
written file (88% and 90%, respectively), conversations
with persons familiar with the candidate (73% and
73%, respectively), personal interviews with the candi-
date (54% and 55%, respectively), and telephone inter-
views (48% and 48%, respectively).

All respondents used similar written criteria to
easily eliminate candidates from further consideration
(Table 1). The relative importance placed on each
aspect of the application was similar (Table 2). The rel-
ative importance placed on items within the candi-
date’s resume was similar (Table 3). Several comments
were made that a student’s resume is usually rather
brief because of their lack of professional experience. It
was also noted that most veterinary school awards are
given at the end of the senior year, so most candidates
have not had the opportunity to receive awards at the
time of internship application. 

The candidate’s letter of intent was critically eval-
uated by all respondents in the same manner (Table 4).
Other comments regarding the letter of intent included
the ability to determine whether the candidate had an
obtainable goal and whether that goal could be
achieved at that individual internship. Several respon-
dents noted they wanted verification that the candidate
understood the demands of an internship. It was noted
that the letter should indicate that the candidate knew
something about the particular internship they had
applied to and that they would be happy to work in
that location. Several respondents stated that the letter
indicates something about the candidate’s personality
and suggested the letter should be professional, well
organized, and succinct. A few respondents stated that
originality was a positive attribute for gaining atten-
tion. However, it was noted that special paper for the
letter was not necessarily valuable because many peo-
ple only read photocopies of the application.

Letters of recommendation were heavily empha-
sized by both groups for selecting an intern. Both
groups placed similar emphasis on items in letters of
recommendation (Table 5). Additional items evaluated
were descriptions of the candidate’s personality, ability
to handle stress, drive, interpersonal skills, and pre-
dicted success as an intern. In instances in which more
than 1 student from an institution had applied to the
internship program, letter readers searched for some
ranking or comparison of the students. In some
instances, a form was maintained with points assigned
for various items. It was also mentioned that a state-
ment that the letter writer would willingly work with
the candidate for a year would be considered positive.
Any negative comments, such as difficulty working
with technicians or questioning the candidate’s
motives or integrity, would disqualify the candidate.

Personal interviews are not always required for
intern candidates. Of those persons who conducted
personal interviews, 19% used structured interviews
and 81% used unstructured interviews. In both sets of
data, the information gained was similar (Table 6).

Many interviewers asked candidates to clearly articu-
late their goals. This information was used to deter-
mine whether the candidate knew how their personal
goals would fit with that particular internship pro-
gram. It was stated that this was also a good way to
determine whether the candidate’s personality would
fit well into the individual internship. Lastly, it was
stated that the interview was an opportunity for the
candidate to ask questions about the position.

Information gained from conversations with the
candidate’s references was the same for both groups of
respondents (Table 7). References could provide infor-
mation about the candidate’s ability to “adapt, over-
come, and persevere” and provide information about
the candidate’s work ethic, patient care, and work effi-
ciency. These conversations could also provide an
opportunity to make comparisons between applicants
and measure the candidate’s level of interest in a par-
ticular program versus an internship in general.
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Table 5—Mean order of importance for items in a letter of rec-
ommendation in an application for an internship, as ranked by
personnel involved in the selection process (7 items ranked; the
lower the number the more important the item).

All Small animal
Item respondents respondents

No. of superlatives used to 2.42 2.6
describe the candidate

How well you personally 2.46 2.4
know the letter writer

Description of how well the 2.55 2.5
letter writer knows the candidate

Reputation of the letter writer 2.74 2.7
Description of the candidate’s 2.86 2.8

activities during senior year
Prediction of what the candidate 2.98 3.0

is capable of achieving
Description of the candidate’s 3.11 3.2

activities throughout 
veterinary school

Table 6—Criteria evaluated during a personal interview during
application for an internship, as reported by personnel involved
in the selection process.

All Small animal
Criterion respondents (%) respondents (%)

Social skill 76.2 77.1
Conversation ability 73.3 72.2
Cognitive process 64.3 65
Basic veterinary knowledge 50.5 46.9
Ability to function under 41.6 43.3

pressure
Knowledge of the profession 34.6 34.9
Knowledge of a specialty 15.8 9.6

Table 7—Criteria evaluated during conversations with people
familiar with a candidate for an internship, as reported by per-
sonnel involved in the selection process.

All Small animal
Criterion respondents (%) respondents (%)

Ability to work with others 90.1 90.3
Potential clinical ability 87.1 86.7
Personality fit 83.2 84.3

with your practice/institution
Honesty 73.2 74.6
Potential leadership ability 30.6 30.1
Potential research capability 19.8 19.2
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Conversations with references provided information
on how well the candidate might fit into their particu-
lar work environment. Of those respondents that had
conversations with references, 91% of both groups
placed more emphasis on information from a friend
versus someone they did not know. It was stated that it
was easier to interpret information from a friend rather
than a stranger. The skills, abilities, knowledge, and
attitudes that candidates were selected for were similar
in both groups of respondents (Tables 8–10).

