BOURNEMOUTH UNIVERSITY		

University Research Ethics Committee		Confirmed 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes of a meeting held on Wednesday 1 May 2019, 13:00, CG17 Christchurch House, Talbot Campus

Present: Mr John Stevens (Chair) (JS); Ms Sarah Bell (Secretary) (SB); Mr Don Gobbett (DG); Ms Natalie Stewart (NS); Dr Shelley Thompson (ST); Mr Paul Lynch (PL); Professor Katherine Appleton (KA); Dr Andy Mercer (AM); Dr Angela Turner-Wilson (ATW); Dr Jamie Matthews (JM); Dr Tanya Le Roux (TLR); Prof Zulifqar Khan (ZH); Dr Liam Wignall (LW); Dr Shamal Faily (SF); Prof Sam Porter (SP),  Prof Jonathan Parker (JP) and Suzy Wignall (SW).

Apologies: Dr Martin Hind; Dr Ian Jones and Dr Chris Chapleo

In Attendance: For Item 5.1 – Prof Jane Murphy (JM), HSS and for items 5.2 and 5.3 Mrs Ros Ashcroft (RA) Legal Services

	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  9 January 2019              	UREC-1819-3-002

	
	

	3.1



3.1.1
	It was agreed the minutes were a true and accurate account of the last meeting with the exception of 5.3 (Scope of Research Definition/Publications).   The committee asked for clarification in relation to the definition of research.

SB clarified it was research as defined by the ethics code of practice.  The committee agreed that it should be the research that determines the ethical reflection and whether ethics approval was required and not the output.

	
	

	3.2

3.2.1
	Updates/Actions from previous minutes

SB updated the Committee that new Panel Chairs had been recruited and new members across the majority of 

	
	

	4
	Research Ethics Panel Reports

	
	

	4.1
	Science, Technology & Health Research Ethics Panel Term Report   UREC-1819-3-003

	
4.1.2



4.1.3


	
This was the first report as Chair, following a successful handover period, having chaired one meeting to date.  The Chair thanked Profs Holger Schutkowski and Appleton for their successful leadership over the last 5 years and warm welcome.

Working with Dr Jayne Caudwell (Deputy Chair) and the Governance Advisers, the Chair looked to taking forward the work of Panel and streamlining the review process.

	4.2
	Social Sciences & Humanities Research Ethics Panel Term Report   UREC-1819-3-004

	
4.2.1




4.2.2
	
This was the first report as Chair and based on attendance at one handover meeting and chairing one meeting to date. The Chair recorded his thanks to the outgoing chair and deputy, Drs Sean Beer and Ian Jones for the smooth running and establishment of the panel and the invaluable advice and warm welcome to the panel.

Working with the Governance Advisers and STH Panel Chair, the plan is to further streamline processes and recommend changes to enhance the review process.

	

	5
	Items for Discussions


	5.1

5.1.1


5.1.2




5.1.3



5.1.4




5.1.5






5.1.6



5.2

5.2.1



5.2.2





5.3

5.3.1








5.3.2





5.3.3


	UG/PGT running Prize Draws & Terms and Conditions
.
The Committee had been asked to take a position on whether it was appropriate for UG/PGT students to run a prize draw as part of the recruitment process.

JM attended to discuss a number of concerns in relation to taught masters students conducting research within HSS and running prize draws in relation recruitment.  Some students were providing their own money to fund a prize draw which was unfair for those students unable to provide their own funding.

There was also the issue of the prize draw terms and conditions, which should be reviewed by Legal Services.  Legal Services do not provide individual legal reviews for undergraduate and postgraduate taught student projects.

Following discussions, it was acknowledged that department/faculties support student research in different ways including the provision of funding for students which they could use to run a prize draw as part of the recruitment process.  Concerns were raised in terms of supervising students to manage prize draws successfully.

