BOURNEMOUTH UNIVERSITY		

University Research Ethics Committee		Confirmed


[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes of a meeting held on Wednesday 2 May 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 Sean Beer (SB); Mr Jeffrey Wale (JW); Mr Paul Lynch (PL); Dr Jane Hunt; Dr Katherine Appleton; Mr Don Gobbett; Dr Martin Hind; Dr Clare Cutler

Apologies: Dr Deborah Gabriel; Ms Clare Gordon; Dr Ian Jones; Dr Shelley Thompson

In attendance: Mr P Stocks (PS) (Agenda Item 5.1)


	1
	Welcome and Apologies

	
	

	1.1
	The Chair welcomed members to the meeting and apologies were noted

	
	

	2

2.1

3
	Conflicts of Interest

No conflicts of interest were reported	

Minutes of the Meeting of Wednesday  31 January 2018                           UREC-1718-2-002

	
	

	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

	 
The Committee acknowledged that both Panel Chairs had been asked to remain in situ until the end of July by PVC (R&I), Prof John Fletcher. As both HS and SB were members of UREC due to their role as Panel Chair respectively, the Committee also endorsed the continual operation of the Chairs and other founding Panel members who had past the time that they are permitted to serve in accordance with the terms of reference (ToR).  The Chair also indicated that there may be other members of UREC who were now past the date at which they could continue as members of UREC according to its ToR.  It was agreed to leave things as they are until the results of the review were known.

Minute 3.1 – Clause 5.1 had now been updated
Minute 5.6.1 – revamp of the research ethics checklist was ongoing with a ‘soft’ launch aimed for June (dependent on testing) and full launch for the new 18/19 academic year.


	4
	Research Ethics Panel Reports

	
	

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

	
4.1.1


















4.1.2

	
This report covers the last period for which HS had a mandate as Chair of the STH Research Ethics Panel. 

· As with his counterpart on the SSH Panel, HS has served his statutory three years plus one year’s extension as per Terms of Reference. Arrangements for succession are not yet in place, even though a solution is being sought through OVC.
· Work with the Panel has 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 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.
· 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 places clear responsibility with line managers. 
· 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; placing potential implications for the REF and this will require careful thought.

Since writing the report, HS informed the Committee that both he and SB had met with the PVC (R&I) with regard to the lack of succession planning at a senior level and it was agreed that SB and HS would remain as Chairs and replacements would be in place by the end of July.


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

	
4.2.1























4.2.2



4.2.3
	
This report covers the last period for which SB had a mandate as Chair of the SSH Research Ethics Panel. 

SB noted that along with HS, they had been trying to implement succession planning for the last 12 months, with no result.  At the time of writing, both SB and HS had been waiting on decisions with regard to interim and longer term but had now been asked to remain in situ until the end of July.

· The panel continues to be busy but SB still considers that this does not truly reflect the research that is being conducted in the University. SB also had concerns that potentially academics are claiming research outputs in annual appraisal and for promotion that have not received appropriate ethical reflection; although current systems prevented appropriate audit of this.
· The Panel continues to receive positive comments with regard to its operation and SB paid tribute to the hard work and dedication of panel members.
· The panel has seen some excellent research proposals from some researchers, however, Panel members continue to have serious concerns about the quality of submissions from some researchers.  
· Colleagues’ poor time management has resulted in requests for expedited reviews.
· It is of specific concern that the minutes presented by UREC to Senate, of which this report pays part, appear to be simply tabled and are never discussed. 
· SB thanked SJB for her hard work and support, along with all panel members.


SB updated the Committee that although UREC reports directly to Senate, minutes are ‘noted’ and not necessarily discussed.  For future, if UREC requires input from Senate, a Senate agenda item should be requested for discussion. 

HS raised whether it would be an option to update UREC’s ToR to include membership from Senate.  This member should be independent of the Ethics process at BU. 

	
	

	5
	Items for Discussions


	5.1


5.1.1
	Research Data Management Update
PS updated the Committee on RDM activities.

PS reported that BORDaR had now been launched. 

	
5.1.2









5.2

5.2.1









5.3


5.3.1



5.3.2




5.3.3



5.3.4













5.3.5



5.3.6


5.3.7





5.3.8

	
It was raised by members that BORDaR could be more visible online because some members were aware that it had been launched and some could not find it by searching via BU’s website; a number of search options were provided but none related to BORDaR. 

PS reported that he would talk to IT Services and M&C regarding making BORDaR’s profile more prominent.




Questionnaire hosting sites and BU advice

SB had been approached by UG/PGT students on the use of appropriate hosting sites.  SB enquired whether BU had an ‘approved’ list and a process for enquiry/approval regarding a hosting site’s suitability.  SJB advised that RKEO was unware of such a list and process but advised that should enquiries be received, only 3 hosting sites were recommended namely: SurveyMonkey, Qualtrics and BOS (latter two requiring a licence).  SJB would liaise with Library Services to ascertain current process and existence of approved list.  Following the outcome of these investigations, SJB would make the information available via the Research Ethics Blog.

