BOURNEMOUTH UNIVERSITY		

University Research Ethics Committee		Confirmed


[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes of a meeting held on Wednesday 12 April 2017, 12:30 hrs, in CG09 Christchurch House, Talbot Campus

In Attendance: Mr John Stevens (Chair) (JS); Ms Sarah Bell (Committee Secretary) (SBell); Prof Holger Schutkowski (HS); Mr Paul Lynch (PL); Dr Shelley Thompson (ST); Mr Don Gobbett (DG); Mr Jeffrey Wale (JW); Dr Carol Bond (CB)

Apologies: Dr Sean Beer (SB); Dr Jane Hunt; Dr Katherine Appleton; Dr Martin Hind; Dr Deborah Gabriel; Dr Ian Jones

	1
	Welcome and Apologies

	
	

	
	The Chair welcomed members to the meeting and apologies were noted. The Secretary reported that the student rep, Ms Louise Oliver had now stepped down.  The Doctoral College would be approached to elect a replacement.

	
	

	2
	Minutes of the Meeting of Wednesday 18 January 2017                          UREC-1617-3-002

	
	

	2.1
	It was agreed the minutes were a true and accurate account of the last meeting.

	
	

	2.2
	Updates from previous minutes

	
2.2.1




	 
Amendment to Terms of Reference (ToR) Board member: Senate had received clarification regarding change request in relation to the ToR.  The Amendment had not been approved and UREC was asked to present revised ToR to Senate at the beginning of the next academic year. 

	2.3
	Update from Action Logs

	
2.3.1






2.3.2



3 

3.1
	
In relation to managing interim arrangements for the research design phase on Cohort (OEC admin system) RKEO had been informed that significant enhancement work for Cohort was no longer on the IT Services’ agenda.  RKEO are now working with IT to source support for ongoing, critical work both to Cohort (OEC admin system) and the online ethics checklist. IT Services’ Digital Solutions Team continue to support ongoing minor enhancement work to Cohort and OEC database enquiries.

Recruitment of new members to both Panels had been successful but succession planning is a now priority, given a number of current members are due to step down by March 2018, including the two Panel Chairs. This would be discussed further under Agenda item 5.5.

Conflicts of Interest

No conflicts of interest were reported by Members

	
	

	4
	Research Ethics Panel Reports

	
	

	4.1
	Science, Technology & Health Research Ethics Panel Term Report     UREC-1617-3-003

	
	The Panel Chair summarised the written report; highlights included:
· The Panel continues to be busy
· The quality of the applications is generally OK but the Chair highlighted that there was currently a trend for Researchers not to comply with the guidance of providing 500 word summaries to discuss ethical issues highlighted by the checklist; rather they append research protocols and don’t complete the checklist appropriately. Researchers should note that checklists are reviewed by a mixed non specialist readership, who are interested in the ethical issues and not everything else related to the individual’s research.  It was agreed that SBell would make this clearer in the guidance and would push back on applications, which did not comply with current guidance.
· It was suggested that the checklist could be altered, so that each ethical risk highlighted by the Researcher could be addressed immediately via a collapsible box under each question rather than providing one summary box at the end of each section.  SBell agreed to discuss this enhancement with the Digital Solutions Team (IT).
· At a recent Panel meeting one application was discussed using Skype between members and Researchers.  This had not been particularly successful and it was agreed that in future it would be expected that all PGRs should be present at Panel meetings, accompanied by a member of the Supervisory team (usually first supervisor) unless legitimate reasons prevented them from being there.  If the Researcher cannot be present, the Chair will consider an appropriate route for review, possibly via Skype.  However, requests would not be considered simply because of bad time management and applications for this reason would be deferred to the next meeting.  


	4.2

	Social Sciences & Humanities Research Ethics Panel Term Report	  UREC-1617-3-004

	


















4.3
4.3.1








4.3.2





4.3.3
	On behalf of SB, JS summarised the Panel Chair’s written report; highlights included:
· The Panel continues to be busy
· The Panel continues to receive positive comments with regard to its operation
· The Panel continues to have concerns regarding the quality of submissions from some researchers for many reasons; a few are noted below:
· Poorly written PGR submissions (which is surprising considering Supervisors have the responsibility to review and critique applications before they are submitted to Panel)
· Vagueness displayed by some researchers with regard to what they are intending to do and why they are intending to do it
· The quality of ethical reflection
· The lack of understanding of basic ethical concepts and BU’s own research ethics code of practice
· Due to poor time management, a rise in requests for expedited review
· UREC were asked to note that although both Panel Chairs have agreed to extend their tenure until March 2018, it would be useful to identify successors in good time to ensure they have appropriate panel experience and a smooth transition.
 
