Research Integrity Action Plan Actions Completed/In Progress
	[bookmark: _Hlk144470765][bookmark: _Hlk121130181]Pillar 1: Policies and Procedures                                                                                 

	Review the ‘Research involving animals’ section of the UKRIO Code of Practice and the UKRIO Primer on Research involving Animals and consider whether any action is required by the University to reflect these documents.  

	Complete the second phase of the ARM Procedure review, ensuring it captures all “phase 2” areas for improvement identified through completion of the UKRIO Self-Assessment Tool. See Endnote 1.

	Review and update the RI CoP to address all areas for improvement identified through completion of the UKRIO Self-Assessment Tool. See Endnote 2.

	Establish a Task and Finish Group to review the University’s “Framework for the ethical review of Research involving Publicly Available and/or Secondary Data only” and consider improvements that can be made in this area (including simplification of the ethical review process for such projects and improved guidance on the use of social media data). 

	Identify any improvements for signposting and (where necessary) alignment between the Academic Integrity Policy, ARM Procedure and the Academic Misconduct Procedures (Research Degrees), including clear named contact points.

	Review and update the Ethics Policy for Human Research to address the policy improvements identified through completion of the UKRIO Self-Assessment Tool.  See Endnote 3. 

	Ensure the RI CoP and CU Ethics Policy for Human Research are subject to review at least once every three years.   

	[bookmark: _Hlk178866819]Review, updating as necessary, the relevant Student Conduct policies and/or procedures relating to Academic Integrity to address all areas for review (and that may benefit from improvement) identified through completion of the UKRIO Self-Assessment Tool. See Endnote 4.

	Ensure the following are adequately addressed within the University’s Student Conduct policies and/or procedures relating to Academic Integrity: (1) the University’s record keeping requirements and retention schedule for student administration and support; (2) the declaration, and appropriate management, of conflicts of interest by anyone with a role under the relevant procedures.

	Improve signposting between relevant student policies/procedures and the whistleblowing policy and contact points.

	Conduct a review of the ARM Procedure, Academic Integrity Policy and Academic Misconduct Procedures against the revised UKRIO Procedures for the Investigation of Misconduct in Research (once published).Complete for ARM Policy and Procedure.  Academic Misconduct Procedure is due for review in academic year 2025/2026 for research students, and in 2027/2028 for taught students.  A recent review against the UKRIO criteria did not identify and major concerns that would require immediate action outside of the normal review cycle.

	To consider the extent to which corresponding updates may be required to the Student Complaints Regulations and procedures in light of any updates made to relevant Student Conduct policies and/or procedures arising from actions above (given that allegations of misconduct by students can be raised through the Student Complaints process). Academic Misconduct Procedure is due for review in academic year 2025/2026 for research students, and in 2027/2028 for taught students.  A recent review against the UKRIO criteria did not identify and major concerns that would require immediate action outside of the normal review cycle.



	[bookmark: _Hlk144471788]Pillar 2: Guidance and Resources                                                                               

	[bookmark: _Hlk121130142]Update the University’s template Participant Information Sheet to include a signpost to the University’s research integrity and ethics external webpages and to incorporate suggested updates from data protection colleagues. 

	Improve clarity and guidance to researchers on what is considered poor research practice/questionable research practice (as opposed to ARM)) and how any discovered poor/questionable practice (short of ARM) will be handled.

	[bookmark: _Hlk144471962]Develop succinct guidance/integrity-related considerations when conducting research overseas/outside of the UK.

	Consider the development of guidance on handling of authorship disputes and/or providing clarity on the extent to which authorship disputes are captured by the University’s ARM Procedure.  In development.

	Explore whether complementary guidance on responsible innovation/responsible practice in knowledge exchange is required (specifically whether there are best practice expectations specific to these activities).



	[bookmark: _Hlk144472405][bookmark: _Hlk123640004]Pillar 3: Training and Support

	Review any new feedback from staff and students on the RI Training and identify any key improvements required.   

	Update the University’s RI Training to address: (1) any key changes to the RI CoP (following its revision); (2) common misconceptions about ethics review/where researchers go wrong (utilising information gained from SRECs); (3) any improvements to existing content identified through the review of RI Training feedback from staff and students.

