[bookmark: _Hlk119339570]Annual statement on research integrity
If you have any questions about this template, please contact: RIsecretariat@universitiesuk.ac.uk. 
[bookmark: _Hlk119339757]Section 1: Key contact information
	Question
	Response

	1A. Name of organisation
	Rose Bruford College of Theatre and Performance.

	1B. Type of organisation: 
higher education institution/industry/independent research performing organisation/other (please state)
	Higher Education institution.

	1C. Date statement approved by governing body (DD/MM/YY)
	4/12/25

	1D. Web address of organisation’s research integrity page (if applicable)
	https://www.bruford.ac.uk/research/research-governance-integrity-and-ethics/ 

	1E. Named senior member of staff to oversee research integrity
	Dr Joe Parslow

	
	joe.parslow@bruford.ac.uk

	1F. Named member of staff who will act as a first point of contact for anyone wanting more information on matters of research integrity
	Nicola Sainsbury

	
	 nicola.sainsbury@bruford.ac.uk


Section 2: Promoting high standards of research integrity and positive research culture. Description of actions and activities undertaken
	2A. Description of current systems and culture
Please describe how the organisation maintains high standards of research integrity and promotes positive research culture.  It should include information on the support provided to researchers to understand standards, values and behaviours, such as training, support and guidance for researchers at different career stages/ disciplines. You may find it helpful to consider the following broad headings:
Policies and systems
Communications and engagement
Culture, development and leadership
Monitoring and reporting

	Rose Bruford College is a specialist institution with approximately 40 permanent academic staff, who work across teaching, scholarship, professional practice and research. The College, which is teaching intensive, has had a thriving research base for many years, and in more recent years, the culture has developed still further as the College’s Strategic Plan puts research and good research practice as core to its mission and values. This has resulted in an increase in the number of research-active staff and research activity at the College. The College has also fostered and strengthened its relationship with key research-based organisations, including GuildHE Research, London Higher Research Network, UK Research Integrity Office (UKRIO) and the British Academy. 
Oversight for research integrity sits with the Research Integrity and Ethics Committee (RIEC), which reports into the College’s Research Committee. The Senior Officer at the College with responsibility for research integrity is Dr Joe Parslow, the Head of Research and Postgraduate Provision, who sits on the College Leadership Team, reporting to the College Executive Group.
POLICIES AND SYSTEMS
The Research Integrity and Ethics Committee (RIEC, or the Committee) has taken on responsibility for research integrity in addition to research ethics oversight and review. 
The recently revised (2025) Concordat to Support Research Integrity, now hosted by the UK Committee on Research Integrity (UKCORI) who also provide secretariat support, guides our principles and practice.
The RIEC is now well-established and recently welcomed two new members. Membership includes staff from the undergraduate and postgraduate programmes, and an external member.
The College’s Research Integrity Policy, written by the Committee and approved by Research Committee, appears on the College’s website alongside this statement as a publicly available document which sets out our commitment to and practices to support research integrity.
We currently adopt the UK Research Integrity Office Code of Practice for Research and are developing a standalone Code of Practice relevant to our institution and practice research. 
During this year, we have been focussed on developing integrity and ethics-related policies, including extensively revising the College’s procedure for the investigation of concerns relating to research and a Safeguarding Policy, revising existing research ethics forms following feedback, and undertaking integrity and ethics-related training, including a new partnership with The Royal Central School of Speech and Drama (University of London) for joint sessions focussed on topics related to integrity and ethics. 
COMMUNICATIONS AND ENGAGEMENT
· We provide regular updates on training, development and matters relating to research integrity to all staff undertaking or wishing to undertake research and send regular updates, as well as occasional newsletters, to all research active staff. We also update colleagues who are not currently research active in our communications. 
· We run regular Research ‘sharing’ events, whereby staff meet for a briefing or presentation that includes an opportunity for networking and sharing research ideas. We also hold shorter training and development sessions over lunch periods. We held 7 sessions during the previous academic year, which serve to further embed good practice in research and an open collaborative research culture. Training in the past year included an introduction to the revised Concordat to Support Research Integrity, an overview of grant application protocols, and the principles of open research. 
· We have a Research Co-ordinator based in the Research Office, who is taking a lead on communications and engagement, and have recruited a second Research Co-ordinator due to start in January 2026. This will increase the capacity of the Research Office in the implementation of the strategy and further development of the research culture. 
CULTURE DEVELOPMENT AND LEADERSHIP
The College has held an annual Research Away Day for the last three years, attended by senior and research active staff, which will continue as a regular event. This gives staff the opportunity to co-develop strategy and plans and further develop the research culture, with opportunities to discuss and embed research integrity across activity at the College. Representatives from external organisations also attend to speak with staff about policy landscapes, support and training available.
In 2024, it was determined that research at the College would be organised into four research intensities: Politics and Socially Engaged Practice, Queer Performance, Scenographies and Technologies, and Acting and Performance. Each intensity has a leader, who supports the group in organising research sharing, support and training related to the specific intensity. In addition to ensuring that the research development and sharing events are tailored to the diversity of staff and disciplines, it also provides an opportunity for leadership roles amongst researchers. 
Early Career Researcher (ECR) staff participate in the British Academy’s Early Career Researcher Network’s (ECRN) London cluster, which includes training and networking opportunities, alongside support at the College for all researchers, including training and mentorship. At the Research Away Day 2025, a session for mid- and late-career researchers was held to determine appropriate support and development for those researchers.

