BOURNEMOUTH UNIVERSITY		

University Research Ethics Committee		Confirmed

[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes of a meeting held on Wednesday 18 July 2018, 13:30, CG17 Christchurch House, Talbot Campus

In Attendance: Mr John Stevens (Chair) (JS); Ms Sarah Bell (Committee Secretary) (SJB); Prof. Holger Schutkowski (HS); Dr Ian Jones (IJ); Prof Katherine Appleton (KA);Dr Clare Cutler (CC); Ms Natalie Stewart (NS); Ms Clare Gordan (CG)

Apologies: Dr Sean Beer (SB); Mr Jeffrey Wale (JW); Mr Paul Lynch (PL); Dr Shelley Thompson (ST); Mr Don Gobbett (DG); Dr Martin Hind (MH)

In attendance: Dr Jayne Caudwell (JC) (Item 5.1); Mrs Rosalind Ashcroft (RA) (Item 5.2)

Not in Attendance: 

	1
	Welcome and Apologies

	
	

	
	The Chair welcomed members to the meeting and apologies were noted

	
	

	2



3
	Conflicts of Interest

No conflicts of interest were reported	

Minutes of the Meeting of Wednesday  2 May 2018                                 UREC-1718-4-002

	
	

	3.1
	It was agreed the minutes were a true and accurate account of the last meeting.

	
	

	3.2
	Updates/Actions from previous minutes

	
3.2.1


3.2.2
	 
(Min 7.1) SJB reported that the Chair had formally written to Jim Andrews in relation to Service Quality Reviews.  

Update on succession planning.  PL updated the Committee that a report on Chair replacements would be submitted to Prof Tim McIntyre-Bhatty, with two actions agreed i) taking the replacement of Panel Chairs forward and ii) establishment of a research integrity steering group.  PL would update at the next Committee.


	4
	Research Ethics Panel Reports

	
	

	4.1

	Science, Technology & Health Research Ethics Panel Term Report      UREC-1718-4-003

	


4.1.1



4.1.2




4.1.3



4.1.4




4.1.5





4.1.6
	This report covers the last (extended) period for which HS has a mandate as Chair of the STH Research Ethics Panel. 

As both HS and SB (counterpart  on the SSH Panel) have now served their statutory three years plus one year’s extension as per Terms of Reference they are acting outside these Terms.

Arrangements for succession were not yet in place, even though a solution had been anticipated by the end of July 2018. For the time being both Chairs were prepared to continue. HS noted his thanks to all founding members of the Panel, whose terms had also expired but who had indicated to be available until such a solution was in place.

Work with the Panel had been gratifying and effective, and HS considered it a great pleasure and honour for having been able to work with so many knowledgeable colleagues and for having had the steadfast support of SJB, and lately Suzy Wignall, throughout. 

Overall, the quality of submissions has been steadily improving over the years, even though some submissions continue to be prepared less carefully than one would expect. Awareness of the importance of research ethics has firmly been consolidated, but engagement with the process is less consistent than it could be.

The issue of being quorate in meetings is improving but still has not been settled. This needs to be addressed in the discussion about succession of panel members and should put clear responsibility on line managers. Serving on an Ethic Research Panel is part of internal academic citizenship and thus an element of Fusion. As such, it counts towards workload, but it needs to be honoured through individual engagement.

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 and therefore would be well placed for discussion on the new Research Performance and Management Committee.

	
	

	4.2
	Social Sciences & Humanities Research Ethics Panel Term Report	  UREC-1718-4-004

	
4.2.1








4.2.2







4.2.3



4.2.4
	
As recorded before as of the end of March 2018, SB has served three years as Chair with an additional one-year extension. This is the maximum permitted time under the terms of reference. Therefore as of the time of writing SB no longer has a remit as chair of the panel and coincidently is theoretically no longer a member of UREC.  SB and HS, along with UREC, has been trying to put succession planning in place for the last 12 months, however, this is not come to pass though both were promised a resolution by the end of July.  In the meantime SB is happy to continue as Chair, and thanked all the founding members who have also agreed to carry on in the interim.

In general terms comments are similar to those of previous reports:

The panel continues to be busy but SB considers that this does not truly reflect the research that is being conducted in the University. The research ethics review needs to address the issue that potentially academics are claiming research outputs in annual appraisal, for promotion and the REF that have not received appropriate ethical reflection.  In effect the University is rewarding academic misconduct.  

The panel has seen some excellent research proposals from some researchers.  As mentioned previously Panel members continue to have serious concerns about the quality and timeliness of submissions from some researchers.  

SB was concerned that two researchers who were asked to revise a research project, because it involved collecting data from children without parental consent, had gone to another University and got the project approved.  They have now asked Panel to approve that consent.  The project had gone through some minor changes, however, the Researchers are still not obtaining parental consent.  Therefore SB was not in a position to approve the consent by chair’s cation and forwarding it to the Panel would be pointless. We have informed the Faculty concerned.

	
	

	5
	Items for Discussions


	5.1

5.1.1




5.1.2



5.1.3



5.1.4


5.1.5







5.1.6

	Demographic questions in questionnaires (Dr Jayne Caudwell in attendance)

JC briefed the Committee that the topic of gender questions in questionnaires was a complicated one.  Sexual identification (biological categories, masculinity and femininity) and gender identity were often mixed up and this could be confusing (the recent HESA questionnaire issued to staff was a prime example of this).  

HS confirmed that Ethics Panel used standard best practice of advising Researchers to use an open question “With what gender to do you identify” and providing the option ‘prefer not to say’ and the BU should adopt this best practice.