Discussions arising from Panel Reports:
As concerns continue to be raised regarding awareness of ethics by Researchers, UREC discussed ethics training, particularly for supervisors. The Committee asked whether the revised 2 day training (for new supervisors) organised by the Doctoral College was sufficient given the wide range of topics covered? It was noted that ethics was not on the agenda for established Supervisor training and UREC discussed whether it would be possible to discuss with the Doctoral College the possibility of extending this half day to a full day to incorporate ethics training; when there would be sufficient time to discuss ethics vs methods. SBell would discuss possible options with the Doctoral College

UREC discussed the appropriateness of Supervisors maintaining a portfolio which could contain certificates of training as evidence to demonstrate that they have kept up to date on current practices, training etc. around research governance including ethics training; to be periodically reviewed by appropriate Reviewers.  It was agreed that this should be discussed in more detail as part of the wider research ethics review.

The Committee discussed whether it would be appropriate for DDRRPs to provide a quarterly report to UREC detailing research misconduct issues when ethical issues had been identified such as, research going on without ethical approval.  This would assist UREC to understand the issues and identify the gaps in order to implement solutions to address the problems identified by the Panels.  SBell reported that under 6M research misconduct policy, HR and EDQ maintain records of all research misconduct allegations and investigations.  SBell would speak to HR and EDQ and report to the next UREC in the first instance. 



It was noted by the Committee, having Board members on UREC would be useful so that they too are to be aware of the issues and would be able to ask questions at other forums. 

	
	

	5
	Items for Discussions


	5.1














5.2
	Third Party Referrals (to add to Code of Good Practice) insert paragraph into Code of Practice.
Both Panels have developed an informal policy whereby, if a researcher refers a participant to a third party should they need support having taken part in the ‘research activity ‘ (for example in the questionnaire preamble or participant information sheet), the Panels require the researcher to contact the third party in advance; to agree this with them.
Recently a researcher pushed back on this request, on the basis that if a referral service is a national organisation and is equipped to handle whatever comes there way, then it is not standard practice to liaise with said referral service, ahead of conducting the data collection.
UREC agreed that Researchers should make contact which was both courteous and professional.  UREC agreed that Panels should treat referrals as they do gatekeepers i.e. where it is explicit in the documents that referral services would be offered to participants, any 3rd party referral service should be informed before the data collection. However, this process should not hold up the approval process.

Research Ethics Review

	

	PL informed UREC of the upcoming research ethics review covering ethics, integrity, and governance – a board coverage of areas.  This would be an opportunity to gather feedback from a number of stakeholders via various mechanisms and extrapolate data from Cohort.
It was agreed that an away day for UREC and panel members would be useful but also to have in place mechanism for providing feedback for those members who wouldn’t be able to attend the Away.  It was agreed that the Away Day should be carefully structured.  The Review Process would take place throughout the summer, managed by RKEO.

	
5.3
5.3.1




5.3.2







5.3.3
	
Research Ethics Code of Practice (CoP)
UREC discussed the CoP and confirmed the final revisions.  The following point was noted:
BU’s Prevent Team had requested ‘Extremism’ to be added to clause 8.1.3.  In light of their suggestion UREC agreed to modify the list in clause 8.1.3 and extremist behaviour would be covered by ‘illegal behaviour’.  

Archiving of research data
At a meeting of the Research Data Management Steering Group it was confirmed that e-prints would support BU in its storage and preservation of data that has long-term academic value. LLS were currently finalising arrangements.
It was noted at the Steering Group that it was more appropriate for the RDM reporting line to be URKEC rather than UREC and minutes from the Steering Group to be noted by UREC. Chris Fowler, Head of LLS, agreed to speak to Prof John Fletcher.

Succession Planning
It was agreed that founding members would be approached to discuss a phased exit from Panel, to allow for a staggered replacement of members, which would also ensure expertise wouldn’t be immediately lost.
Replacements for the current Chairs should be invited to attend Panel as formal Shadow Chairs to allow for a smooth handover.
As the Chairs will be stepping down in March 2018, new chairs need to be announced by September 2017 at the latest to allow for a smooth transition.
RKEO will meet with Professor John Fletcher to discuss succession planning.


	6
	Matters raised by UREC Members

	
6.1
	
No matters were raised

	
7
	
Any other Business

	
7.1
	 
No business matters were raised

	
	

	8
	Date of Next Meeting	

	
	12 July 2017



 
1
