BOURNEMOUTH UNIVERSITY		

University Research Ethics Committee		Confirmed 


Minutes of a meeting held on Wednesday 3 October 2018, 13:30, CG17 Christchurch House, Talbot Campus

In Attendance: Mr John Stevens (Chair) (JS); Ms Sarah Bell (Committee Secretary) (SBell); Prof. Holger Schutkowski (HS); Dr Sean Beer (SB); Mr Jeffrey Wale (JW); Dr Ian Jones (IJ); Professor Katherine Appleton (KA); Mr Don Gobbett (DG); Dr Clare Cutler (CC); Ms Natalie Stewart (NS); 

Apologies: Mr Paul Lynch (PL); Dr Shelley Thompson (ST); Dr Martin Hind (MH); Ms Clare Gordon (CG)
[bookmark: _GoBack]
In Attendance: for Item 5.1 – Mr Phil Stocks (PS)

	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  18 July 2018                             UREC-1819-1-002

	
	

	3.1


3.1.1
	It was agreed the minutes were a true and accurate account of the last meeting with the exception of minute 5.2.4 (minor grammatical errors) and 5.2.6.  

Although min 5.2.6 was noted as an accurate reflection of discussions, members who had not been present, had concerns on the rationale for the Chairs Action.  The original statement had been provided for the online registration form for ethical reasons rather than to support a legal framework.  Members had concerns on how requests for use of anonymised student data in research projects were now to be managed if the ‘consent’ had been removed.

Action to SBell to speak to Legal Services

	
	

	3.2

3.2.1











3.2.2
	Updates/Actions from previous minutes

Demographic questions in questionnaires. Members were in agreement with the record of minutes (5.1), however Researchers continue to include the gender question in questionnaires i.e. ‘Male, Female & Other’ and when Reviewers explain this is no longer acceptable to BU, this advice is met with resistance, particularly when the questionnaire has been commissioned by an external organisation or they have gathered data from a previous study using this gender question and for analysis/direct comparison and they want to retain the same question.  The Committee agreed that there is now a standard phrasing for the gender question which should be followed by Researchers in questionnaires, although it was acknowledged that this may need to be reviewed on a case by case basis. For example, when Researchers need to distribute ‘multiple sites’ questionnaires or the decision on this question may impact external funding.

Members discussed the feasibility of having a repository of ‘rules’ which Researchers could refer to.  SBell to progress. 

	
3.2.3

3.2.4



3.2.5
	 
SBell updated the Committee on other Actions

The revised questionnaire has now been launched (September 2018).  A Service Level Agreement had now been agreed with IT Services for ongoing support in terms of future enhancements with two annual review periods in Feb/May and Oct/Nov.

Min 5.3 (UREC Committee May 2018).  In relation to minute 5.3.7, the Committee had asked for more detail on the operational review process for investigative projects not considered to be research.  SBell reported that Karen Fowler Watt (KFW) as former head of department (JEC) confirmed that a similar process for review exists similar to review process for ‘above minimal risk’ as detailed in the RECP for research projects.  KFW could not comment on the implementation across other departments.  SBell agreed to follow this up with Prof Iain MacRury (including a review of the Supplementary Guide).


	4
	Research Ethics Panel Reports

	
	

	4.1
	Science, Technology & Health Research Ethics Panel Term Report   UREC-1819-1-003

	
4.1.2




4.1.3
	
The Chair reiterated that he was now operating outside the terms of reference having served 4 years as Chair.  The Chair reported that he would continue to act as Chair until December 2018.  The Chair also thanked founding members of Panel for their commitment to remain as active members during 18/19.  

The Chair referred the Committee to previous reports in relation to his ongoing appreciation towards matters of professionalism, expertise and efficiency of the Panel.


	4.2
	Social Sciences & Humanities Research Ethics Panel Term Report   UREC-1819-1-004

	
4.2.1





4.2.2





4.2.3
	
The Chair reiterated that he was now operating outside the terms of reference having served 4 years as Chair.  The Chair reported that he would continue to as Chair until December 2018.  The Chair also thanked founding members of Panel for their commitment to remain as active members during 18/19.  Members were thanked for their ongoing commitment and professionalism.

The panel continues to be busy but the Chair 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.  

	
	

	5
	Items for Discussions


	5.1

5.1.1



5.1.2


	Research Data Management Steering Group update

PS updated the Committee to explain that a report had been submitted to the University Research & Professional Practice Committee, with an aim to raise awareness amongst senior staff and to encourage Researchers to deposit data in BORDaR. 

PS is working with DDRPPs to raise awareness and to discuss the viability of introducing Data Champions within Faculties to help widen the network of contributors.

	5.2

5.2.1






5.3.