PL advised HESA are using categories and fields which are standard to the terms for HESA (HEFCE) so BU categorises for particular reporting.  JC advised that providing feedback to HESA might influence future categories.

Under DPA 2018, Researchers are obligated to undertake data minimisation and demographic questions should not be asked if not relevant to the research.

JC concluded that advice from Panels should be that research should not exclude individuals from participating in research, not be discriminatory and use language that does not marginalise.  The Committee were happy that this was standard practice for Panels but what influence could the Committee have on the wider BU community in adopting this best practice.  Possible avenues for raising these concerns were Senate and Athena Swann Committee.  It was agreed that working James Palfreman-Kay (JPK) would be appropriate in order to take this forward.

Action: SB (including JC) to meet with JPK and RKEO.


	5.2


5.2.1






5.2.2







5.2.3




5.2.4











5.2.5











5.2.6






5.2.7








5.2.8


5.3

5.3.1




5.3.2




5.3.3
	Code of Practice/PI Sheet & PAF updates/Research Data Privacy Notice (Mrs Ros Ashcroft (RA), Legal Services in attendance)

RA advised the committee that under GDPR BU had a legal obligation to provide research participants with information on BU’s legal basis for processing personal data.  GDPR provides for personal data to be processed where necessary for a task in the public interest – University academic research falls within this category as it is recognised as being part of the core “public task” of a university.  To be compliant with GDPR, Researchers would now need to provide participants with a link to the research participant privacy notice.

The Committee had concerns regarding the level of detail and length of the notice.  RA acknowledged the concept of data processing was complex but under GDPR BU had to be more transparent on ‘fair processing’ of personal data.  Asked whether GDPR provided a ‘get out’ in terms of implementation, RA advised that there was limited provision however, guidance from the ICO on this point had been very limited.  It was agreed that the information provided in the Privacy Notice would be re-ordered so that key information and contact information would be provided up front.

Asked whether the Privacy notice should be translated (necessary in certain circumstances when conducting research overseas), it was agreed that Researchers when providing translated copies of the PI Sheet and Agreement Form, should also provide a translated copy of the Privacy Notice.

The PI Sheet and Agreement Form had been updated to reflect the requirements of GDPR.  The Committee had concerns that the Agreement Form appeared to be more complicated.  RA explained that the information was more or less the same, however, the Agreement Form would now be in two parts.  Part A would list all data collection activities that were integral to the research and Participants would be agree a ‘threshold’ consent to these activities which would include the detail on how BU intends to process their personal data (the legal basis would be task in the public interest and withdrawing data would be limited if detrimental to the research).  Activities not integral, i.e. if a participant opted out, they could still take part in the research, would be described Part B and the legal basis for processing data in relation to these activities would be consent.  GDPR sees consent a something which a data subject can withdraw at any time which BU much action.  

The Committee asked whether there was a legal requirement to provide this level of detail to children and young people.  The use of appropriate Assent Forms had been adopted as best practice when working with children and young people.  RA explained that we cannot assume parents have the right to exercise the child’s data protection rights but for the purposes of a research project, as BU treat the parents/legal guardian as having the legal capacity to consent on the child’s behalf to participate in the activity, they would be authorised to excise data protection rights on behalf of a child/young person.

It was agreed that SJB would provide RA for examples of Assent Forms.

Chairs Action (related to Data Protection)

In June 2018, Legal Services had requested Chairs Action (due to time constraints) on a matter related to the student on-line registration form.  In 2017, UREC had provided the following wording for the online registration form “By ticking here I agree that all personal information may be used in anonymised form for academic research that has received ethical approval by the University Research Ethics Committee (you may withdraw this permission at any time by notifying the Student Lifecycle Team)” 

Legal Services requested permission to remove the statement from the online form.  From a data protection perspective, Legal Services were concerned that the statement could be interpreted as a request for consent to use of the data for data protection purposes. This would be misleading (as this is not the relevant legal basis) and would conflict with what BU’s position as to regards the legal/data protection basis on which data is used for academic research – therefore this statement would cause significant confusion. It might have also created an “expectation management” issue, as individuals may have believed that they could withdraw their data from research studies at any time.

The Chair had agreed for the statement to be removed as a Chairs Action and Committee were asked to endorse this decision.  The Committee duly endorsed the Chairs Action.

Research overseas/questionnaires

SJB sought clarification on the guidance relating to the geographical reach of questionnaires e.g. could a Researcher create a potential vulnerable situation by putting a link to an online questionnaire on social media which is seen by a potential participant in a country which has a strict regime in relation to access to internet and/or completing questionnaires.

Advice had been that if the Researcher remained physically in the UK and the questionnaire was hosted in the UK, the question on the checklist “Will your research study take place outside the UK?” should not be ticked; otherwise a potentially low risk project would become ‘high’ risk based on possible geographical reach.

After discussion it was agreed that if there was the potential to create a vulnerable situation or if the questions could potentially have an emotional impact on the participant completing the questionnaire, other questions in the checklist would apply such as ‘vulnerability’ and ‘sensitive topics’ and the online ethics checklist would identify the project as ‘high risk’.

	
	

	6
	Matters raised by UREC Members

	
6.1 
	
No matters were raised

	
7
	
Any other Business

	
7.1
	 
HS thanked the Chair for his time and welcomed contributions during 17-18.  It was noted the Chairs was also acting outside the Terms of Reference having been Chair for 3 + 1 year extension.  The Chair indicated he would also continue to be available until such a solution was in place.  The Committee thanked the Chair.

	
	

	8
	Date of Next Meeting
October 2018
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