BOURNEMOUTH UNIVERSITY		

University Research Ethics Committee		Confirmed


[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes of a meeting held on Wednesday 11 October 2017, 13:00 hrs, CG17 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 Jane Hunt; Dr Katherine Appleton; Dr Martin Hind; Ms Natalie Stewart (NS)

Apologies: Dr Sean Beer (SB); Mr Jeffrey Wale (JW); Dr Ian Jones (IJ); Dr Shelley Thompson; Mr Don Gobbett; Dr Deborah Gabriel; Ms Clare Gordon (CG); Ms Claire Cutler (CC)


	1
	Welcome and Apologies

	
	

	
	The Chair welcomed members to the meeting, including a welcome to new member NS who will be representing the Doctoral College, alternating with CC. Apologies were noted.


	
	

	2



3
	Conflicts of Interest

No conflicts of interest were reported	

Minutes of the Meeting of Wednesday 12 July 2017                                 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 Chair noted that the Away Day in July had been well attended by members of UREC and Panel.  Members had been engaging, with lots of discussion regarding where we are now and what the research review process could look like in the future.  With full engagement from members, it made for a very successful day.  Particular thanks were also noted to the facilitator, Orlanda Harvey.

OEC Update.  SBell is currently working with IT Services on a couple of projects which will update Cohort - OEC admin system and the online ethics checklist. Work is underway to look at reporting function (Cohort) and data protection (online ethics checklist).

SB/SBell will be attending established supervisors training to discuss the ethics review process and their role in supporting PGRs.


	4
	Research Ethics Panel Reports

	
	

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

	
	· Work with the Panel continues to be gratifying and effective. Two new members have taken up post as replacement for colleagues who left BU and have settled in quickly.

· Lately, the Panel has experienced difficulties with being quorate in meetings, which did not use to be an issue. For a continued smooth operation of the Panel availability needs to be considered for recruitment and workload planning.

· Succession planning for Panel chairs is an ongoing urgent issue that, so far, has not been sufficiently addressed.

· 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 Report	               UREC-1718-2-004

	






































4.2.1




4.2.2

4.2.3
	· The panel continues to be busy but, as in previous reports the Chair still 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 that have not received appropriate ethical reflection.

· The Panel continues to receive positive comments with regard to its operation.

· The panel has been seeing some excellent research proposals from some researchers.

· As mentioned previously Panel members continue to have concerns about the quality of submissions from some researchers.  On 3 separate occasions the panel has decided to refer projects back to Faculties because of concerns over the scientific rigour of the proposals. The objective of doing this is that Faculties will then be able to provide researchers with the appropriate level of support to produce proposals of a reasonable standard. With regard to one project (involving 2 colleagues) we are still waiting for a response from the colleagues/Faculty. For a second colleague, with 3 projects, the Faculty concerned decided, after a delay, that it could not support any of them at present and is looking to provide further support. And for a PGR project, a Faculty has decided that it could not support the data being collected in the way that it was and will look for a revised method. A further concern must be raised with regard to this, in that it is disappointing that projects are coming to panel that Faculties agree are not of a suitable scientific standard.

· Currently the panel is concerned with looking into the case of a researcher who has been working on a project at a second University, but has not sought to register the ethical approval for the project from the second University. SBell noted that the approval had now been logged with the SSH REP.

· Currently the panel is concerned with reviewing the ethical approval for a project where the supervisor of a PGR, approved an above minimal risk project, but the supervisor and the student seem to be having difficulty supplying the Panel with all the documentation.

· Some colleagues’ poor time management is resulting in requests for expedited reviews.

· Concerns with regard to succession planning remain.

Discussion Points

Issues with Members attending Panel.  If membership is part of the workload planning, then meetings should be prioritised.  However, it was noted that FHSS had started to timetable teaching on a Wednesday afternoon, which has made attending Panel difficult when meetings have clashed with teaching commitments.

It was noted that attending Panel was useful to members to keep up to date with current guidance on ethical considerations and should be seen as part of the required training. 

Succession Planning was of major concern to the Committee as there would be no Panel Chairs (including Deputy Panel Chairs) as current tenure ends March 2018.

	
	

	5
	Items for Discussions


	5.1
	Terms of Reference (UREC and Panel)

Discussions around duration of membership looked at the benefits of fixed term vs variable.  One of benefits to variable was allowing new members to get involved, however, it was noted that variable membership only worked effectively if succession planning was actively in place, so new members came on board every 6-12 months, so expertise was not lost. Long term membership allows for consistency of decision.

The main issue facing the Panels is losing a high volume of founding members in March leading to a diminution of quality. 

Action: It was agreed that JS would contact Prof John Fletcher to reiterate the importance of finding replacements as the Ethics Panels would not be able to function, leaving BU without an appropriate ethics review process.
Action: The Committee would like to see Board representation and revised wording to the UREC Terms of Reference has been requested for Senate approval.

No changes to the Research Ethics Panel Terms of Reference apart from minor amendment updating Graduate School to Doctoral College.  Current version stands for 2017/18.


	5.2

5.2.1














5.3

5.3.1





5.3.2









5.4


5.5


	RDM Steering Group minutes were noted.

Minute 4.2 – “The Ethics Committee should be involved in developments regarding archiving of live data”  
The issue is that the proposed repository solution will be for archive data from completed projects, not for storing live data that is still being collected. LLS have had a couple of queries with regards to this and referred people to IT Services, who confirm that they can help people manage it via their H and I drives with passwords etc., but not on a separate server which NHS funded requirements may stipulate.  Funders are now stipulating that live data should be made available, following due processing, throughout the project life cycle.

After discussion it was agreed that UREC’s involvement would be to seek advice from the experts (Chief Data Governance Office/IT Services) and following advice would make sure current advice/tools such as the online ethics checklist were updated to reflect current regulations such as retaining data for an appropriate retention period and encrypted mobile devices.

Research Ethics Code of Practice Amendments

As currently written, clause 1.5 was being interpreted by some to mean that an ethics checklist was not needed in certain circumstances e.g. no involvement with human participants.  However, it was noted by the Committee that all research requires ethical approval and therefore this clause would be worded to state ‘ethical approval via the online ethics checklist must be obtained prior to the commencement of research’. 

Feedback has been received that some researchers were unhappy with current arrangements for accepting external ethical reviews particularly as we do have different arrangements between NHS, UK Collaborators and International bodies.

The Committee acknowledged the acceptance of the NHS as an accepted review body.

After discussion, it was agreed that the wording in clause 10 would be clarified and the onus would be on the Researcher to provide evidence that the approval body had met the standard that BU’s RECP was based on e.g. the ESRC ethical standards.

Data collected via National Coastal Tourism Academy
This item was deferred until the Committee Meeting

PI Sheet Guidance (GDPR)
Guidance on ‘how participant information is held by BU’ has been updated


	
	

	6
	Matters raised by UREC Members

	
6.1 

	
No matters were raised by members

	
7
	
Any other Business

	
7.1
	 
No matters were raised by members

	
8
	
Date of Next Meeting	

	
	
31 January 2017
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