BOURNEMOUTH UNIVERSITY		

University Research Ethics Committee		Confirmed 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes of a meeting held on Wednesday 9 January 2019, 13:30, CG17 Christchurch House, Talbot Campus

Present: Mr John Stevens (Chair) (JS); Ms Sarah Bell (Secretary) (SBell); Prof. Holger Schutkowski (HS); Mr Jeffrey Wale (JW); Mr Don Gobbett (DG); Ms Natalie Stewart (NS); Dr Shelley Thompson (ST); Ms Clare Gordon (CG)

Apologies: Dr Sean Beer; Mr Paul Lynch; Dr Martin Hind; Dr Ian Jones; Professor Katherine Appleton

In Attendance: for Item 5.1 – Dr Jens Mohrenweiser (JM), Principal Academic of HR & Organisational Behaviour, FM

	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 noted.	

Minutes of the Meeting of Wednesday  18 July 2018                             UREC-1819-2-002

	
	

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

	
	

	3.2

3.2.1









3.2.2
	Updates/Actions from previous minutes

JW asked for clarification re: 5.2.6 (Oct Mins) and SBell updated the Committee.

The management/control of requests from BU researchers to use data relating to BU staff and students which BU has collected for other purposes has been identified as a risk/issue which needs to be considered and managed.  This requires discussions with both PRIME and Academics Services and links in to planned work to track the University’s collection and use of data across the organisation.  Legal Services are considering when/how this will be done but will keep UREC informed and consult as appropriate on what ethical controls need to be in place alongside data protection controls on access to this data.

In relation to minute 5.3.2.1 the Chair had written to the Deputy Dean for Education & Professional Practice but to date no response had been received.

	
	

	4
	Research Ethics Panel Reports

	
	

	4.1
	Science, Technology & Health Research Ethics Panel Term Report   UREC-1819-2-003

	
4.1.2








4.1.3





4.1.4


4.1.5




4.1.6
	
Given recent progress on the recruitment for a replacement Panel Chair, the Chair confirmed that this would be his last Committee meeting.  Reflecting on the achievements of Panel, the Chair extended his thanks for all members, past and present who had contributed towards its success.  Particular thanks to Prof Katherine Appleton as vice chair, extending this to Dr Sean Beer, SSH REP Chair and SSH REP Deputy Chair, Dr Ian Jones.  The Chair acknowledged that working with Dr Beer had been a gratifying and enlightening experience.  Thanks were also extended to Ms Sarah Bell and Ms Suzy Wignall for their unfailing support of both Panels.

The Chair reiterated that whilst good progress had been made in establishing and promulgating best research practice through discussions and advice, there is still work to be done across BU to establish research ethics as a regular default activity that requires quality preparation and careful thought.  This mind set was not yet embedded in all part of the institution.

The review which took place between May 2017 and July 2018 needs to be considered and acted upon.

The Chair reflected during his tenure, and presently UREC despite being a university committee receives little attention from Senate.  A meaningful way has to be found to all UREC representation to strengthen the importance and recognition of research ethics in the institution.

Alignment of the ethics approval procedures at all levels, including undergraduate and postgraduate taught, is going to be an important and big task.


	4.2
	Social Sciences & Humanities Research Ethics Panel Term Report   UREC-1819-2-004

	
4.2.1







4.2.2


4.2.2.1


4.2.2.2



4.2.2.3




4.2.3

4.2.3.1


4.2.3.2



4.2.3.3


4.2.3.4






4.2.3.5


	
The Chair reported that he expected that this would be his last Committee meeting.  The Chair extended his thanks for Ms Sarah Bell, Ms Suzy Wignall and previous Research Governance Advisers for their support, along with all panel members and members of UREC.  The Chair extended his particular thanks to Dr Ian Jones for his outstanding support and work as Deputy Chair.  Thanks for were also extended to Prof Holger Schutkowski and Prof Katherine Appleton.  Together, all have contributed and acted as good panel leadership team.

Reflecting over his tenure, the Chair highlighted some key points which had emerged but still bear consideration.

The review which took place between May 2017 and July 2018 needs to be considered and acted upon.  Since May 2017, in many ways, research ethics developments have stalled.

Panel continues to be busy but this does not reflect the research that is being conducted across the University.  The University needs to address the issue that potentially academics are claiming research outputs that have not received appropriate ethical reflection.

The Panel has seen and is seeing some excellent research proposals from some researchers.  As raised on numerous occasions, Panel members continue to have serious concerns about the quality and timeliness of submissions from some researchers and where these are Postgraduate Researchers, the quality of their supervision.

Broader issues relating to research ethics within the University:

Concerns about the quality of ethical review within the Faculty’s for undergraduate and postgraduate taught programmes.

Concerns that many academics will be, in effect, signing off their own ethics when they co-publish with the undergraduate and postgraduate taught students.  This undermines the basic principles of ethical review.

This points above perhaps are undermining BU’s compliance with The Concordat to Support Research Integrity and this needs careful reflection.

Concerns that researchers are continually being asked to take into consideration many factors and to support this there needs to be the provision of effective training, minimise bureaucracy but at the same time maintain of the work Panel undertake.  This requires care reflection.  This process also needs researchers to take responsibility for ethics, understanding that ethical consideration is a priority and not something to be tacked onto the end of their work and that the process takes time.  

Valuable work that UREC has undertaken has not been picked up effectively by Senate.  Moving forward could UREC request a special agenda item to brief Senate on research ethics issues?

	
	

	5
	Items for Discussions


	5.1

5.1.1




5.1.2.

5.2

5.2.1











	Practice-based Research (Dept of Media Production)

Dr van Raalte had been invited to discuss concerns she had raised in response to the change to the review and approval process of UG and PGT ethics checklists and the impact on the Ethics Programme Team assigned to review ‘above minimal risk’ checklists within the Department of Media Production.

