IPEM Science, Technology & Engineering Committee (STEC) Meeting 
MINUTES (Draft)
25 November 2025; 11:00 – 13:00; Online 
STEC Members
Fiammetta Fedele (FF: STEC Director); Chris Hopkins (CH: STERIC Deputy Director); Scott Brown (SB); George Bruce (GB); Nina Lauvitel (NL: IPEM Policy and Professional Manager); Jemimah Eve (JE: IPEM Director of Policy and Impact); James Harkin (JH); Wendy Hyland (WH); David Eaton (DE)
	Item
	  STERIC Meeting Minutes & Actions

	1
	Welcome, introductions and apologies  
Present: FF, CH, WH, GB, NL, JE, JH, DE
Apologies: SB
The Director welcomed attendees to the meeting. Attendees introduced themselves.

	2
	Declaration of interests  
None.

	3
	Approval of previous meeting minutes
The minutes of the previous meeting on 12 June 2025 are unavailable. JE and NL to reconstruct from notes; NL to circulate following this meeting.

	4
	Matters Arising (from previous meetings)
The applications and winners from the 2024-2025 Prizes & Awards programme were noted.
Committee members discussed the reduced budget for the 2025-2026 Prizes & Awards programme, noted in the Manager’s Report provided by NL. The National Office emphasised that this reflects a pause, not a discontinuation, of the programme, and clarified that this reflects financial pressures currently faced by IPEM. Committee members were kindly asked to keep this information confidential for the time being.
Disappointment was expressed by several committee members over the decision to reduce budget for Prizes & Awards. This comes at a time when morale in healthcare is low, and IPEM members are speaking out about what they value from their membership: it was felt by several Committee members that recognition of achievement is a key element of member value. In addition, it was noted that the Prizes & Awards panel worked hard to increase the profile of this year’s programme, so for the budget to be reduced now is demoralising. Furthermore, JH highlighted the risk of losing momentum with application numbers, if there is a pause in 2026.
WH asked about the rationale of funding PhD bursaries, but not other awards which are lower cost. JE clarified that the awards to be funded (such as PhD bursaries) are those which IPEM are contractually obliged to fulfil. Two bursaries are currently being covered: one PhD candidate is due to finish in 2026, the other in 2027, and following this a considerable amount of funding will be freed for other Prizes & Awards. Funding of further PhD bursaries has already been stopped. In addition, JE highlighted that IPEM members will be eligible to apply for EAMP awards and other travel awards, as a member benefit.
FF clarified that the impact of reducing the Prizes & Awards budget had indeed been communicated to the Board of Trustees, but that several difficult financial decisions needed to be made. FF suggested preparing a short paper for the Board of Trustees outlining STEC’s concerns with the reduced budget.
ACTION: FF to draft a short paper for the Board of Trustees outlining concerns.
ACTION: CH and GB to arrange a direct meeting with IPEM CEO, to discuss the implications and alternatives to decisions regarding Prizes & Awards.

	5
	Items for discussion/approval

	5.1
	NL Update from IPEM/Manager’s Report
NL presented the details of the IPEM Manager’s Report. Highlights included:
· Publications: Reports 88 & 91 progressing through review and publication. IOPP is exiting the eBooks market, and a new publisher is being sought. The new Open Access journal “Medical Sensors and Imaging” has been launched, and an Editor in Chief has been appointed.
· Events: STEF 2026 is confirmed for the 12th to the 13th of October. Other events scheduled throughout the year, though many do not yet have confirmed dates.
· Outreach: A VR headset promoting Radiotherapy careers has been added to IPEM’s outreach library (donated by Leeds Teaching Hospitals NHS Trust).
· Policy & Engagement: A consultation response is planned for NHS Productivity Review (Technology & Innovation theme). Awareness campaigns and stakeholder engagement are ongoing.
JE provided further updates following recent attendance at the PMB Board meeting on 21/11. It was noted by PMB Board attendees that a small number of publications are currently being submitted from the UK. This gave JE the opportunity to highlight the challenging landscape for research & innovation in the UK. PMB Board members also fed back that they had concerns regarding IPEM topical reports, and the comparatively small number of citations. Noting that the peer review process for topical reports differs from other submissions, the Committee discussed what can be done differently, and whether this is an issue that STEC can take on.
FF highlighted that topical reports are generally used in everyday, clinical scenarios, so it is difficult to compare them to academic publications. JE additionally stated that the number of citations may have changed over time, which suggests it may be useful to analyse which topical reports have tended to receive fewer citations. JE suggested to review the citation data and share with STEC. DE highlighted that some working parties have submitted multiple topical reports for the same project, with one report containing survey results and the other containing clinical guidance. Addressing this may work to improve citations/impact factor: it was agreed that all material needs to be useful. Alternatively, a small tweak to the scope of the journal may be sufficient to address concerns with topical reports.
ACTION: JE to obtain citation data on PMB topical reports and share insights with other committee members.