Discussion
The form used in this study was designed with

guidance from Dr. Ron Downey, Assistant
Provost/Director of Planning and Analysis, Kansas
State University. Dr. Downey holds a PhD in
Quantitative Psychology and has completed extensive
research in numerous areas of personnel selection.
Data from this study were not analyzed to determine
the return rate because multiple persons from an insti-
tution or practice may have completed the survey. Data
represented a larger number of small animal intern-
ships versus all others combined. This was expected
because there are more small animal programs offered

through the AAVC internship matching program.1

Non–small animal internships were not analyzed indi-
vidually because of small samples. The general ranking
or selection of answers did not differ greatly between
small animal respondents and total respondents, which
suggested that methods used in the selection of interns
and the characteristics selected for are similar for all
types of programs. The respondents were fairly evenly
distributed between academic institutions and private
practices. The data were not analyzed to determine dif-
ferences in the responses between these 2 groups
because the goal was to determine general trends, not
specific needs for individual internship programs. 

In general, information about candidates was gath-
ered in a similar manner by all respondents (ie, review
of written applications, interviews, and conversations
with references). The candidate’s class rank was valued
slightly higher than their grade point average (GPA).
Grade scales vary among institutions, so a class rank
provides a frame of reference for the GPA. Candidates
who do not provide a class rank make their written
information more difficult to evaluate. The veterinary
school of the candidate and their individual transcripts
were ranked last in the evaluation process. It is worth
noting that although no respondents indicated that
they would refuse a candidate from a veterinary school
outside North America, such schools have different
methods of grading and ranking students. Graduates of
foreign veterinary schools might improve their appli-
cations by providing an explanation of their school’s
grading methodology. Finally, although transcripts
were ranked as least important to the selection process,
transcripts do verify GPA. 

Items used to eliminate candidates from further
consideration fell into 4 general categories with regard
to frequency of their use. The first 2 items were from a
letter of recommendation—that the candidate was
below average or the candidate had a GPA < 2.9 on a 4.0
scale. The survey did not specifically ask whether there
was a class rank that must be obtained to be a viable
candidate, and no respondent indicated a hard mini-
mum threshold. A minimum GPA of 2.9 is an easy dis-
criminator if the intern selection process is intended to
avoid less than average students. However, it may not
be as helpful as veterinarians believe. North American
veterinary schools were surveyed via e-mail to deter-
mine the mean GPA and percentage of students with a
GPA < 3.0 in 2004.a Of the colleges that responded and
use a 4.0 grading scale, the mean GPA was 3.34 and
84% of students had a GPA ≥ 3.0.

The second criterion used for elimination was a
poorly written letter of intent or a letter of recommen-
dation that stated the candidate was simply an average
student or candidate. The next most frequently stated
reason for eliminating a candidate from further consid-
eration was that the candidate’s goals did not match the
particular internship or the candidate did not have
necessary work experience with a particular species.
Some veterinary students may have the misconception
that the more programs they apply to the higher their
chances of being accepted. This study did not address
the probabilities involved in intern selection. However,
persons who reviewed applicants screened the written
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Table 9—Mean order of importance for attitudes needed by suc-
cessful applicants for an internship, as ranked by personnel
involved in the selection process (8 items ranked; the lower the
number the more important the item).

All Small animal
Attitude respondents respondents

Positive 2.12 2.27
Strong work ethic 2.19 2.12
Team player 2.76 2.86
High moral caliber 3.48 3.66
Dedicated 3.61 3.77
Flexible 4.01 4.42
Sense of humor 4.27 4.44
Self-confidence 4.30 4.39

Table 10—Mean order of importance for knowledge needed by
successful applicants for an internship, as ranked by personnel
involved in the selection process (4 items ranked; the lower the
number the more important the item).

All Small animal
Knowledge respondents respondents

Medical 1.04 1.06
Financial 1.51 1.71
Pharmacologic 1.82 1.91
Surgical 2.07 2.19

Table 8—Mean order of importance for skills needed by suc-
cessful applicants for an internship, as ranked by personnel
involved in the selection process (9 items ranked; the lower the
number the more important the item).