In her absence, the Committee were unable to respond to direct concerns.

Overseas Research (Faculty of Management – Business School)

Dr Jens Mohrenweiser (Faculty of Management) attended to discuss the revised review & approval process for undergraduate and postgraduate taught and its impact.   Dr Mohrenweiser stated that while the revised ethics checklist items increase the conscious of potential pitfalls, the Department was concerned about the unnecessary increase in workload while their resources are thinly stretched. The revised procedure would mean that two academics need to approve an ethics checklist if the student targets individuals outside the UK.  This demand requires that about 60% of UG and 90% of PGT dissertation ethics checklists need to be approved by two academics (in their faculty). The approval of two academics does not improve the quality of the ethics process but the time and resources required for each dissertation. Hence, the Department would like to ask the Committee to remove the requirement for the approval of the second academic.  

	5.2.2






5.2.3





5.2.4







5.2.5










5.2.6



5.3

5.3.1



5.4

5.4.1




5.4.2





5.4.3

5.5

5.5.1



5.5.2



5.5.3

5.6

5.6.1






5.6.2



5.7

5.7.1




5.8

5.8.1
	SBell provided background that the review & approval process had not changed; high risk checklists should always have been reviewed and approved by an Ethics Programme Team (which would be in line with the research ethics code of practice “RECP”), however, the previous system gave Supervisors the ability to approve ‘high risk’ checklists.  When the new checklist and revised OEC admin system was launched in September 2018, the approval function had been disabled to bring the operational aspect in line with the RECP. 

Dr Mohrenweiser raised concerns that the additional review would not add value, given that Supervisors had a better understanding of the subject matter.  The topics researched by students were by their very nature innocuous e.g.  Marketing campaigns, leadership.  When there was an issue with potential risk or the need for an additional opinion, it would be flagged to the Ethics Programme Team but only in these circumstances.

The Committee advised that the reason for the additional review and approval step and the role of the Ethics Programme Team was to mitigate against potential ethical risk arising from a project, taking into consideration the topic being researched, the specific set of participants being recruited and any ethical issues that may arise from the socio/cultural context of the country that the research will be conducted in.  The process also provides an additional safeguard for the Supervisor should something go wrong in terms of reputation or accountability. 

The Committee acknowledged that the additional review process would increase the workloads if membership of the Ethics Programme Team is left to 2-3 in number.  A pragmatic way to address this would be increase the number of academic reviewers within the Ethics Programme Team structure.  Other Faculties have addressed similar issues by increasing the number of Ethics Programmes Teams within the department with Teams assigned to look after specific programmes of studies or groupings of programmes and thereby distributing the responsibility of review.  Whilst in some departments, it has been a challenge implementing the revised review process, they have recognised that the revised review and approval structure has improved the quality of the checklists submitted by students.

Action: It was agreed that Dr Mohrenweiser would discuss the current arrangements within his Department.  SBell would update OEC Admin system set up to reflect any new arrangements. 

Scope of Research Definition/Publications

Following discussions the Committee agreed that outputs e.g. publications generated through research activities should have ethics approval.  This did not extend to outputs (e.g. publications) that had been generated through activities that were not defined as research.

Definition of vulnerability in relation to BU students

The STH REP members had asked for clarification on the current guidance that if BU students are recruited as research participants they were defined as vulnerable on the basis that they were our students.  There was an inconsistency in approach from researchers when answering the question on vulnerability and BU students.  

UREC acknowledged that BU has a responsibility towards student welfare.  However, only when there is a direct power relationship between the researcher and the student being recruited as research participant, should the Researcher indicate vulnerability. For example when the researcher is directly responsible for marking assignments because of the tutor/student relationship.

Action: SBell would revise the current guidance and update the online ethics checklist.

Matthew Hedges (Durham PhD student arrested in UAE)

A paper was presented to the committee by SB highlighting the case of Matthew Hedges, PhD candidate from Durham University who had been arrested whilst conducting research in the United Arab Emirates.

The Committee acknowledged that all travel required a risk assessment which was outside the remit of the Committee/Panel however, they were interested to know what the University was doing to monitor risk assessment.

Action: SBell would raise the question at University level.

Research Data Management Steering Group Update

The Academic Liaison Manager reported to UREC that the Research and Performance Management Committee has agreed that the Research Data Management Steering Group (which had a reporting line to UREC) should now be disbanded and its remit embedded within RPMC and URPPC in order to drive the BU2025 strategy for research data management for maximum compliance and impact and fulfil with external funder and REF2021 requirements.

A smaller Faculty Data Champion Group has now been formed, who will meet regularly and operationalise the development of a positive culture in faculties towards the management, deposit and re-use of research data.

Clinical Governance – Monitoring Update

It was agreed that the monitoring report should be presented as a paper for information and any questions could be raised and addressed at the meeting.



Research Ethics Panel Terms of Reference

The Committee agreed the minor amendment.  Panel minutes were considered confidential and therefore would not be routinely published.

	
	

	6
	Matters raised by UREC Members

	
6.1 
	
No matters were raised.

	
7
	
Any other Business

	
7.1




7.2
	
Appointments for Chair and Deputy Chair for both Research Ethics Panels were underway.  The interviews for Deputy Chairs had been successful but not for the position for Panel Chair.  The interview panel would be meeting other members of the Professoriate to seek suitable appointments.

The Chair thanked Mr Jeff Wale and Ms Clare Gordon for their membership and valuable contributions over the years.  Both have stepped down having completed their tenure.

	
8
	
Date of Next Meeting	

	
	


1 May 2019
 
1
