

BOURNEMOUTH UNIVERSITY		

[bookmark: _GoBack]University Research Ethics Committee		Confirmed


Minutes of a meeting held on Wednesday 12 October 2016, 13:00 hrs, P405 Poole House, Talbot Campus
In Attendance: Mr John Stevens (Chair) (JS); Ms Sarah Bell (Committee Secretary) (SBell); Dr Sean Beer (SB); Mr Jeffrey Wale (JW); Dr Martin Hind (MH); Mr Paul Lynch (PL); Dr Ian Jones (IJ); Dr Jane Hunt; Mr Don Gobbett; Prof. Holger Schutkowski (HS); Dr Katherine Appleton; Dr Shelley Thompson.

Apologies: Prof Iain MacRury; Ms Clare Cutler

Not in Attendance: Mrs Louise Oliver

	1
	Welcome and Apologies

	
	

	1.1
	The Chair welcomed members to the meeting and apologies were noted. A welcome was extended to new member Dr Martin Hind, who replaces Dr Stephanie Schwander-Sievers for FHSS.  Dr Schwander-Sievers was thanked for her valued contribution to UREC.

	
	

	2
	Minutes of the Meeting of Wednesday 18 May 2016                               UREC-1617-01-002

	
	

	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
	
Para 5.3. The Committee Secretary updated members of the revised changes to the PGR review and approval process. Cohort (development site) had now been updated:  i) supervisors would now review and forward on to named Ethics Champions within Faculties for approval (low risk) and ii) Supervisors would review and forward on to the Ethics Filter for review by Panel (high risk).  The developments had been tested and once a complete list of Ethics Champions was finalised these changes would be implemented onto the Live system.  Clear communications and guidance would be provided.


	2.3
	Update from Action Logs

	
2.3.1




2.3.2





2.3.4
	
Panel Recruitment
Recruitment to Panels was ongoing.  Five new members had been recruited to the SSH Panel, with a recruitment drive underway for the STH REP.  The Chairs would continue to work with DDRPPS on this matter.

Audit by Sampling
The process of audit was ongoing but slow progress was being made; due to limitation of OEC (Cohort) and resources.   However, a review of UG and PGT processes of the review of students’ checklists was underway and the Committee Secretary would report back to UREC during the academic year on progress. 

Membership of UREC
The Committee were disappointed that it had been re-iterated that there would be no member of the Board sitting on the Committee. It was agreed that the Terms of Reference would be amended to reflect this stating ‘two seats for Board Members available’.

	
	

	3
	Research Ethics Panel Reports

	
	

	3.1
	Science, Technology & Health Research Ethics Panel Term Report    UREC-1617-01-003

	
	The Chair summarised the written report. Highlights included:
· Thanks once again to Panel members for continued high quality contributions.
· Concerns remained that there are still cases where Researchers do not engage sufficiently with the ethics review process.
· Raising awareness and emphasising the importance of the process to continue, involving the DDRPPs and Departmental Heads of Research.
· The Panel was now starting to experience issues with members’ attendance and availability, which resulted in a number of meetings not being quorate.  Recruitment remains a priority. 
· Dr Kevin Thomas and Tim Orman have now stepped down.  The Chair thanked them both for their contributions.
   

	3.2
	Social Sciences & Humanities Research Ethics Panel Term Report	UREC-1617-01-004

	
















3.3


3.3.1






	The Chair summarised the written report. Highlights included:
· It had been a busy period for the Panel, although the Chair noted reservations that numbers of reviews does not truly reflect the research that is being conducted at BU.
· The Panel have recently recruited 5 new members but continues to look for additional new members.
· Dr Stephanie Schwander-Sievers recently stepped down as Member and was thanked for her valued contribution as a founding member of Panel.
· Two existing members of Panel were going to be asked to stand down due to their lack of attendance at Panel meetings.  Terms of Reference states that members should attend at least 6 out of 11 Panel meetings.  The members concerned had significantly fallen short of this number.
· Concerns remains that there are a significant minority of Researchers that demonstrate a lack of timeliness, poor ethical reflection and poor methodology.  Such concerns are not necessarily with PGRs or ‘junior’ colleagues.  The Chair has continued to receive a number of expedited reviews that are solely submitted as a result of colleagues’ bad time management.