MONITORING AND REPORTING
In 2024-25, the number of applications for research ethics approval was 33, replicating the number of applications from the previous year. We have reviewed the ethics forms students and staff fill out and have improved the initial form completed by students that serves to clarify which projects need to come for review by the full committee. The remaining forms are also under review to further streamline the process, ensure accessibility and reduce research bureaucracy. We have introduced a section in RIEC meeting agendas to discuss matters that emerge from reviews of applications which helps ensure consistency and identifies areas where additional training and guidance is required. 
Data on the reviewing process is shared and documented in RIEC meetings.
No concerns have been raised over the previous year under the College’s procedure for investigating allegations of research misconduct, but the Committee keep oversight of research activity and have updated the procedure in line with current best practice to destigmatise the process and include more explicitly questionable research practices that may fall below expected standards, but which are not deliberate or reckless behaviours.   



	2B. Changes and developments during the period under review
Please provide an update on any changes made during the period, such as new initiatives, training, developments, also ongoing changes that are still underway. Drawing on Commitment 3 of the Concordat, please note any new or revised policies, practices and procedures to support researchers; training on research ethics and research integrity; training and mentoring opportunities to support the development of researchers’ skills throughout their careers.

	· A new Chair of the RIEC was appointed, following the end of designated period of service for the previous Chair.
· A partnership with The Royal Central School of Speech and Drama’s Research Ethics and Integrity Subcommittee has been set up for shared training and resources. This relationship may also allow both institutions to call on each other for advice, particularly when ethics approval is required for a senior member of staff or member of the committee.
· The Research Misconduct Policy and Safeguarding Policy for research activities have been revised and will be implemented this year, pending approval.
· The Research Code of Practice is currently being developed, drawing on the UKRIO Code of Practice. This is being developed collaboratively by the Research manager, RIEC Chair and Head of Research and Postgraduate Provision, with progress in 24-25 proving slower than expected due to an uplift in research activity and support at the College.
· The UK Research Integrity Office (UKRIO) updated their Research Integrity Course, in a format that is easier for our researchers to access. The RIEC has asked all researchers to start the course before they apply for internal funding. RBC is an active member of UKRIO and finds the resources they provide very useful, as they produce resources that would not otherwise be available. 
· The role of Research Mentor has been introduced; these are members of staff with substantial research experience who will work one-to-one with colleagues to support their research activities, including funding applications and academic writing, and advising on integrity issues. All research active members of staff, regardless of position or experience, have been assigned a mentor, understanding that researchers at all stages require advice, support and mentorship. 
· Recruitment of a Research Co-ordinator which has added capacity to the Research Office to improve communications and engagement, and further develop the College’s research culture and environment. 



	
2C. Reflections on progress and plans for future developments
This should include a reflection on the previous year’s activity including a review of progress and impact of initiatives if known relating to activities referenced in the previous year’s statement. Note any issues that have hindered progress, e.g. resourcing or other issues.