The Committee agreed that the decision whether student prize draws went ahead (including the use of a student’s own funds to run a prize draw) was down to the discretion of individual Departments.  The Committee agreed supervision was important, particularly data management that includes oversight of the destruction of data following the completion of the prize draw, to make sure students do not hold on to personal information longer than is required.

The Committee asked Legal Services to consider providing approved Prize Draw terms and conditions templates for use by undergraduate and postgraduate taught students.    SB agreed to liaise with Legal Services.
  
Data Protection/Transparency/Participant Information Sheet ‘PI Sheet’

Concerns had been raised by Panel members in relation to the language used in the PI Sheet to convey to participants that researchers have the legal right not to delete personal information, if to do so would be detrimental to research.

RA reiterated salient points in relation to data protection legislation namely a participant has the right to withdraw from participating at any time but the rights to request the removal of their data is limited.  RA agreed to review the language and to consider incorporating guidance provided by the NHS, which would allay Panel member concerns and provide clear guidance to participants given the legal requirement for transparency. 

Role of BU as Data Controller for student data (UG/PGT)

RA updated the Committee that the Data Controller is the organisation/person who determines the manner and/or purposes for which personal information is processed.  The data controller has the primary obligation for safeguarding personal information collected.  As a university BU is the data controller, particularly for data collected by Staff, however, it is not as clear for data collected by students because of the lack of control.  However, from a regulatory point of view, having an overall lack of control this would not be sufficient should problems arise.  BU is not expected to micro manage students but sufficient processes (included guidance and systems) should be in place.  

The challenge BU has, is to think about deciding what our expectations, standards and frameworks are for all the different categories of people that might be processing personal information and then communicating these and providing sufficient training and supervision.   Ethics Panels do play a part in this process but it is wider than Panels’ remit and the Information Governance Steering Group is looking into training/communications.

The Committee discussed whether or not it would be appropriate for students not to collect personal information which would lessen the risk.  The Committee felt that to stop students collecting personal information would not be appropriate, given the diversity of subjects offered at BU but that the University needs to decide on setting the requirements/framework, monitoring and then enforcement of the agreed requirements.

	
5.4

5.4.1




5.4.2


5.5

5.5.1




5.6

5.6.1



5.6.2
	 
Research Monitoring

SB presented a proposal for research monitoring.  Following initial discussions on how the Panels might take this forward, it was recognised that further reflection was required.  It was agreed that once an established framework was in place, research monitoring would be a standard agenda item for the Committee to have oversight.

There was a lack of oversight in relation to undergraduate and postgraduate taught student work and again further discussions on implementing a suitable framework was required.

Training Provision for Researchers

The Committee discussed the paper presented and both SB and SW would discuss implementing an appropriate training programme with their respective Research Ethics Panels.  It was agreed that it was important to have a clear communications plan, both for training purposes and for informing users of system/processes changes.

Clinical Governance – Monitoring Update

The monitoring report was presented to the Committee for consideration.  It was discussed whether it would be appropriate to add adverse reporting from external bodies such as Care Quality Commission to the criteria.  This information is available in the public domain.

SW to look at the feasibility of including this as part of the monitoring criteria. 

	
	

	6
	Matters raised by UREC Members

	
6.1 
	
No matters were raised.

	
7
	
Any other Business

	
7.1



7.1.1


7.2
	
KA asked whether following feedback by the Ethics Programme Team (high risk review process for ug/pgt projects) the workflow could include the supervisor in the feedback, which under the current workflow was excluded from this part of the review process.

SB confirmed that a programme of works was in place with the Digital Solutions Team and this would be included as one of the improvements to the workflow. 

NS sought volunteers from the Committee to lead the PGR ethics training session as part of the postgraduate researcher development programme, given that KA was due to step down as UREC member at the end of the academic year.    Following discussions, it was agreed that KA would continue to lead this session, together with SB.

	
8
	
Date of Next Meeting	

	
	


24 July 2019
 
1