	Explore the purchase and/or internal development of Research Ethics-specific training for staff and student researchers, to replace the historic Epigeum modules currently accessible to staff and postgraduate students.    In progress

	Develop a training framework and/or clear competency expectations for SREC Chairs, SREC Members and RI Leads.  On hold, pending above. 

	Prepare short case studies based on CU ARM investigations and/or common investigation areas over the last 3 years, for inclusion or reference within the University’s RI Training.

	Explore relevant training opportunities and/or requirements for the following individuals involved in the ARM Procedure: (1) Professional services staff; (2) Named Persons; (3) Members of ARM panels.  Under development

	Explore if there is an appetite or need for more specific training on reporting concerns about misconduct in research (to potentially include information on ARM, student misconduct procedures, HR procedures and whistleblowing).

	To directly engage with any School that has not secured at least a 75% Academic Staff completion rate of the University’s RI Training by the Target Date and to identify remedial actions. 

	Incorporate learning points from ARM investigations into the University’s RI Training.

	Consider support requirements for panel members and those operating the ARM Procedure. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk163207272]Review, and consider the utility of, UKRIO’s Research Integrity online training programme.



	[bookmark: _Hlk144472460]Pillar 4: Strategy, Systems and Governance

	Consider whether the ‘named point of contact’ (contained on the University’s website) for ARM and Whistleblowing need to be revised to the ‘Named Person’ under the relevant Policy/Procedure itself as well as, or instead of, the current Professional Services contact.

	Consider internal audit programme for animal research, specifically whether any additional audit activity is necessary and/or feasible (i.e. mid-term reporting, random checks etc).

	Explore improvements to the way in which the University’s internal processes around animal research governance are formally documented and shared.  

	Introduce a proportionate (and yet robust) process for the ethical review of UG and PGT activity involving human participants, human data or human material.

	[bookmark: _Hlk144463912]Incorporate completion of the University’s RI Training into all internal research funding and award applications.

	Explore what steps could be taken within existing probation and PDR processes to help ensure RI Training completion by Academic Staff. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk123639985]Take steps to ensure there are appropriate internal mechanisms to identify whether a student alleged to have committed Academic Misconduct is in receipt of research funding (to facilitate adhering to funder reporting rules).   

	Provide data and summary information[footnoteRef:1] about the following, as part of the Annual Statement on Research Integrity: (1) All investigations conducted during the relevant Academic Year under the Academic Misconduct Procedures (Research Degrees); (2) Investigations reaching the formal Academic Integrity Panel stage under the Academic Misconduct Procedures (Taught Students) that related to alleged misconduct during (or relating to) research activity during the relevant Academic Year.  [1:  To include at least the nature of the alleged misconduct, the outcome and any lessons learned.] 


	Identify whether there are any common themes arising from cases reported under the above that may warrant action by the University and/or the preparation of short cases studies for inclusion in the University’s RI Training.

	That data on the number of UG/PGT Academic Misconduct cases arising on modules with ‘Research’ in their title, compared to other modules, is looked at annually to help the University understand the scale of UG/PGT misconduct on research modules (compared to other modules) and to help identify any spikes or trends.  

	Explore the feasibility of establishing a ‘pool’ of ARM panel members, which could provide continuity, expertise, and efficiency benefits.

	Explore what steps could be taken to ensure that Doctoral, MRes and MPhil students do not progress and/or that research cannot be submitted for assessment until completion of the University’s RI Training.Explore the extent to which the University’s future research sub-strategy could be bolstered in relation to the recognition of “Research Integrity”

	Conduct a review of the University’s ethical review process against the four principles of competence, facilitation, independence, and openness using the checklist for each of these principles contained within the UKRIO and ARMA framework for research ethics support.  Explore what steps could be taken to ensure that Doctoral, MRes and MPhil students do not progress and/or that research cannot be submitted for assessment until completion of the University’s RI Training.

	Establish a Task and Finish Group to review the Standard Operating Procedures/Ethics Protocols developed by SRECs for one of the University’s “full review criterions”.Conduct a review of the University’s ethical review process against the four principles of competence, facilitation, independence, and openness using the checklist for each of these principles contained within the UKRIO and ARMA framework for research ethics support.  