	We continue to make good progress in the promotion and development of research integrity at the College; each year sees further development of the College’s infrastructure for research integrity and good research practice. Rose Burford College is a small institution and we are making incremental progress within the resources and time available, with Research Office staff supporting the area having multiple responsibilities. 
There have been several areas of progress and development this academic year:
· Systems have been put in place for tracking F1 form, which is the form that all students are required to fill one out for their IRP (dissertation) project, and they are stored centrally by Programme Administrators, allowing the committee to undertake checks and make decision based on clearer data.
· The revised Concordat to Support Research Integrity has been useful as a foundation to consider our integrity-related policies and activities, and will continue to serve as a reference document when developing our Code of Practice and future policies.
· We continue to reference our previous SWOT analysis conducted in 2023-24, and are making good progress in addressing areas for development that arose from this exercise. We will undertake another SWOT analysis, using the UKRIO self-assessment tool, ahead of the final RIEC committee meeting in 24-25 and use this to inform plans for AY26-27. 
· In response to ethics applications which involved autoethnographic methods, decolonial practice, and/or non-written consent, we are building a resource bank, drawing (where relevant) on other disciplines, which will help inform our decision-making for future applications and support training for staff and students. 
· We have identified knowledge of ethics and data management processes as an area for further development at the College, and will be undertaking training in this area. We are also aware of the urgent need for policy in terms of research integrity and AI. Our joint training with RCSSD covered this area, and we are developing a section in our Code of Practice which covers AI.
· We continue to improve the College’s internal and external web resources including for research integrity and ethics, and produce more regular newsletters to ensure all staff are informed and supported in relation to integrity. A series of ‘bite-sized’ videos on ethics procedures was produced by the previous Chair, which have proved very useful for researchers. 
· We continue to review and revise ethics forms and templates in response to feedback from researchers and supervisors.
· We will seek to ensure that we reflect on and evaluate any activities undertaken to improve our research culture and ensure staff maintain the highest standards of research.



	2D. Case study on good practice (optional)
Please describe an anonymised brief, exemplar case study that can be shared as good practice with other organisations. A wide range of case studies are valuable, including small, local implementations. Case studies may also include the impact of implementations or lessons learned.
Case Study, undergraduate IRP (dissertation): 
The student undertook a practice-based project examining the process of creating a piece of performance art which functioned as an informational video about their experiences of being autistic in the workplace. The initial completion of the F1 form (designed for students to use to indicate if they need to complete a full form to be reviewed by the RIEC) did not indicate that committee approval was required, as the student was not including other human participants and was not putting themselves at risk through the activities of the project or content of the piece. However, as the project proceeded, the student’s employer expressed a wish for the student to share their recorded performance as part of staff training. The student was enthusiastic about this and also recognised it as an opportunity to get valuable feedback on the project by surveying those who had watched the video. 
They discussed this with their supervisor, including the questions they wanted to ask. The supervisor asked the student to complete the initial F1 form once again, in order to consider issues of data management, anonymity, and consent. The student did this and included proposed survey questions. The supervisor noted that one of the questions asked potential respondents about their personal history of neurodivergence/mental health and if the student felt the question was essential then they would quickly need to complete an F2 form (a full form to be reviewed by the full RIEC) and apply to the committee for approval. 
Upon reflection, the student decided that the question was not necessary, and approval would delay the project, which was reaching its final stages. The revised F1 was then approved by the supervisor, and the student constructed an anonymous survey, adapting the College’s participant information sheet and consent form templates to Microsoft Forms. This allowed the student to combine information, consent, and the survey itself, which would automatically be stored on College servers (the design allowed consent forms, which necessarily included the participants’ names, to be stored separately from responses). The supervisor reviewed the form to ensure no personally identifiable information would be included in the surveys and, once satisfied, gave the student the go-ahead to send out the survey. There was a high level of response, and the student was provided with feedback that significantly, and positively, shaped the project.
Observations:
· Projects, particularly practice-based projects, may change after the initial submission of the F1 form. Re-submission of the F1 form may be necessary, and training staff annually in our processes to ensure staff literacy in this is important.
· However, researchers should try to plan well in advance and consider any potential ethical implications, as waiting for RIEC approval, whilst usually reasonably quick, can delay a project and cause difficulties if the project is at a late stage.
· Supervisor oversight is key in maintaining integrity and proper ethics procedure in student work, and therefore supervisor training in this area is highly important.
· Researchers (and, where appropriate, supervisors) should carefully consider the necessity of methods which may require committee approval.
· Electronic formats for participant and information forms may be useful (and convenient for participants), particularly if they enable secure storage of data. 
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 Section 3: Addressing research misconduct
	3A. Statement on processes that the organisation has in place for dealing with allegations of misconduct
Please provide:
a brief summary of relevant organisation policies/ processes (e.g. research misconduct procedure, whistle-blowing policy, bullying/harassment policy; appointment of a third party to act as confidential liaison for persons wishing to raise concerns) and brief information on the periodic review of research misconduct processes (e.g. date of last review; any major changes during the period under review; date when processes will next be reviewed).
information on how the organisation creates and embeds a research environment in which all staff, researchers and students feel comfortable to report instances of misconduct (e.g. code of practice for research, whistle-blowing, research misconduct procedure, informal liaison process, website signposting for reporting systems, training, mentoring, reflection and evaluation of policies, practices and procedures).
anonymised key lessons learned from any investigations into allegations of misconduct which either identified opportunities for improvements in the organisation’s investigation procedure and/or related policies / processes/ culture or which showed that they were working well.