All Small animal
Skill respondents respondents

Interpersonal 1.96 2.03
Client communication 2.69 2.73
Physical examination 2.73 2.67
Multitasking 3.13 3.31
Animal restraint 3.31 3.38
Surgical 3.45 3.75
Compassion for the animal 3.49 3.49
Record keeping 3.67 3.66
Written communications 3.69 3.72
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applications and removed those that did not fulfill
their needs with regard to goals and experience. For
this reason, candidates should consider whether their
goals and experience truly match the program to which
they are applying. Another reason for eliminating a
candidate from further consideration was the lack of a
letter of recommendation from a faculty member of the
candidate’s alma mater or lack of a letter of recommen-
dation from a diplomate of a specialty college. As pre-
viously stated, most intern candidates are veterinary
students or recent graduates, so a faculty member
would be best suited to evaluate their student’s clinical
competence and promise. 

A resume provides the candidate with the oppor-
tunity to describe what they have accomplished,
whereas a letter of intent provides an opportunity to
describe what they might accomplish. The type of
work experience was the most important aspect of the
resume. Candidates should be aware that persons eval-
uate their resume to determine whether they have the
qualifications needed to work in the particular intern-
ship. This could include special or elective rotations
taken during the senior year, volunteer veterinary
experience, or other animal-related experiences.
Although leadership positions, awards, scholarships,
and honors were evaluated as less important, they are
without a doubt valuable. These provide evidence of
the candidate’s ability to achieve. In many instances,
the items that set the various candidates apart are
small, such as serving as class president. Many of the
respondents commented that they were searching for a
person with a strong work ethic who was a team play-
er. Items in the resume that document the candidate
has done this in the past would have positive effects.
The letter of intent can provide a great deal of infor-
mation regarding the candidate and their potential.
Respondents were particularly interested in a letter
that was well written and professional. Although writ-
ing skills appeared last in the list of skills a candidate
should possess, the letter of intent was used to deter-
mine the candidate’s personality, goals, and abilities.
The letter should be professional, succinct, and inter-
esting.

By far the most important aspect of the application
package was the letters of recommendation. In most
instances, a minimum of 3 letters of recommendation
is requested. Although candidates may request addi-
tional letters, they should realize that persons reading
such letters have limited time. If no new information is
provided by additional letters, they are not necessary.
Candidates should judiciously select whom they ask
for letters of recommendation. It is possible that a can-
didate may request 1 person for a letter of recommen-
dation for some programs and a different person for
other programs. In doing so, they not only maximize
the possible professional connections of the letter
writer, but they can also hope that their own charac-
teristics would be described in the best detail for each
individual program. The various aspects of the recom-
mendation letters were all closely used in evaluation of
the candidate. How well the reviewer knew the author
of the letter was important. It is common that informa-
tion gained from a friend or colleague is valued higher

than information received from a stranger. Although
the number of superlatives used to describe the candi-
date may seem unreliable, it is 1 method of quickly
comparing candidates. This is combined with the level
of familiarity the reader has with the writer. This
allows the reader to discern the writer’s style and pos-
sible meaning of the descriptive terms. The absence of
superlatives can be a substantial detriment to candi-
dates. Candidates from foreign countries where the use
of superlatives is not the cultural norm may be at an
unfair disadvantage. 

Candidate interviews are not required by many
internship programs. However, candidates may request
an interview. The primary items evaluated during the
interview are generally social rather than professional.
Respondents felt that they could gain valuable infor-
mation regarding how well the candidate would fit into
their particular work environment. Respondents
desired a candidate who was honest and of high moral
character. Interviews provide reviewers with an oppor-
tunity to compare the candidate’s written information
with information they provide directly and in person.
This can be used as a means to evaluate the candidate’s
honesty. Two of the 3 most important skills that were
sought in interns were interpersonal and client com-
munications; both of these items were usually evaluat-
ed during the interview process. Although 1 respon-
dent commented that the interview was an opportuni-
ty for the candidate to learn more about their practice,
most respondents expected candidates to have a good
understanding of their program prior to the interview.
Most respondents conduct unstructured interviews. 

Interviews have been used for many years in the
admission process for professional schools. In a review
of the interview process, it was concluded that inter-
views were helpful in the selection process.3 However,
it was recommended that the process could be
improved by conducting structured interviews by a
panel, training the interviewers, and asking questions
obtained from a job task analysis.3 Because the mean
number of persons involved in selection of candidates
was 5, it is possible that structured candidate inter-
views could be arranged. Information gained from an
unstructured interview is generally subjective.
Subjective evaluations have been successfully applied
to selection of veterinary students.4

Candidates for internships must realize that the
persons they ask to supply letters of recommendation
are frequently telephoned for further information. In
this author’s experience, it is also common for institu-
tions or practices to solicit information from other
individuals who might be familiar with the candidate.

