BOURNEMOUTH UNIVERSITY		

University Research Ethics Committee		Confirmed


[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes of a meeting held on Wednesday 31 January 2018, 13:00, CG17 Christchurch House, Lansdowne Campus

In Attendance: Mr J Stevens (Chair) (JS); Ms S Bell (Secretary) (SBell); Prof. H Schutkowski (HS); Dr S Beer (SB); Mr J Wale (JW); Mr P Lynch (PL); Dr I Jones (IJ); Dr S Thompson; Dr K Appleton; Mr D Gobbett; Dr M Hind; Ms C Gordon (CG); Ms N Stewart (NS).

Apologies: Dr J Hunt; Dr D Gabriel;

In Attendance: Mr P Stocks (PS) (Agenda Item 5.1); Mr S Pallister (SP) & Mr J Stevens (JS) (Agenda Item 5.2)


	1
	Welcome and Apologies

	
	

	
	The Chair welcomed members and new member PGR REP Clare Gordon to the meeting.  Apologies were noted

	
	

	2



3
	Conflicts of Interest

No conflicts of interest were reported	

Minutes of the Meeting of Wednesday  11 October 2017                     UREC-1718-02-002

	
	

	3.1
	Accuracy
The minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting with the exception of minute 5.3.1.
SB raised the point that it was not the case that all research requires ethical approval (e.g. it had been agreed that Literature Reviews normally were ethically neutral and would not require ethical approval).  The revised wording for the Research Ethics Code of Practice (RECP) agreed at the previous meeting was therefore not an accurate reflection of current practice.  It was agreed that the wording in the Clause 1.5 RECP should be further amended.
Action: SB and SBell to finalise wording and update the Research Ethics Code of Practice.


	
	

	3.2
	Updates/Actions from previous minutes

	
3.2.1
	 
Minute 5.1 The Chair had written to the PVC R&I regarding the serious issue facing the Panels and UREC regarding a high number of founding members stepping down in March 2018, including all 3 Chairs with no recommendations for replacements. No response had been received to date.


	4
	Research Ethics Panel Reports

	
	

	4.1
	Science, Technology & Health Research Ethics Panel Term Report      UREC-1718-2-003

	
	· Work with the Panel continues to be gratifying and effective. One new member from the Faculty of HSS had taken up post as regular replacement and had settled in quickly.
· Overall, the quality of submissions is improving.
· The issue of being quorate in meetings is improving but still has not been settled. 
· Succession planning for Panel chairs and replacements for founding members is an ongoing urgent issue that, so far, has not been sufficiently addressed. Frustration is mounting.
· As in the SSH Panel, the volume of applications going through review, either by correspondence or at Panel, is not a realistic reflection of the actual research undertaken at BU. Because of potential implications for the REF this will require careful thought.


	4.2
	Social Sciences & Humanities Research Ethics Panel Term Report	  UREC-1718-2-004

	
	· The panel continues to be busy but, as in previous reports it is considered that this does not truly reflect the research that is being conducted in the University. The research ethics review/UREC need to address the issue that potentially academics are claiming outputs during annual appraisal, for promotion panels, and for the REF that have not had the appropriate ethical reflection/approval.
· The Panel continues to receive positive comments with regard to its operation
· The Panel has been seeing some excellent research proposals from some researchers.
· Panel members continue to have concerns about the quality of submissions from some researchers, both in terms of ethical reflection and the “scientific” merit of the work.
· When this concerns submission by PGR students, the panels and subsequently the chair, should not end up supervising the students in areas that are the responsibility of the supervisors; after all they are supposed to sign off student’s ethics before they come to panel; concerns were raised about the quality of some of the supervision in the University.
· Some colleagues’ poor time management is resulting in requests for expedited reviews.
· Concerns with regard to succession planning remain, given that 30% of members and the panel chairs and vice chairs all will stand down at the end of March 2018.

	
	

	5
	Items for Discussions


	5.1
	Research Data Management Update 

	

5.1.1



5.1.2




5.1.3



5.1.4
	PS updated the Committee on RDM activities

After various delays, there is a planned launch event for the newly named online Repository early February.  A naming competition had resulted in ‘BORDaR’ – Bournemouth Online Research Data Repository.

