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Introduction
This research proposal outlines a small-scale study, including a critical review of relevant academic literature, focusing on how ADHD is experienced differently by three employees within the same voluntary sector organisation. As a Human Resources professional, my experience suggests that there is inconsistent application of policies and adjustments related to ADHD in the workplace. This study aims to understand the workplace experiences of employees, in both managerial and non-managerial roles, who have declared an ADHD diagnosis, and to explore the policies and procedures that inform their treatment at work.
ADHD is still widely misunderstood—often more so than autism spectrum disorders—particularly in adult workplace settings. While public awareness has improved, many people still associate ADHD with childhood hyperactivity and overlook how it impacts focus, memory, planning, and emotional regulation in adults (Barkley, 2012). Symptoms and experiences can vary significantly from person to person. Some individuals may appear high-performing while masking severe difficulties, while others may visibly struggle without receiving meaningful support. Sedgwick et al. (2019) highlight that the ways adults with ADHD experience work are deeply influenced by context, expectations, and whether their strengths are recognised or overlooked.
What makes this study particularly useful is that it focuses on an organisation already relatively aware of disability and inclusion. This is a workplace that actively tries to support its staff and has policies and adjustments in place. So, if variation and difficulty still emerge in this setting, it suggests that the situation may be worse in less accommodating environments. ADHD UK (2024) and NHS England (2023) both report significant underdiagnosis and unmet support needs for adults, especially around employment. By looking closely at how people with the same diagnosis are treated differently in the same “supportive” setting, this study offers a snapshot that may reflect wider patterns in UK workplaces.
Sedgwick et al. (2019) call for a shift in how ADHD is perceived in professional environments, highlighting often-overlooked strengths such as creativity, high energy, and problem-solving. These attributes are frequently underutilised due to persistent stigma and a lack of workplace awareness. This proposal focuses on the organisational culture at NCVO, where I work. As a sector body that describes itself as the "charity for charities," NCVO is committed to equity and inclusion, making it a strong context for this kind of inquiry. It may not be typical of all organisations, but that makes it even more important to explore how inclusion plays out in practice—even in workplaces that are trying to do the right thing.
There is increasing recognition of ADHD in adulthood, yet the condition remains widely misunderstood and inconsistently supported. NHS England (2023) reported a 20.4% increase in adult ADHD prescriptions between July and September 2022, reflecting rising diagnoses and growing awareness. However, ADHD UK (2024) estimate that over 80% of adults with ADHD in the UK remain undiagnosed, suggesting that many are navigating employment without access to adjustments or support. A 2025 ADHDadultUK survey found that 41% of adults with ADHD experience severe challenges in day-to-day life, and 69% receive no workplace adjustments—often due to fear of disclosing their condition. This research aims to explore how three employees with ADHD experience the same organisation differently, despite shared policies and procedures.
To support this, I draw on UK-based literature and data from ADHD UK, NHS England, ACAS, the CIPD, and national datasets (e.g. ONS) to better understand how workplace culture shapes the experiences of neurodivergent adults. This proposal asks: How do three employees with ADHD experience and interpret workplace inclusion within the same organisational environment, and do their experiences differ? It seeks to understand which policies and practices genuinely support inclusion and makes recommendations for improving equity and participation for neurodivergent workers.
The aim of this research is to explore the lived workplace experiences of employees with ADHD, with a specific focus on how their perceptions of identity, support, and competence are shaped within a single organisational context. A particular emphasis is placed on executive function (EF), as challenges in this area are widely recognised as a core component of ADHD and have a direct impact on occupational outcomes (Barkley, 2011). Difficulties with EF—such as time management, organisation, impulse control, and working memory—often underpin the daily struggles that individuals with ADHD face at work, even when intelligence or motivation are not in question.
This study will begin by critically reviewing literature on executive functioning, neurodiversity, and ADHD in occupational settings. It will then explore key analytical themes and conceptual frameworks that inform support systems for neurodivergent employees. Although it draws on the CIPD (2022) definition of neurodiversity—“the natural variation in how people think, learn, and process information”—the research is focused specifically on ADHD, rather than the wider spectrum of neurodivergent conditions. The CIPD definition has been chosen because it is widely used in HR and organisational practice, making it a useful lens for understanding how employers may conceptualise and respond to ADHD in the workplace.
Finally, the research will compare these findings with lived reflections from three employees diagnosed with ADHD, exploring how workplace factors such as policy, line management, and communication styles shape day-to-day inclusion. This approach will help to identify which adjustments are working well, where inconsistencies remain, and what can be learned to improve the experience of neurodivergent staff more broadly.