	Rose Bruford College has a Research Misconduct procedure in place to address any allegations of research misconduct that are received; this policy is currently being revised and will be implemented in 2025-26, pending approval. This can be found in the public domain on our website, along with information on key contacts for research integrity and misconduct. The College also has a whistleblowing policy and anti-bullying and anti-harassment policy that is available on the College website. 
The aim of the review of the Research Misconduct procedures was firstly to destigmatise the procedure and make it more accessible and to make the terminology more accessible and less legalistic. For example, ‘allegations’ are framed initially as ‘concerns’ and it is only when a matter has progressed through the first two stages of the procedure that it in essence becomes an allegation. The idea is to make it clearer that those raising a concern are not raising an allegation against a particular individual but are flagging up a concern for investigation. 
The second aspect of the review was to ensure the procedure is fit for purpose in a small institution where conflicts of interest, due to close working relationships, may arise. The review has tried to mitigate this by enabling more clearly the use of independent and external investigators and panel members at all stages in the process. 
Regarding research misconduct, the College website includes important contacts, such as the senior academic contact for research integrity, a first point of contact and a confidential liaison point. Contacts are also included on research ethics documentation such as consent forms and information sheets, so that participants are clear about how to raise concerns. 
The College fosters an open research environment via regular meetings and training sessions with its staff. Many of our staff are new to research or early career researchers, and the Research Office operates an open-door policy and encourages all staff to raise queries or issues. We are in the process of developing our own Code of Practice for research but currently support the UKRIO code and publicise that to our staff. 
The College has not received any allegations of research misconduct during the period in question. However, the Research Integrity and Ethics Committee keeps this area under review, including matters raised in research ethics applications (such as around informed consent and safeguarding).





	3B. Information on investigations of research misconduct that have been undertaken
Please complete the table on the number of formal investigations completed during the period under review (including investigations which completed during this period but started in a previous academic year). Information from ongoing investigations should not be submitted. 
An organisation’s procedure may include an initial, preliminary, or screening stage to determine whether a formal investigation needs to be completed. These allegations should be included in the first column but only those that proceeded past this stage, to formal investigations, should be included in the second column.

	Type of allegation
	Number of allegations 

	
	Number of allegations reported to the organisation 
	Number of formal investigations
	Number upheld in part after formal investigation
	Number upheld in full after formal investigation

	Fabrication
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Falsification
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Plagiarism
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Failure to meet legal, ethical and professional obligations 
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Misrepresentation (eg data; involvement; interests; qualification; and/or publication history) 
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Improper dealing with allegations of misconduct 
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Multiple areas of concern (when received in a single allegation) 
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other* 
	O
	0
	0
	0

	Total:
	0
	0
	0
	0

	*If you listed any allegations under the ‘Other’ category, please give a brief, high-level summary of their type here. Do not give any identifying or confidential information when responding.

	N/A