5.3.1


5.3.2

5.3.2.1







5.3.2.2



5.3.2.3



5.3.2.4




5.3.2.5








5.3.2.6





5.3.2.7
.
5.4

5.4.1





5.5

5.5.1








5.6

5.6.1






5.7

5.7.1
	Terms of Reference (ToR)

The Committee reviewed the current ToR.  As a Sponsor for research (BU) under the UK Policy Framework for Health and Social Care Research, it was agreed to amend UREC’s Main Responsibilities to include ‘to monitor and audit compliance for projects which have received HRA/NHS REC Approvals’.  It was also agreed under Management and Support to include Suzy Wignall, Clinical Governance Adviser as one of two Technical Secretaries.


Research Ethics Code of Practice

The Committee agreed that no further amendments were necessary to clause 5.1.  Other minor amendments were accepted.

Discussion points raised

KA updated the Committee that over the Summer a dissertation had been submitted which had not received ethical approval (the student had not requested approval).  KA explained that in Psychology all students have to undertake a research project involving human participants which must receive ethical approval (this is clearly explained in the dissertation brief).  The supervisor had met once with this student but was unware that this project had been going on.  On submission of dissertation, the Supervisor had refused to mark on the basis that no ethical approval had been obtained.

This incident was reported as an academic offence, although it was acknowledged at the Academics Offences Panel, they were unsure whether this was an Academic Offence or Research Misconduct.  It was found that no Academic Offence had occurred.

The project received retrospective approval because it was a low risk project (although a request for retrospective approval had not requested by the student) and the dissertation marked and degree awarded.

KA further reported feedback from the DDEPP, following the Academic Offences Panel stated that ideally a mechanism for having no ethics would mean failure to mark the assignment until the student had done so, however the department needs to have a mechanism in place to capture these students to make sure they engage”.  

SBell reported that a serious breach of research ethics is considered research misconduct which would be dealt with according to 6M Research Misconduct: Policy and Procedure.  An example of a serious breach is “Failure to obtain appropriate permission to conduct research with ethical implications” (RECP Clause 13).  Under 6M, research misconduct is taken to include…”non-compliance of research governance: failure to comply with appropriate internal and external requirements such as…..ethical approval” (6M Clause 4.3).  For students any allegations upheld as research misconduct, any penalty will be in accordance with 6H – Academic Offences.

The Committee acknowledged that although the outcome may have been the same, they were disappointed that the Academic Offences Panel had acknowledged that a student carrying out research without ethical approval was not deemed an academic offence.  Guidelines exist but clearly these had not been adhered to.  The Committee had concerns that this would set a harmful precedent and could have wider implications.

It was agreed that the Chair would write to the DDEPP to raise the Committee’s concern.

Emails to staff/students as a means of recruitment

HS raised the issue that Researchers were recruiting via bulk emails to staff and students and that this should not be recognised as standard practice, although it was noted that no formal guidance was available on this point.  The Committee agreed that this was not good practice and SBell would put together guidance and advice on other methods that were acceptable for the recruitment of participants (BU staff and students).

Geographical reach of questionnaires

After discussions, it was decided to reverse the decision made under 5.3 (UREC Committee July 2018) to reflect that although a Researcher might physically remain in the UK to conduct their research, if the Researcher was intentionally targeting participants from an overseas country, they should acknowledge this in the checklist and this would trigger an ‘above minimal’ risk review.  It was agreed the filter question in Section 2 (online ethics checklist) should be amended to include ‘Will your research study take place outside the UK’ to ‘Will your research study take place outside the UK and/or specifically target a county outside the UK?”

Offline Research Ethics Form (Request from Computing & Informatics Department)

The Department has up to this point used a paper based version of the ethics checklist and the Department asked to whether it would be OK to continue to use an updated version for students seeking ethical approval.  This request was declined by the Committee as all approvals should be made online.  It was agreed that SBell would work with the new Ethics Coordinator to implement a process for obtaining ethical approval which would work efficiently for the Department.

Management of Research Ethics Process

The Chairs had concerns that the Committee had not seen or had an opportunity to comment on the Ethics Review which had been undertaken in 2017.  The Chair reiterated that whilst the Committee didn’t have a right to see the final report, it was appropriate that the Committee received a formal response on what they wanted the Committee to do in terms of succession planning and any implications on a future structure of UREC/Panels.

	
	

	6
	Matters raised by UREC Members

	
6.1 
	
No matters were raised.

	
7
	
Any other Business

	
7.1
	 
SB reported that all Panel Members had been shortlisted for a team VC Staff Award “Responsibility Award” which was a welcomed acknowledgement.  It was noted that our external members had not received formal letters.  SBell was asked to liaise with event organisers to see if external members were to be invited to attend the awards ceremony.  

	
8
	
Date of Next Meeting	

	
	


9 January 2019
 
1