Literature Review 
There is growing recognition that ADHD affects adults in ways that are not always visible or easily identifiable and as such they are poorly understood both culturally and in the workplace. Executive functioning (EF), often impaired in ADHD, has been shown to directly impact occupational success, more so than IQ or academic achievement (Barkley, 2012). Yet, many studies continue to view ADHD primarily through a deficit lens, focusing on disruption or underperformance rather than workplace potential. As Sedgwick et al. (2019) argue, strengths such as creativity, strategic problem-solving and hyper-focus are often overlooked, despite being reported by many adults with ADHD.
This oversight contributes to poor workplace outcomes. A recent survey by ADHDadultUK (2025) found that 69% of adults with ADHD received no workplace adjustments at all, and 41% described their challenges as severe. These figures suggest an urgent need to understand how policy commitments (such as the UK Equality Act 2010) translate into lived realities. ADHD UK (2024) also estimates that over 80% of UK adults with ADHD are undiagnosed—raising questions about how many employees may be silently struggling without appropriate recognition or support. Despite this, workplace studies tend to generalise or ignore differences between individual employees’ experiences. Hinshaw (2002) reminds us that gender and identity significantly shape how ADHD is expressed and managed. Cultural background and role expectations also play a part, yet little research explores how people with the same diagnosis experience different outcomes in the same workplace. This study aims to address that gap by focusing on intra-organisational differences using a case-based approach.
Some government and sector-wide bodies have recognised this gap. For example, ACAS (2023) and CIPD (2022) offer guidance on neurodiversity at work, while ONS and NHS England (2023) report on increasing diagnoses and the growing public health focus on ADHD. However, much of this guidance is general rather than context-specific. By situating this study in a real organisational setting, this research hopes to connect policy, literature, and lived experience.
Methodology 
This research adopts a pragmatic, interpretivist stance, drawing from both constructivist and relativist traditions. The aim is to explore how ADHD is experienced differently by three individuals within the same workplace, with a focus on how support, perception, and organisational culture shape their inclusion. This qualitative approach  allows me to explore the richness and complexity of lived experience, while grounding the findings in existing research and practice and brings with it the potential to offer ways to better understand and support the employee with ADHD
As a practitioner-researcher, I hold dual roles—one of leadership and one of inquiry. I bring insight from my role at NCVO, where I’ve seen first-hand how employees with ADHD can have very different experiences, even when the same policies or adjustments are in place. For instance, while one colleague may thrive with flexible working and a strengths-based manager, another might struggle with unclear communication or rigid expectations. These contrasts sparked my interest in exploring what really shapes someone’s experience at work beyond formal policy.
This study is shaped by an interpretivist paradigm, which values meaning-making and personal perspective. I want to understand how people experience inclusion at work—not to generalise—but to uncover patterns that reflect what really happens on the ground. I am especially interested in the ways that ADHD interacts with workplace structures, expectations, and relationships.
I do not believe that there is one fixed truth about ADHD at work. Instead, I take a relativist ontological position, meaning that I see reality as something constructed and shaped by personal context—such as role type, line management, team culture, and individual identity. Even within a single organisation, these variables can lead to very different lived experiences.
Epistemologically, I align with constructivism, which recognises that knowledge is co-produced through reflection, dialogue, and context (Kivunga and Kuyini, 2017). As someone with ADHD myself, I understand how insight changes over time. I will keep a reflective log to acknowledge how my role, identity, and position might influence what I pay attention to, or how I interpret things.
This study is qualitative-led and takes a case-based approach. I will draw from peer-reviewed articles, workplace guidance, and reports from organisations like ADHD UK and the NHS. These will be supplemented with reflective data from three individuals within the same voluntary sector organisation—either through short written reflections, anonymised notes, or informal summaries, if ethically permitted.
Rather than using interviews or surveys, I’ve chosen this design to minimise ethical burden and keep the research realistic and manageable. There is already a strong body of existing data—what I want to do is link that to how people actually feel and function at work. This aligns with phenomenological principles, where meaning is shaped by experience and interpretation (Grbich, 2010).
My research strategy is a small-scale comparative case study, which allows me to explore difference, contrast, and nuance. I’m not looking to generalise to all organisations; instead, I want to show how even within one setting, ADHD is not experienced the same way. Case study research lets me include context and voice—both of which are crucial in neurodiversity research (Bryman, 2008).
For analysis, I will use Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-step thematic analysis model. This allows me to identify recurring patterns and concepts—such as identity, stigma, support, and disclosure—while also keeping close to the actual language used by contributors. I’ll do the coding manually and maintain a reflexive journal to help track my interpretations and avoid imposing assumptions.
