GENERAL OSTEOPATHIC COUNCIL

Minutes of Part I of the 54th meeting of the Education Committee (EdC) held on 
Tuesday 23 September 2008 at Osteopathy House, 176 Tower Bridge Road,
London SE1 3LU. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
	Chair:


Professor Trudie Roberts 

	

	Present:

Dr Kathy Boursicot



Dr Andrew Thompson




Fionnuala Cook



Fiona Walsh



Catherine Hamilton-Plant


John Wilden



Professor Ian Hughes


Margaret Wolff






Tim McClune




Dr Les Wootton



Rosalind Stuart-Menteth





	In Attendance:
Evlynne Gilvarry, Chief Executive & Registrar

	


Vince Cullen, Director of Professional Standards

	


Marcus Dye, Professional Standards Manager




Jane Quinnell, Clerk to the Council


	

	1.
It was confirmed that the meeting scheduled for 15 July 2008 had been cancelled due to lack of substantive business.  The Part I session of the meeting would be heard first as the Lay Observer, Helen Paling, had been delayed in her travel arrangements.

	

	APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

	

	2.
Apologies were received from Dr Stephen Barasi and Professor Adrian Eddleston.

	

	MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING

	

	3.
The minutes of the meeting held on 8 May 2008 were signed as a true record.

	

	MATTERS ARISING 

	

	4.
There were no matters arising.

	


	CHAIRMAN AND DIRECTOR OF PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS ACTION AND REPORT 

	

	5.
Professor Roberts reported that she would be unavailable to chair the November 2008 meeting as she was at a conference in China.  She also confirmed that she would not be re-applying to sit as a GOsC Council member.  She had nothing further to report that was not covered elsewhere in the agenda.  Mr Cullen’s department report was received. 

	

	6.
He confirmed that the preliminary pilot on the revalidation tool had been completed using 30 volunteers from the Osteopathic Educational Institutions (OEIs) and the Regional Communications Network.  24 returns were currently being analysed.  The results would be circulated.  The Revalidation Working Group was next due to meet in October.  

	

	7.
With regard to mutual recognition with the Australian and New Zealand registering bodies; they seemed, in principle, open to the idea with only concerns raised in relation to those osteopaths registered through the European Union Directive on the Mutual Recognition of Professional Qualifications where language testing is prohibited.  

	

	8.
It was confirmed that Alan Bradshaw has moved to another position within the Quality Assurance Agency.  Members recorded their thanks to him for all the work carried out in connection with the recognised qualification procedures and processes.  Professor Roberts confirmed that she would write to him on behalf of the EdC and Council.

	

	STANDARD OF PROFICIENCY REVIEW – REPORT FROM WORKING GROUP 

	

	9.
Members received a report on the work undertaken by the Professional Standards department and the Professional Standards Working Group in revising the current Standard of Proficiency (SOP).  EdC were asked to make any comments before the consultation commenced.  It was planned to consult first with the British Osteopathic Association, the OEIs and the Regional Communications Network and then go out to a more general consultation in the third week of October (later changed to November).  It was recognised that some of the document needed review over the use of plain English and ‘jargon’ and that some re-ordering of items was required.  Professor Eddleston had emailed a comment about the item which was read into the minutes:

I think overall this is a very good document, which will help Osteopaths with revalidation.  I note on page 2 of 11, that we refer to the other relevant documents, and, having read the new Osteopathic Practice Framework in particular I wonder if it would be helpful to include some cross-referencing in them.  Just one example: in section 2 (page 4 of 11) it is important to have a clear idea what are osteopathic concepts and principles, in order for this section to have any real meaning to a member of the public.  The Practice Framework is so excellent, that a reference to it here would allow the appropriate integration of the two documents.

	

	10.
Members proceeded to discuss the document:

	

	a.,
There was concern that there was some repetition but that in attempting to make it more comprehensive, it could cause ‘holes’ in the content and lead to a tick box approach.  Some members did not actually mind the repetition as there were items that crossed different parts of the document.  

	

	b.
Members thought the language was attractive and that it read well for the average reader.  The syntax needed some improvement.  

	

	c.
Page 5/11 – Section 3 – was there such a thing as ‘conscious insight’?

	

	d.
No mention of keeping contemporaneous notes of appointments although there was reference at 7.2 to accurate case histories.  In fact this was covered in the Code of Practice as the SOP was about what osteopaths should be able to do and not how they are required to do it, which is outlined in the Code.  Section 7.12 should have some words added about making contemporaneous notes.

	

	e.
Lawyers dealing with fitness to practise cases tended to treat the Standard as the absolute legal document and would go through it in great detail when defending a complainants case.  The document needed to be very specific although members agreed that the SOP was the threshold of standards and that it was probably impossible to get everything in it.  The SOP would be a useful template for new education providers when developing recognised qualification courses so the more detailed, the better.

	

	f.
Section 7 – this section was considered very ‘wordy’ and members wondered whether there was a better way to set the wording out so that it did not repeat ‘the ability to’ so many times.

	

	g.
There was concern about whether the document was aspirational and how aspirational it should be?  Perhaps this was something that could be asked in the consultation?

	

	h.
The status of the document was confirmed as an introduction to osteopathic practice standards and it will have to be in the public domain for a year before coming into force.  This would be the time in which the profession would be able to prepare itself through Continuing Professional Development (CPD).

	

	i.
It was felt that some of the profession did not know that there was a document with standards in it.  The general feeling was that members liked the way the document was set out and it might help some of the profession understand the standards better.

	

	j.
Perhaps a survey could be carried out in the next year to gauge what osteopaths felt about the standard document, did they know there was a document of standards, how they rated it and did they realise that they were measured against the standards?

	

	11.
Members of the Working Group were thanked for the enormous amount of work that had gone into preparing the SOP to date.

	

	

	GOsC MEETING WITH THE OSTEOPATHIC EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS (OEIs)

	

	12.
A meeting with the OEIs had taken place on 16 May 2008 and the unconfirmed minutes were received by the EdC.  The OEIs felt that they were much more involved with the GOsC with membership on various working groups etc and the number of GOsC/OEIs’ meetings could therefore be reduced to one a year.  

	

	13.
Miss Gilvarry confirmed that she had completed visits to all the OEIs to introduce herself as the new CE&R of the GOsC.  She had informed them about the proposed programme of GOsC research including the national survey of osteopaths scheduled for Spring 2009.  

	

	NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR OSTEOPATHIC RESEARCH 

	

	14.
The minutes of NCOR’s strategic planning meeting of 4 July 2008 were received.

	

	15.
In relation to the Osteopathic Archive, two meetings had taken place with the archivists who appreciated that storing the archive materials at Osteopathy House was limited to 2-3 years.  The archivists were currently investigating the status of the archive and who the material actually belonged to or would belong to.

	

	3.05pm – a short break took place and then the meeting moved into Private Session as the Lay Observer had arrived.

	

	Returned to the Public Session, once the Private Session was completed.

	

	16.
An NCOR meeting had taken place the day before the EdC meeting.  NCOR had realised that its 8 mission statements were too ambitious given the time and resources available.  A new refined 4 year plan was being developed for presentation to Council in December. 

	

	ANY OTHER BUSINESS

	

	17.
17.
There was no other business for discussion.

	

	DATE OF NEXT MEETING

	

	18.
Thursday 20 November 2008 at 2.00pm.
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