General Discussions on Succession Planning

It was noted that for both Panels several founding members of the Panel, including both Chairs were due to stand down in February 2017. Members can be asked to serve another 12 months in order to ensure a phased rotation with new members.    The Committee was asked to start the succession planning process in order to identify successors in good time to ensure both incoming Chairs have appropriate panel experience by February/March 2018.

Action: The Chair asked members to identify potential successors by Christmas, so that discussions for new appointments can be discussed at the January meeting.


	4
	Items for Discussions


	4.1
	Research Impact	UREC-1617-01-005

	
4.1.1


4.1.2




4.1.3






4.1.4
	
Dr Zoe Sheppard (FHSS) presented a paper to the Committee asking the question whether impact activities required going through the formal ethical approval process.

General points discussed i) who would be undertaking the impact work (i.e. the original researcher of the research or someone else evaluating the impact).  ii) concern regarding vulnerable participants involved in the original research iii) whether service users were involved. 

The Committee referred to the definition of research as ‘the gathering data to be published externally’ and had concern of labelling impact work as not requiring ethical approval but also of ‘ethics creep’. The idea of incorporating an impact question into the ethics checklist was raised which could prove useful as a means to encourage impactful research, but also to act as an audit trail and to flag potential case studies.  It was agreed that ‘Research Impact’ should also be strengthen within the current Code of Practice. 

It was agreed that there would be a move towards impact being considered from the outset as part of the process but in the interim, it would be considered on a case by case basis, meaning that activities considered research should be subject to the ethical review and approval process.

	
	Actions: SBell to look at amending the checklist to incorporate additional questions around research impact and updating the Code of Practice, with input from Dr Rebecca Edwards (Knowledge Exchange and Impact Management, RKEO).

	
	

	4.2

4.2.1








4.3

4.3.1


4.3.2




4.3.3
	Independent Complaints Contact

It was agreed that an alternative contact should be provided for cases of complaints made by participants.  Currently the DDRPP (or suitable alternative) was the named contact.  After discussion it was agreed that the Committee Secretary would organise for the setup of a new email account ‘reseachgovernance@bournemouth.ac.uk’ which would be used on Participant Information sheets as the main email account; rather than the DDRPPs personal email account.  It would also mean that the Participant would only have to notify ‘one’ person.  The email account will be held and managed centrally by RKEO. (Relates to UREC-1516-03 Minutes Item 7.2)

Code of Practice/PI Sheet guidance

Legal Services Officers, Rosemary Collins and Michelle Goodbody attended the Committee for this item.

To bring current guidance in line with RCUK’s data management requirements, the Committee was asked to consider a revised section within the PI Sheet (and guidance) which Legal Services had provided on confidentiality/data storage and the data protection act. The revisions were discussed in detail with recommendations made.  

It was agreed that the Committee Secretary would work with Legal Services to provide revisions to the PI Sheet which would be circulated to members for further consideration by email.  Once the Committee agree current revisions, updated guidance would be provided to the Research Community.


	5
	Matters raised by UREC Members

	
5.1

	
JH asked for clarification UREC-1617-01-002 Para 5.1 “It was agreed that it should be consistent between Panels”.  The Chairs clarified that it had been agreed that the stance for both Panels would be that when reviewing research ethics submissions, the Researcher should be present at Panel; however, in exceptional circumstances the Chairs would consider other means of communicating with the Researcher, such as conference calls or discussing the Panel without the Researcher present and putting forward questions via email.

	
6
	
Any other Business

	
	No other business was raised

	
	

	7
	Date of Next Meeting	

	
	18 January 2017
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