This methodological approach balances rigour and relevance. As Smith (2022) suggests, insider-led research can offer deeper insights into inclusion, especially when transparency and reflexivity are applied. I’m not trying to be a distant outsider—I want this research to be grounded in practice and speak to both academic and organisational audiences.
I’m aware of the ethical implications of my position, and this methodology is designed to respect autonomy, privacy, and well-being. Participants will be given the option to engage through light touch methods and will remain fully anonymous. Where needed, I will seek gatekeeper permissions and outline right to withdraw, following BERA (2018) and GDPR standards. This method gives me space to explore lived experience without overcomplicating or over-extracting. It reflects how I think real change happens: by listening to stories, linking those to wider patterns, and connecting all of that to what we already know from research and practice. The outcome will be insights that are grounded in evidence, shaped by context, and useful for the sector I work in.
Data Collection Method 
This research adopts a qualitative-dominant approach to data collection, grounded in a constructivist epistemology. This approach values lived experience as a valid source of knowledge (Kivunga and Kuyini, 2017). As Viljoen (2023) notes, in workplace and educational research, participants should be viewed as experts in their own experience. The study will follow a small-scale comparative case study strategy, appropriate for exploring inclusion, identity, and adjustment in real-life organisational settings (Cohen et al., 2018).
The project will draw on both primary and secondary data. Primary sources include organisational policies, internal HR documents, institutional guidance, and anonymised reflections from the three participants, where consent and ethics allow. These are first-hand accounts that illustrate how inclusion is practiced, experienced, and interpreted. News articles, workplace case studies, and practitioner blog posts will also be considered primary material if they offer direct workplace insight. While formal interviews are not proposed, written narratives or informal contributions from participants will offer meaningful insight into real-world experience—this satisfies the need for primary data, as outlined in academic research conventions.
Secondary data will consist of peer-reviewed literature and national-level datasets from NHS England, ADHD UK, ONS, and ACAS. This combination will enable triangulation between personal experience, organisational narrative, and national policy. Creswell and Creswell (2018) note that qualitative richness is enhanced when multiple perspectives are brought together—especially in small, context-sensitive research.
This design has been selected to keep ethical complexity low while still capturing meaningful, real-life perspectives. Any participant reflections will be entirely voluntary, brief, and anonymised. Contributors will be invited to submit in writing on their own terms. This minimal-risk model is in line with BERA’s (2018) ethical guidance, particularly on inclusion, informed consent, and accessibility.
Data Analysis 
Thematic analysis will be used to analyse all qualitative material, including literature, policy documents, and personal reflections. This flexible approach allows the researcher to stay close to the language used by participants and to surface hidden or emotional themes such as stigma, inclusion, and visibility. Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase model—familiarisation, coding, generating themes, reviewing, defining, and reporting—will guide the analytic process.
Triangulation will be applied to compare themes across national guidance, organisational practices, and lived experience. For instance, if national data shows low disclosure rates and the internal reflections mirror that hesitation, this may reveal how supportive policies don’t always translate into lived reality. This layered analysis will help to uncover where formal policies align—or misalign—with individual experience and inclusion in practice.
Other analytical strategies were considered. Statistical or numerical analysis was ruled out due to the small and qualitative nature of the sample. Visual and creative analysis was explored in literature but sits outside this project’s scope. Policy discourse analysis will be lightly applied—particularly to NHS, ACAS and ADHD UK documents—but it is not the dominant lens. Thematic analysis remains the most appropriate method for a research question that centres on depth, meaning, and variation across lived realities.
Coding will be manual, using colour-coding in Word to identify patterns in both primary and secondary sources. Where appropriate, basic visual aids like tables or diagrams may be created to show connections. Reflexivity will be built in throughout: a research log will be used to note emerging thoughts, track interpretive bias, and ensure transparent documentation of analytic decisions (Oliver, 2010).
This data analysis approach ensures the research is rigorous, ethically careful, and grounded in the complexity of real-life working environments. By combining thematic synthesis with critical reflection, this project aims to produce findings that are both academically sound and practically relevant for improving ADHD inclusion in the workplace.
Ethics 
Although this research does not currently propose formal data collection from people I’ve chosen to speak with, ethical considerations remain fundamental. This project involves reflection on the lived experience of individuals with ADHD, a neurodevelopmental condition often associated with stigma, misunderstanding, and disclosure risks. Even when using anonymised reflections or secondary data, ethical responsibility lies in ensuring accurate, respectful, and non-exploitative representation (BERA, 2018; Oliver, 2010).