The Committee had various concerns regarding the process of making data open access but acknowledging progress and the need for compliance with funder requirements had updated current advice, including participant documents (participant agreement form and participant information sheet) to reflect ongoing developments in this area. 

The Committee asked whether there would be an option to deposit data with restricted access.  PS confirmed that similar to BURO, there would be the possibility to apply an embargo (with faculty agreement).

The Committee had asked for clarification on the scope of the researchers obligations; did it apply to current, historical data and data generated at another HEI?  PS confirmed that currently the scope of the policy related to data generated at BU and for joint research, the data should be deposited at the PI’s HEI.  In relation to the retrospective nature of the Policy, it was acknowledged that this was a grey area and policy would be continually updated to reflect funder requirements.  It was acknowledged restrictions would apply where participants consent had not been obtained for the re-use and deposit of data (this would impact the retrospective nature of the policy). PS confirmed that Library staff would work with Researchers/RKEO on what was and was not possible when depositing data in BORDaR.


	5.2
	Mobile Computing Policy – Implementation and Monitoring (Simon Pallister Governance Manager, IT Services/James Stevens, Chief Data Governance Officer, OVC)

	
5.2.1




5.2.2









5.2.3








5.2.4





5.2.5






5.2.6





5.2.7






5.2.8







5.2.9




5.2.10




	
The Committee had concerns regarding BU’s vulnerability in the area of data security from the perspective of GDPR and use of mobile devices in research by staff. The Committee wanted to know how the policy will apply and the resources available to implement the policy. 

JS acknowledged that from the Policy the role and responsibilities weren’t necessarily clear, however in terms of the risk, this was associated to the type of data collected e.g. if the data was not sensitive in nature and not likely to cause reputational harm, then a Researcher could justify the use of non-encrypted mobile devices for the purposes of collecting research data. If collecting sensitive data, it would be hoped the Researchers would take all reasonable steps to make sure devices used were encrypted.  On the staff intranet there is now a dedicated area ‘BU Safe’ where Researchers can download information on keeping data secure including free encryption tools which can be downloaded; if they couldn’t find the answers within this section, IT Services were on hand to help.

The Committee raised the issue of the use of digital recorders which could not be encrypted. Transfer and safe storage and compliance were being raised by Researchers as areas of concern; guidance seemed to be lacking in this area.   JS raised the issue of having a legal basis for processing of this type of data (i.e. filming people who had not given consent). SB remarked that it was presumed given the experience of the colleagues from within the Faculty of Media & Communications that consent/ensuring appropriate legal basis was entrenched in its processes but it was compliance with policy (safe transfer of data to mobile computing devices) that concerned colleagues.

SP acknowledged that although digital recorders did not fall within the remit of the policy, he would look at current guidance on the transfer of data from digital recorders to safe storage and look to update/provide new guidance. JS noted that researchers would be compliant as long as they took and could demonstrate reasonable steps had been taken to keep data secure by the safe transfer and appropriate destruction.

SB continued with the scenarios of researchers undertaking research overseas in countries such as Kuwait. JS asserted that while the policy couldn’t cover all scenarios, the safeguarding of researchers was paramount and would be managed on a case by case basis.  Researchers should approach IT services for guidance on how to manage the process of safeguarding data when working aboard.  Should frontline services not be able to help, the request would be escalated accordingly to the Information Security Team.

The Committee asked for clarification on the scope of the policy as it would appear the obligations under the policy applies to devices purchased by BU and not purchased independently by the Researcher.  SP referred to the Committee to section 8 of the policy which deals with ‘consumer devices not purchased via BU’.  The Committee asked that clearer advice be made available to Researchers particularly the implications of clause 8.7.

JS acknowledged that to be compliant with ISO 27001 a number of policies had to be rolled out and that should a research project fall within the remit of ISO 27001 Researchers would be equipped appropriately to be compliant.  For Researchers whose projects fall outside the scope BU should be in a position to give researchers the correct resources and if not, assist Researchers to take all reasonable steps and if necessary to put them in a position to justify why they can’t be compliant with the policy.

SB widened discussions to include students.  CG confirmed that students were currently using their own devices to record interviews, collect data.  There was a lack of awareness amongst students on data management/security.  This subject was not flagged currently  through the ethical review process.  SBell confirmed that she was in the process of working with the Digital Solutions Team to update the checklist and data management/security would be incorporated into the checklist.  JS confirmed that targeted communications had been initiated but acknowledged that communications were missed.  