	
	Outstanding SIG action plans for approval
The Committee reviewed the SIG action plans. Not all IPEM SIGs have yet submitted action plans; NL will chase outstanding action plans and circulate for ratification and comments via email. FF suggested approving SIG action plans in February as opposed to November, to give the SIGs more time to complete them; JE countered that it may be preferable not to make the SIGs wait until then to begin with their action plans. The decision was made for action plans to continue to be approved in November.
Comments were made on the following action plans: 
· AI SIG: The focus on engagement, webinars, and education was noted. It appears that the SIG’s objective is to make themselves more known, which is sensible as this is a comparatively new and rapidly expanding SIG. Committee members ratified the action plan.
· CSC SIG: FF commented that stronger links between the CSC SIG and the AI SIG would be appropriate, for example by arranging touch points to align their strategies, or by reviewing membership. CH suggested recruiting observers or corresponding members outside of MPCE to challenge the group. JE highlighted that the planned podcast could be done in conjunction with the IOP’s “Physics World” podcast, on which IPEM has already collaborated. Committee members ratified the plan, with a caveat that STEC would like to see more synergy with the AI Group.
· Env Sus: Membership of the group was ratified. Feedback is that the group’s vision is clear, but this plan requires refinement into actionable priorities for the upcoming year. Currently, the plan includes more activities than are feasible in one year. Ideally, this should be provided on the same template used by the other SIGs. The committee complimented the SIG’s planned engagement at the industry level but suggested developing a policy that lays out their approach at both the industry and end-user level.
· REB SIG: Although it was noted that this is a small SIG in a niche area, the committee stated that it would have welcomed a clearer and more ambitious action plan. The committee would like to see the following: a clearer long-term strategy; broader engagement outside of Rehabilitation Engineering; a focus on challenging convention and looking into the future; elements of training. Noting that this is a small SIG, the Committee recognise the need for the action plan to remain realistic. The action plan was not approved. The Committee agreed to share the stated feedback with the SIG and will await the revised action plan.
· MR SIG: The Committee commented that the action plan looked solid, with conferences, publications, and T&F group work. The action plan was approved.
· PM SIG: The Committee would like to seek clarification on where the horizon scanning report is intended to be published. It was also suggested that they may require clarification that IPEM will continue to publish eBooks, despite the publisher transition: this should not stop them from continuing to work on IPEM reports. The National Office will need to share this information with the SIG, and they may benefit from a meeting with PubComm Chair and National Office contact. With these provisions, the action plan was approved.
ACTION: CH to draft a short paragraph for CSC SIG explaining the rationale for reviewing membership and considering an observer or corresponding member from outside Medical Physics/Clinical Engineering.
ACTION: National Office (NL) to circulate action plan comments and ratification to SIGs.
ACTION: National Office (NL) to chase outstanding action plans and circulate for review over email correspondence.
ACTION: NL to set up meeting with DE and IPEM Report authors from PM SIG to update on publishing partner and answer any questions.

	5.2
	Task and Finish (T&F) Groups to Approve
This item was not discussed due to time pressure.
ACTION: NL to circulate further information on items for approval via email.

	5.3
	Statutory meeting agenda items (as per ToRs)
5.3.1 Review Prizes & Awards Programme 
Item 5.3.1 was discussed as part of Item 4.

	
	5.3.2 Identify and mitigate risks to IPEM relating to the Council and provide an update report to the office on risks
Due to time constraints, item 5.3.2 was carried forward to the next meeting. 