Confidentiality and consent are the core ethical pillars underpinning this project. If anonymous written reflections from employees are included, The people I’ve chosen to speak with will receive a brief plain-language consent form outlining their rights, including the right to withdraw at any time without justification. No names, job titles, or other identifiers will be recorded. Any organisation-specific details will be sufficiently altered to prevent indirect identification. Data will be stored in encrypted formats and held only for the duration required by university policy.

Power dynamics also require ethical reflection. The researcher holds a senior position in the same sector and may have prior professional contact with individuals whose reflections are considered. To mitigate perceived pressure or obligation to contribute, The people I’ve chosen to speak with will be recruited through an open call and invited to participate anonymously via email. There will be no follow-up or questioning of those who do not respond.

Reflexivity will be embedded throughout the research process. A reflexive journal will be used to document the researcher’s assumptions, positionality, and emotional responses. As Simons and Usher (2000) suggest, ethical research with vulnerable communities must critically interrogate the researcher’s own agenda and voice in relation to the data. Transparency about my dual identity as both an ADHD-identifying practitioner and a researcher will be acknowledged in the methodology.

Secondary data use, while low risk, is not ethically neutral. Drawing on previously published narratives or statistics about people with ADHD requires contextual sensitivity. Thematic synthesis will avoid selective quoting or tokenism and instead aim to preserve the meaning intended by original sources (Grbich, 2013). Research ethics also include commitments to social justice and non-harm. As outlined in Kivunga and Kuyini (2017), the ethical imperative in educational research extends beyond compliance with formal procedures to include care, empathy, and consideration of the long-term impact on those represented.

Should the scope of the project change, formal ethical approval will be sought through the appropriate university process. All drafts will be reviewed with ethical sensitivity in mind, and The people I’ve chosen to speak with will be given the opportunity to review how their reflections are represented, if applicable.
This research follows the ethical guidelines set out by BERA (2018), which emphasise voluntary informed consent, the right to withdraw, and safeguarding participant dignity—particularly when engaging with potentially vulnerable groups. In line with GDPR principles, participants’ identities will be protected through full anonymisation, and all personal data will be stored securely and accessed only by the researcher. Any reflections or materials shared will be used solely for research purposes, and participants will retain the right to review or withdraw their input at any stage.
Conclusion 
This proposal sets out a small-scale qualitative study exploring how three employees with ADHD interpret their experiences of workplace inclusion within the same voluntary sector organisation. The research question—“How do three employees with ADHD experience and interpret workplace inclusion differently within the same organisational environment?”—sits within a pragmatic, interpretivist paradigm. This approach values subjective meaning and recognises that different realities can exist at the same time depending on context, relationships, and lived experience (Kivunga and Kuyini, 2017).
The chosen methodology draws on secondary data from academic and practitioner literature, with the option of brief written reflections from three individuals. These reflections, if ethically approved, will offer grounded insight into day-to-day workplace experiences. This combination supports both breadth and depth of understanding. Thematic analysis, following Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase model, will guide the interpretation of both reflections and existing literature. This flexible method fits well with the aims of the study and is particularly suited to complex, socially embedded topics like ADHD and inclusion.
The study will follow university protocols and ethical guidance, including completion of the Appendix 1 Ethics Review Form. Core principles such as informed consent, anonymity, and participants’ right to withdraw will be upheld. Ethical considerations outlined by BERA (2018)—including power relationships, voluntary participation, and researcher reflexivity—will inform the design and engagement process. Given my dual role as a senior leader and neurodivergent researcher, I will also use a reflective log to help monitor and manage any bias or over-identification (Grbich, 2010; Smith, 2022).
This project will act as the foundation of my dissertation, and I hope to share its findings across the voluntary and public sectors. I believe the insights could help inform more responsive and inclusive workplace practices—not only for ADHD, but for broader neurodiversity. While this is a small study, it offers a fresh contribution by focusing on variation within a single organisational context—an area that is often overlooked in favour of broader generalisations. Future research could expand this approach by including other organisations or demographic groups, or by using more formal interview methods to explore structural and systemic dimensions. 
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Appendix 1: Ethics Form
In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.