SB informed JS/SP that for the majority of undergraduate and postgraduate taught students they were expected to use their own mobile devices for collecting data.  In management/media facilities there was a store of devices students could access but again not encrypted.

SP highlighted that he had voiced concerns when the policy was initially rolled out that there had been a lack of engagement with the end user in terms of making sure mechanisms/tools were in place to support researchers with compliance. SP was currently making a business case to look at how this gap could be bridged e.g. by guidance, new technologies but acknowledged that the scope was large with cost implications.  SB noted that the Committee should be in a position to contribute evidence in support of this business case and would be happy to work with SP.  CG was also asked to contribute to this process from the postgraduate researcher perspective.

SP referred the Committee to the Mobile Device Security Device as a useful resource.

Action: The Committee (SB & CG) to work with SP on making the business case identified in discussions.
Action: SBell to work on improving the ethics checklist for re-launch in March 2018


	5.3.
	UREC Terms of Reference

	
5.3.1
	
Revised wording under Membership for University Board Observers was approved by Committee.


	5.4
	Research Ethics Code of Practice (Discussion of Comparable Review Section 10)

	


5.4.1








5.4.2



5.4.3
	
Comparable Review

The Committee discussed what the Code of Practice (RECP) refers to as a ‘comparable’ review for those occasions when BU will accept approval from other HEI/organisations (where BU is not the lead PI).  A comparable review is based on systems and values (in terms of practice).  It was concluded that if a BU Ethics Panel would not give approval for a project, then it would stand that if similar research was taking place in another HEI/organisation which had been approved, BU would be in position to refuse to accept this as acceptable approval.  Should the Researcher meet the criteria/ grounds for appeal, an appeal to UREC could be made.

It was agreed that the wording in the RECP was sufficient and did not need to be amended.

Code of Practice 10.3 – Approval from External Committee

Could approval from the Ministry of Defence (MoD) be treated in the same manner as the NHS approvals i.e. the Researcher would not need to go through full BU Ethical approval as well as MoD approval?  It was agreed that an evaluation would need to be made of the MoD ethical approval process before a decision could be made.  It was agreed that should approvals be received by the MoD, SBell would conduct a desk based investigation and liaise with the Panel Chairs.  A BU checklist would be completed as normally for external review but SBell would ask the Researcher to complete the full checklist for Panel review if deemed appropriate. 


	5.5.
	Academics claiming outputs for appraisal, promotion and the REF

	
5.5.1
	
The Committee would like Senate to note and respond to concerns raised by members that potentially there were researchers claiming outputs for which they hadn’t obtained ethical approval.  This is an area the Committee has problems with due to limited resources to conduct a full audit of outputs.


	5.6
	Modifications to the online ethics checklist

	
5.6.1
	
As reported under previous discussions, SBell was now working on a revised checklist for a relaunch in March.  Instead of 7 sections, the checklist would be reduced to 4 sections.  Section 1 – Researcher and Project Details
Section 2 – Project Filter questions
Section 3 – Further questions based on information provided in Section 2
Section 4 – Final review and researcher statement

Before the Launch, testing would be take place involving various stakeholders.


	5.7 
	Update on the Ethics Review

	
5.7.1

	
PL and SBell have met with SB and HS who will provide feedback on the review report which will impact succession planning for Panel and UREC.  The next step will be to engage with the PVC R&I to appoint successors.


	5.8
	Succession Planning for Panels

	
5.8.1

	
At the moment, no plans are in place for successors to either Panel or UREC which is now critical due to Chairs stepping down at the end of March 2018.  RKEO to engage with PVC R&I to put plans in place as soon as possible.


	6
	Matters raised by UREC Members

	
6.1 

	
No matters were raised by Members

	
7
	
Any other Business

	
7.1


7.2
	 
Due to the introduction of BORDaR, the participant agreement form template has been amended to reflect the re-use and storage of anonymised data.  

Guidance in the PI Sheet will also be strengthened to enable participants to understand the implications of agreeing to the consent statement on storage and access to anonymised data held in BORDaR. 


	
8
	
Date of Next Meeting	

	
	2 May 2018
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