Action: SJB to liaise with Library Services

Research Definitions (Clause 5) and Process (Clause 10.3.1) – Research Ethics Code of Practice (RECP) in relation to UG/PGT Review and Approval Process Review

The Committee had been asked to review current guidance in relation to student projects (UG/PGT) in light of a current student-led investigation into sexual assault as part of the MA Multimedia Journalism (MAMMJ) Investigative Journalism unit.

 SB provided background in relation to Journalism projects.  Journalism projects within FMC come under the exemption and review system within FMC based on ‘professional practice’ as discussed in the ‘Research Ethics supplementary guide’ and projects do not go through the standard BU ethical review and approval process.

This particular student case did not go through the research ethics review and approval process, however it went through a rigorous review process within FMC.  It was not clear to UREC whether this type of review was standard for all such student/staff projects.

JS asked who made the decision with FMC to conduct a ‘non-standard’ ethical review of this project.  PL confirmed the decision was made by senior members within the faculty and JS continued by asking why they didn’t complete the online ethics checklist to be approved by the Ethics Programme Team via normal channels of review.  PL referred back to current guidance which states that “Research is a form of disciplined enquiry which aims to contribute to a body of knowledge or theory.  This does not normally extend to teaching only activities, course evaluation, demonstrations and general coursework assignments, but does apply to undergraduate and postgraduate taught research dissertations, or projects made publically available outside BU”[footnoteRef:1] and this project was not considered research dissertation or project but rather coursework/professional practice.   It was discussed that FMC (Journalism) guards the right to engage in professional practice without it being called research, however, if there is an exemption for professional practice of this type,  there should be a system where it is ‘ethically’ reviewed on the same basis that research is reviewed. [1:  Research Ethics Code of Practice Clause 5.1
] 


KA raised the point that there are ‘teaching only activities’ which involve students collecting data as a teaching mechanism so students can learn how to collect data and run studies.  However, this data is not analysed or included in publications.

The Committee concluded that the wording of Clause 5.1 should remain as it is until the next main review of the RECP.

The Committee concluded that this student investigative project had been appropriately reviewed.  However, the Committee would like the supplementary guide to be reviewed by FMC (Journalism team) to make sure it is still fit for purpose.   The Committee would also like more detail on the operational review process to be included for investigative projects (staff/student) not considered to be research.  

For projects not considered research, there should be institutional responsibility for the ethics of professional practice.

SJB to liaise with the Dean, FMC

	
6
	
Matters raised by UREC Members

	
6.1 
	
No matters were raised by members

	
7
	
Any other Business

	
7.1


7.1.2




7.1.3









7.1.4




7.1.5








7.2


7.2.1
	 
Service Quality Reviews - A Member raised concerns with the quality of Service Quality Reviews and the re-use of data collected via evaluations.  

To conduct a service quality review for internal evaluation does not require ethical approval unless results were published externally (which would require ethical approval).   However, it is problematic if a Researcher wishes to use this data for research purposes as the original consent would not have included this and therefore retrospective approval would be required.

Members commented on the quality of questionnaires distributed in relation to service quality reviews, an example being the current travel plan questionnaire.  Concerns were raised regarding the discriminatory nature of the gender demographic question (namely providing a prescriptive list when BU is supposed to be an inclusive institution e.g. the question should be posed as ‘With what gender do you identify with an option ‘prefer not to say’) and not including the option ‘none of the above’ to some questions.  Potentially Staff were being scientifically manipulated to provide a certain response which was disappointing.  It appears that in terms of Service Quality Reviews, some areas within BU are not following the basic standards that would be expected in published research. 

CC raised the point regarding the distribution of national questionnaires which may not conform to our recommendations e.g. Postgraduate Research Experience Survey.  The Committee acknowledged that this was an institutional matter, however, BU should be in a position to push back where questionnaires are used that may not conform to BU standards.

The Committee reflected whether it would be appropriate to contact Jim Andrewes (JA) responsible for Professional Services to raise their concerns or whether this was outside the remit of the Committee.  The Committee concluded that because research questionnaires are reviewed by Panels and the role of Panels was to advise on good practice, it was within the Committee’s remit to escalate and as such a letter noting concerns such service quality reviews raised would be sent to JA.  

Action: The Committee to write to Jim Andrewes 

HS raised the issue that there seemed to be a lack of understanding within departments of the review and approval process for UG/PGT checklists.

SJB explained the process and that information was readily available in the RECP and on the Research Ethics Blog.  HS informed the Committee that some departments were using the old paper based version found on BrightSpace.  SJB asked for details, so that this could be followed up with Dr Kevin McGhee (DDEPP, FST).

Action: HS to provide details and SJB will follow up with DDEPP

	
	

	8
	Date of Next Meeting	

18 July 2018

	
	