The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.
The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.
Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.
Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.
This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please see Checklist for details of process for different categories of application.  
Delete the Guidance Notes at the end of the form BEFORE submitting your application
SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)
	Full Name:
	Raghvir Dhaliwal 

	Tick all boxes which apply:

	Member of staff:
	☐
	Honorary research fellow:
	☐

	Undergraduate Student
	☐	Taught Postgraduate Student
	☐	Postgraduate Research Student
	☒


	Faculty/School/Centre:
	Humanities and Social Sciences

	Campus:
	Carmarthen

	Student E-mail address:
	2124976@student.uwtsd.ac.uk  Raghvirdhaliwal8@aol.com 

	Contact Telephone Number:
	07775 843159




	For students:

	Student Number:
	2124976

	Programme of Study:
	MA Equity and Diversity in Society 
MA Harmony & Sustainability: Theory and Practice 

	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Dr Jessica Pitman 



SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity
	Has the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)
	YES
	☐	NO
	☒
	
	Date

	If Yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known): Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval
	Research Degrees Committee
	☐	

	
	Faculty Research Committee
	☐	

	
	Other (write in)
MA EDS Supervisor
	☒	May2025



SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials
	Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines.

	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice
	☒
	UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	☐

	British Sociological Association Ethical Guidelines 
	☐



SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity
	Does the research activity involve collaborators outside of the University?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	This research is not conducted in collaboration with any external organisations. It is an independent student research project.
If Yes, please provide the name of the external organisation and name and contact details for the main contact person and confirmation this person has consented to their personal data being shared as part of this collaboration.

	Institution
	


	Contact person name
	


	Contact person e-mail address

	

	Has this individual consented to sharing their details on this form?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	Are you in receipt of a KESS scholarship?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	Is your research externally funded
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	Are you specifically employed to undertake this research in either a paid or voluntary capacity?
	Voluntary
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	
	Employed
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	Is the research being undertaken within an existing UWTSD Athrofa Professional Learning Partnership (APLP)
	If YES then the permission question below does not need to be answered.
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	Permission to undertake the research has been provided by the partner organisation
	(If YES attach copy)
If NO the application cannot continue
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐


This research is not conducted in collaboration with any external organisations. It is an independent student research project.
Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation
	Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	
If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation



SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	Indicative title:
	How do three employees with ADHD experience and interpret workplace inclusion differently within the same organisational environment ?

	Proposed start date:
	JUNE 2025
	Proposed end date:
	 JANUARY 2026

	Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words)
Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the three points below:
· Purpose of Research Activity
· Proposed Research Question
· Aims of Research Activity
· Objectives of Research Activity
Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain
· What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge 
· How it addresses an area of importance. 

	Purpose of Research Activity
This small-scale study explores how three employees with ADHD experience and interpret workplace inclusion differently within the same voluntary sector organisation. It uses a comparative case study design, with data drawn from secondary sources and optional written reflections from participants. The study aims to identify how workplace policies, communication, and line management affect the implementation of inclusion practices for neurodivergent staff. The research is informed by a pragmatic and interpretivist approach, grounded in constructivist epistemology. Ethical risks are minimal, and all participation will be voluntary and anonymised. Findings will contribute to broader sector conversations around reasonable adjustments, executive function, and inclusion frameworks.


	Research Question
How do three employees with ADHD experience and interpret workplace inclusion differently within the same organisational environment, and do their experiences differ?


	Aims of Research Activity
The aim of this research is to explore the lived workplace experiences of employees with ADHD within a single voluntary sector organisation. The study focuses on how perceptions of identity, support, and competence are shaped by organisational culture and workplace inclusion practices. It places particular emphasis on executive functioning (EF), recognised as a core area of difficulty for adults with ADHD, and aims to evaluate how effectively policies and adjustments address these challenges.


	Objectives of Research Activity
· To critically review academic literature and policy documents on ADHD, executive functioning, and workplace inclusion.
· To analyse institutional data and reflections from three participants with ADHD working within the same organisation.
· To compare findings from existing literature with participants’ narratives to identify barriers and enablers of inclusion.
· To recommend organisational practices and adjustments that support meaningful participation of employees with ADHD.


	Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed.

	This study uses a qualitative-dominant, mixed methods design with a case-based research strategy. The methodology is grounded in a constructivist epistemology and a pragmatic, interpretivist paradigm, recognising that knowledge is shaped by social context and lived experience.
Primary data will include:
· Workplace policies and procedures from the participating organisation.
· Internal guidance or documentation related to ADHD or reasonable adjustments.
· Optional, anonymised reflections or narrative accounts from three employees diagnosed with ADHD. These will be collected in writing and on a voluntary basis, avoiding the need for interviews or audio recordings.
In addition to primary materials, publicly available sources such as case studies, blog posts, and published articles by professionals with ADHD or in HR roles will be used.
Secondary data will include peer-reviewed academic literature, national datasets (e.g. ONS, NHS), and practitioner guidance from organisations like ADHD UK, ACAS, and CIPD.
Thematic analysis, as described by Braun and Clarke (2006), will guide data interpretation. Their six-phase model—familiarisation, coding, generating themes, reviewing, defining, and writing up—will be used to examine both participant reflections and documentary sources. Thematic triangulation will enable a comparison between lived experiences, organisational policy, and national trends. Coding will be completed manually using Word and colour-coded spreadsheets. Where useful, thematic tables may be developed for clarity.
Policy discourse analysis will be used in part, specifically when reviewing documents from ACAS, NHS England, and ADHD advocacy organisations. However, it will not be the primary analytic approach.
This low-risk study prioritises research ethics and accessibility. Participants will remain anonymous, and no sensitive medical or personal records will be requested. All data will be stored securely, and participants will have the right to withdraw at any stage. Ethical approval will be secured via the university’s formal review process prior to data collection. Reflexivity will be maintained throughout, and the researcher will use a reflective journal to monitor potential bias and power dynamics, especially due to their dual role as both researcher and senior leader in the sector.


(this box should expand as you type)

	
Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	At my home address in Virginia Water Surrey and possibly some work at the offices of NCVO in Kings Cross, London. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants.

	· N/A



	Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available?   

	NO
	☒

	
	YES
	☐

	If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with prevailing data protection law of the country in question and England and Wales.


(this box should expand as you type)


SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity tick the boxes which apply either yes or no
	Will the research activity include:
	
YES
	
NO

	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☐
	☒

	Use of interviews?
	☒
	☐

	Use of diaries?
	☒
	☐

	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Use of video or audio recording?
	☒
	☐

	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☒
	☐

	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	Other primary data collection methods, please explain in this box
For example, ‘focus groups’. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) in this box and tick the accompany box.
	☐
	☐

	Details of any other primary data collection method:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 

SECTION G: Intended Participants tick the boxes which apply either yes or no
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	Students or staff at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☒
	☐

	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	Children and Young People under the age of 8? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☒

	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Others (please identify specifically any group who may be unable to give consent) please indicate here and tick the appropriate box.

	☐
	☒

	Other – please indicate here:



	
	



	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	How many participants are expected?

	Three participants.



	Who will the participants be?

	Participants will include three employees from the same voluntary sector organisation who have disclosed a diagnosis of ADHD. They will be invited to share short, anonymised reflections on their workplace experiences. No vulnerable populations or minors will be included. Participants will be recruited informally through internal communication, and participation will be entirely voluntary.
(this box should expand as you type)

	How will you identify the participants?
	
Participants will be current employees of NCVO 



	
Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	
N/A 


	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	
N/A



SECTION H: Anticipated Risks
	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 

	Yes 
	☐

	
	No
	☒

	Risks to participants
This study presents minimal risk to participants. It does not involve distressing questions, clinical topics, or vulnerable populations. Reflections are optional, anonymised, and submitted in writing. No participant is obliged to take part, and no negative consequences will result from non-participation or withdrawal.