	5.4
	Updated SIG Terms of Reference for approval
Due to time constraints, item 5.4 was carried forward. To note: FF suggested that the SIG Terms of Reference specify the amount of activity engaged in horizon scanning, strategy, or challenging convention. 

	5.5
	Standing Item: SIG Update 
This item was covered by discussion of Item 5.1.

	6
	To Note

	6.1
	Manager’s report
The contents of the Manager’s Report were discussed under Item 5.1. 

	6.2
	Standing Item: Task & Finish (T&F) Group Updates 
The MOASES T&F group was discussed. JH, as the chair of this group, asked about the approval status of funding for the group, which has faced significant delays. JE agreed to discuss offline, as this is a decision for IPEM’s Finance & Business Planning Committee. JH also asked whether this difficulty has been faced by other T&F groups: JE stated that to her knowledge, no other groups have faced this.
Due to time constraints the other T&F Group updates were unable to be presented but were available for the Committee to note. This item was carried forward to the next STEC meeting.

	6.3
	Publications Sub-Committee Update
The role of PubComm was clarified by DE. The focus of the committee’s work is on internal review of documents, such as IPEM reports, for consistency and quality. Technical review, including whether the document reflects current best practice, sits with IPEM’s SIGs. DE shared IPEM’s current publication process with the Committee members.
Updates to IPEM Report 91 and IPEM Report 88 are nearing completion. Key details for each are as follows:
· Report 91 authors proposed an online resource with external links embedded in the document; this would require regular updates to ensure that links are still active. STEC members decided that this is currently not feasible due to resource constraints.
· Report 88 is nearing completion. Authors have sought endorsement from external bodies (SOR, RCR): DE asked whether this would be worth exploring as standard practice for all IPEM report updates. Committee members agreed that endorsement is desirable but that IPEM must avoid delays to publication: endorsement should be pursued when practical. JE cautioned that this should be clearly called endorsement and not the production of a joint report, as the latter comes with implications for authorship and contractual obligations.
ACTION: DE and NL to engage with authors of IPEM Report 88 to clarify approach to endorsement.
ACTION: DE and NL to inform authors of IPEM Report 91 about STEC’s decision regarding a living document.

	7
	Any other business

	7.1
	Submission to the NHS Productivity Consultation
NL and JE spoke to this item, as IPEM’s Head of Communications and Public Affairs (Chris Watt) was unavailable for the meeting. 
IPEM is planning a response to the ongoing NHS Productivity consultation, under the theme of Technology & Innovation. There are four sub-questions to be answered. Chris will collect submissions from IPEM stakeholders and refine these into a single response before submission. JE clarified that STEC should review the final response before it is submitted. The deadline for submission is the 12th of December. In an email from the 19th of November, Chris asked for initial responses to be sent to him by the 1st of December. 
CH is due to receive a response from the AHCS; to ensure that the IPEM response is aligned with it, CH agreed to send this to Chris upon receipt w/c the 1st of December.
GB and JH noted that the consultation is limited to England. Committee members stated that input from members in Scotland is still valued: it may prevent the implementation of ideas in England that have already been unsuccessful in other devolved nations.
ACTION: CH to send the consolidated AHCS response to IPEM’s Head of Communications and Public Affairs upon receipt.
ACTION: Committee members to submit individual input for consultation by 1st Dec and review consolidated response when this becomes available.

	7.2
	STEC – Current Membership
Two current vacancies were noted. 
Committee members discussed whether to invite SIG Chairs to attend meetings. This could be on a rotating basis; alternatively, specific SIG chairs could be invited to meetings where there is a specific and relevant agenda item. JE highlighted that MAPC includes a SIG Chair representative in its terms of reference; the time commitment of SIG chairs is, additionally, already very high.
The Committee agreed to co-opt DE (PubComm chair) as a standing member. The Committee discussed including the Chair of the Prizes and Awards panel in its membership and considered representation of all MPCE specialisms in its membership.
ACTION: National Office (NL) to formally include PubComm Chair (DE) on the list of Committee members.
ACTION: National Office (JE) to consider inclusion of Prizes & Awards Chair on the Committee.

	8
	Date of upcoming meetings

	February 2026; date and time TBC; online
ACTION: NL to set up a poll to determine the next meeting date.
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