The last portion of the survey attempted to deter-
mine some of the knowledge, skills, and attitudes that
were sought in potential interns. Because the rankings
were so tightly clustered with regard to the knowledge
areas, it is not appropriate to state that 1 aspect was
more valuable than another. It may have been that
because respondents were seeking above average stu-
dents as determined by their screening methods, they
were making the assumption that candidates have ade-
quate knowledge of all the areas described (medical,
financial, pharmacologic, and surgical). There have
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been several reports5-7 on the desirable attributes in
new veterinarians, and these would be expected to
apply to interns as well.

Skills that were highly valued were also tightly
clustered. It is interesting that interpersonal skills and
client communications were listed at the top of desir-
able skills. These are aspects of a person’s affective
domain.8 Veterinary students are given ample opportu-
nities to observe various means of personal interaction
that could increase their affective domain. However,
there is little evidence that this is information that can
be taught easily in a classroom.

The attitudes that were optimal for intern selection
were also tightly clustered, making it difficult to iden-
tify any 1 aspect that was of greater importance. A
common theme throughout the survey was that
respondents were searching for an intern who would
be easy to work with and would fit well into their prac-
tice or institution. An intern is an employee who must
work within a unique environment. Each practice or
institution has its own institutional attitudes and envi-
ronment, so different candidates might be better suited
to different institutions. Again, the more the candidate
knows about the practice or institution they are apply-
ing to, the better their chances of being selected.

Information gained from a survey is only as good
as the questions asked.9 Responses to the questions
might have been different if the wording of a question
had been altered. Most questions provided the option
of a write-in answer. However, < 10% of respondents
provided write-in answers that were different from any
of the supplied choices. This low level of alternative
answers suggests that the survey contained the appro-
priate choices. 

This survey was designed to gather information
regarding the methods employed in the selection of
interns. This may be important to intern candidates
when making their application and proceeding

through the selection process. This information might
also be important for academicians when designing
curricula. As the field of veterinary medicine expands,
there is constant need to increase the skills and knowl-
edge base of veterinary students. Knowing what is in
demand by future employers may help formulate the
future curricula.

a. Dean’s Office, Kansas State University College of Veterinary
Medicine, 2004.

References
1. American Association of Veterinary Clinicians (AAVC).

Matching Program. Available at: www.craiggroup.com/aavc.htm.
Accessed Jul 8, 2004.

2. Kogan LR, McConnell SL. Gaining acceptance into veteri-
nary school: a review of medical and veterinary admissions policies.
J Vet Med Educ 2001;28:101–110.

3. Turnwald GH, Spafford MM, Edwards JC. Veterinary school
admission interviews, part 1: literature overview. J Vet Med Educ
2001;28:111–121.

4. McConnell SL, Kogan LR. Subjective criteria as the sole
method of selecting veterinary candidates at a US veterinary medical
school. J Vet Med Educ 2001;28:131–135.

5. Greenfield CL, Johnson AL, Schaeffer DJ. Frequency of use
of various procedures, skills, and areas of knowledge among veteri-
narians in private small animal exclusive or predominant practice
and proficiency expected of new veterinary school graduates. J Am
Vet Med Assoc 2004;224:1780–1787.

6. Lewis RE, Klausner JS. Nontechical competencies underly-
ing career success as a veterinarian. J Am Vet Med Assoc 2003;222:
1690–1696.

7. Walsh DA, Osburn BI, Christopher MM. Defining the
attributes expected of graduating veterinary medical students. J Am
Vet Med Assoc 2001;219:1358–1365.

8. Bernstein AD, Jazrawi LM, Elbeshbeshy B, et al.
Orthopaedic resident-selection criteria. J Bone Joint Surg 2002;84-A:
2090–2096.

9. Church AH, Waclawski J. Step two: developing a world-
class survey. In: Church AH, Waclawski J, eds. Designing and using
organizational surveys, a seven-step process. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass, 2001;51–55.

60 Vet Med Today: Perspectives in Professional Education JAVMA, Vol 227, No. 1, July 1, 2005

0701PPE.qxp  6/14/2005  1:42 PM  Page 60

http://avmajournals.avma.org/action/showLinks?pmid=11721237
http://avmajournals.avma.org/action/showLinks?pmid=12429773
http://avmajournals.avma.org/action/showLinks?system=10.2460%2Fjavma.2004.224.1780&pmid=15198262
http://avmajournals.avma.org/action/showLinks?system=10.2460%2Fjavma.2004.224.1780&pmid=15198262
http://avmajournals.avma.org/action/showLinks?pmid=11721234
http://avmajournals.avma.org/action/showLinks?system=10.2460%2Fjavma.2003.222.1690&pmid=12830860
http://avmajournals.avma.org/action/showLinks?pmid=11721235
http://avmajournals.avma.org/action/showLinks?system=10.2460%2Fjavma.2001.219.1358&pmid=11724169
http://avmajournals.avma.org/action/showLinks?system=10.2460%2Fjavma.2001.219.1358&pmid=11724169