	Risk to Participant:
1. Risk X
2. Risk x
3. Risk x

	How will you mitigate the Risk to Participant
1. Mitigation xxx
2. Mitigation xx
3. Mitigation xx


	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	· N/A


	Risks to investigator
For example: personal safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	Risk to Investigator:
1. Risk X
2. Risk x
3. Risk x
(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to Investigator:
1. Mitigation xxx
2. Mitigation xx
3. Mitigation xx
(this box should expand as you type)

	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	Risk to University:
1. Risk X
2. Risk x
3. Risk x
(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to  University:
1. Mitigation xxx
2. Mitigation xx
3. Mitigation xx
(this box should expand as you type)


This study presents minimal risk to participants. It does not involve distressing questions, vulnerable populations, or high-risk contexts. Reflections are optional, anonymised, and submitted voluntarily. No participant is obliged to take part.
	Disclosure and Barring Service

	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☒
	☐
	☐



SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	Participants will receive an information sheet outlining the study and its purpose. They will be asked to confirm informed consent using a short written consent form (to be completed separately). All data will be anonymised, and participant identities will be protected. Participants have the right to withdraw at any time. Researcher positionality and power dynamics will be acknowledged, particularly due to the researcher’s senior role.
(this box should expand as you type)

	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	
Participants will receive a clear and accessible Participant Information Sheet outlining the research aims, what their involvement will include, and their right to withdraw. Written consent will be obtained via a simple form, and a copy will be retained for records.
Participants will be given a Letter of Explanation that includes a summary of the project, how data will be used, and an outline of their rights. They will be informed of the minimal nature of the data request (optional short written reflections), that participation is voluntary, and that data will be anonymised. This will be explained in plain English and discussed prior to participation.

	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	
Confidentiality refers to ensuring that any identifiable data collected from participants is securely stored and not shared in any way that could link it back to the individual (BERA, 2018).

Any written reflections or participant narratives will be stored in a password-protected file and pseudonymised. Identifying details, including names, roles, and organisational units, will be removed or generalised during analysis and in any outputs.

Participants will be informed of confidentiality measures in the Participant Information Sheet and Letter of Explanation. These documents will explain that no personally identifiable data will be published and that only the researcher will have access to raw materials.

Anonymity refers to ensuring that no data collected can be traced back to an individual. This is particularly important when dealing with sensitive subjects like disability or workplace inclusion.

Participants’ identities will be anonymised using pseudonyms. Any contextual details that could reveal their identity (e.g. job title, team name) will be altered or omitted in write-ups.
Participants will be told in advance—via the Letter of Explanation—that their identity will not be revealed and that they will not be named or described in any way that could identify them. They will also be told that they can review any direct quotes used from their reflections.
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SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage
All data will be stored on a password-protected device in accordance with GDPR guidelines. Identifiable information will not be collected. Only the researcher and academic supervisor will have access to raw data. No external storage or cloud services will be used.
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person.
	☐
	x

	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	

	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	
☐x
	


	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	(e) physical or mental health or condition, Participants will receive written information about the study and their involvement. They will be asked to confirm consent via an information sheet and consent form, which will be prepared separately and not submitted with this form. All data will be anonymised and stored securely. Participants may withdraw at any time without consequence.


	
Will the research activity involve storing personal data and/or special category data on one of the following: answer this as appropriate
	YES
	NO

	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☒
	☐

	University computers?
	☐
	☒

	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	Home or other personal computers?
	☒
	☐

	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☒
	☐

	“Cloud” storage UWTSD or websites?
	☒
	☐

	Other – specify:

	☐
	☐

	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	Data will be stored securely on a password-protected device in line with GDPR principles. No identifiable data will be held. Only the researcher and supervisor will have access. No external storage or cloud sharing will be used. (this box should expand as you type)

	All Data Storage

	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☐
	☒

	Sharing of data with others at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	Export of data outside the European Union or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	Data archiving?
	☐
	☒

	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and DPA (and/or any international equivalent):

	
· N/A

	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
· Me the researcher 

	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	· Me the researcher 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	Kept for the length of the project then the raw data will be destroyed 
Once the dissertation has been marked and I have graduated all data will be destroyed.

	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	
· N/A - MA Dissertation Project 


	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)

	YES
	☒

	
	NO
	☐

	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	YES
	☒

	
	NO
	☐



SECTION K: Declaration
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice

	Signature of applicant:
	Raghvir Dhaliwal 
	Date: 27 May 2025



For STUDENT Submissions:
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	
	Date:

	Signature:
	
	



For STAFF Submissions:
	Head of School/Assistant Dean:
	
	Date:

	Signature:
	

	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☒
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (and have NOT completed Section H of this form) (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☒
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Head of School.

	☒

	I have deleted the guidance notes before submitting the PG2 for consideration



 