	[bookmark: _Hlk144472486]Pillar 5: Culture

	Develop a new content area (within the RI Training or intranet) to provide ideas to staff with management and supervisory responsibilities about how they can help to embed a positive culture of Research Integrity and to deliver ideas about what can be done locally to facilitate peer discussion of Research Integrity.

	[bookmark: _Hlk120196579]Review the data/responses from the “Research Integrity and Ethics” section of the 2022 Research Culture Survey and to have identified any additional Research Integrity-related actions and priority areas arising from this data. 



	[bookmark: _Hlk144472517]Pillar 6: Engagement, Communication and Transparency

	Invite knowledge exchange, impact and engagement colleagues to feed into the next revision of the RI CoP and to consider whether a specific paragraph on these activities is required.

	Publish the University’s Ethics Policy for Human Research on the University’s externally facing website.

	Consider whether the Animals@Cardiff Policy could be made publicly available on the University’s website.    

	Communicate, and raise awareness of, the Research Integrity Action Plan with key stakeholders across the University, including local Research Integrity Leads and the Directors of Research. 

	Hold an annual review meeting between SREC and ORIEC representatives, following each SREC reporting cycle.  

	To identify an appropriate means of (or forum for) seeking feedback from the CU research community on:  
· whether they feel they have the skills and resources needed to meet Research Integrity standards 
· whether there is anything happening locally that disincentivises good research practice and/or the creation of a positive research culture underpinned by integrity; 
· the prevalence of research integrity concerns locally, and the extent to which such concerns are reported;
researcher confidence levels in reporting concerns about research integrity/research conduct without fear of stigma or detriment, and confidence levels that such concerns are properly addressed.

	· Explore the extent to which local Academic Misconduct Co-ordinators could be more made more visible/accessible[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  It is possible that this action will be addressed naturally through work connected to the University’s Academic Integrity Charter Action Plan.] 


	[bookmark: _Hlk178866853]Explore ways in which messaging around responsible practice in research and responsible practice in knowledge exchange/impact/engagement/innovation could be better aligned and integrated into existing programmes and resourcesExplore ways of improving direct engagement with research students and technicians to further bolster the impact and relevancy of the University’s research integrity policies and systems.

	Explore ways in which messaging around responsible practice in research and responsible practice in knowledge exchange/impact/engagement/innovation could be better aligned and integrated into existing programmes and resources

	



[bookmark: _Hlk144461859]Endnote 1: Various areas for review/improvement identified including, but not limited to: conducting a review against other relevant policies, procedures and legislative areas; signposting improvements; considering scope (independent contractors, consultants etc), roles, responsibilities and points of contact; inclusion of specific statements/guidance on predatory journals; review against the COPE guidelines on co-operation between research institutions and journals; to consider adding a table of alternative procedures to assist with understanding about parameters of the procedure; addition of information about initiating other investigations/effective referrals process; to consider making provision for remedial training, mentoring and monitoring; to consider making an institutional commitment to avoiding the inappropriate use of legal instruments (such as non-disclosure agreements).   
Endnote 2: Signposting improvements, review against updated external frameworks (UKRIO and UKRI), extension of scope to research-related activity such as editorial and peer review functions, content updates and the development of new content in various areas including: reproducibility expectations and the University’s membership to UKRN; best practice in respect of editorial and peer review functions; information on “Raising a concern about Research Integrity”.    


Endnote 3: Various areas for review/improvement identified including, but not limited to: Improving clarity regarding the need to check local ethics customs and processes for research being conducted outside of the UK; review of the policy against the ARMA/UKRIO “Framework for Research Ethics Support and Review” to identify any improvements required.

Endnote 4: Various areas for review/improvement identified including, but not limited to: inclusion of a clear commitment to the objective, thorough, fair, transparent and timely investigation of research misconduct concerns; a reference to the key principles that inform the operation of the procedures; ensuring that confidentiality and support options for all those involved in an investigation are addressed; review against updated external frameworks (UKRI); consideration of broader actions required as a result of the alleged misconduct (proven or dismissed); provisions relating to the referral and/or reporting to external bodies (where relevant to the student).
