School Research Ethics Committee
Reviewers’ Form
Ethic Panel: 18.10.23


	
	Outcome History
	Previous Comments
	Suggested Outcome
Approved; CA (supervisor sign of); CA (chair’s action); Resubmit; Not Approved 
	Comments

	1. Barjola Parcerisas, Anna
	First
	
	
	

	2. Bloomfield, Ellie
	First
	Section B – box 1
Missing tick

Section C – box 3:
Needs BPS research ethics guidelines documented.

End date doesn’t need submission deadline as there is still a presentation to do in May.

Title of study – unclear with word “of”

Section E – Box 4:
Should be specific as to what is being captured rather than stating e.g.

Section E – box 10:
Missing ticks

Section G – Participants:
Significantly more than 50 Ps would be needed for a 2x5 between ANOVA.

Section H – box 1:
Missing ticks

Mitigating risks section – would have expected to see more link to specific BPS guidelines.
And unclear what keeping information in a locked file pertains in the risk to the university section.
Ned to specifically refer to data being kept in your university password protected Qualtrics account. 

Section I: box 1:
Need to make it clear that the debrief form can be downloaded.

Section I: box 3-
Unlcear what “if I collect information that has no relevance to the study this will be deleted” means? You should not be collecting anything that hasn’t been approved and signed off. Therefore, suggest removing this. 

Also, you must not share any data (even demographics). Therefore, remove this sentence. 

Section J – box 4:
Unclear why it says they MAY be asked to complete an anxiety scale? Thought all Ps were completing the State anxiety scale?

Section J – box 12:
Awkward wording

Section J – box 21:
Unlcear what data going from SPSS to a locket file means?
Also, data should only be deleted once the work have been approved by the exam board and not before. 

Section J – box 24:
Same comment as above re: deleting of data.

Relevant checklist boxes have not been ticked.

Appendices:
Was not able to view these – links not accessible from Turnitin. Panel would need to see these, especially if this study were to be advertised externally.  

	Chairs Action (possibly re-submission):

Do not have an ethical concern with the study itself but this was a messy and poorly written form and suggests the student does not truly understand the ethical aspects involved.

Do not feel confident of this study going out to the public unless the student is given significant support to ensure materials are appropriately written and data storage is clearly understood. 
	

	3. Johns, Ceri
	First
	
	
	

	4. Varallo, Claudia
	First
	Start date needs to be less specific as no guarantee it will start on the 19th Oct.

Method:
Repetition in method – also not an ethics issue but why was a word search chosen as the memory test?
In the breakdown of the procedure the completing of the consent form should be done first.

P No: would suggest at least 60 if there are 2 between-subject IVs (4 groupings with 15 per grouping).

Section H box 1 – need to tick no.

Mitigating risks section – would have expected to see more link to specific BPS guidelines.

Section I – feedback:
Isn’t it the case that if Ps want to withdraw, they have to do so before leaving the lab? Otherwise, this means the researcher has a way of identifying their data even after they have left, which would go against the data being anonymous.

Section I – consent:
Amend wording – they see study advert on EMS, then read info sheet when at the labs, then if happy to take part complete the consent form. 

Section J – Box 2:
A bit confusing – no need to mention email addresses, just need to explain that names on consent forms will be kept separate to data. Also, demographic info will be collected, but again this will be kept separate to names and will be aggregated in any outputs. 

Section J – box 9 & 10:
Data should be stored to password protected university OneDrive account (cloud) not laptops/memory sticks.

Section J – box 12:
Locked filing cabinet in the labs? 

What password-protected computer? In the labs and then transferred to uni OneDrive?

Also, remove reference to sharing data – should not be doing this.

Section J – box 21:
First sentence is not clear – consent and response sheets are not electronic data

Also, why is data only pseudonymised?

Would also like more specifics of the electronic data transfer noted in this section – where is it actually going? Your password protected university OneDrive account?

Section J – Box 24:
Contradictory info presented.
Remove reference to indefinitely archiving physical and electronic data – it should all be deleted after the exam board.

Appendices:
Supervisor needs to check these as there are some errors/missing info. 

	Supervisor sign-off.

Do not have an ethical concern with the study itself but a few issues with the form, which suggests the student doesn’t fully understand some technicalities.  
	

	5. Williams, Emma
	First
	Confidentiality/Anonymity box – could explain that although Ps age and gender is collected (personal info about them) no names are collected. Therefore, should not be possible to link to them.

Section I: box 1 feedback:
Need to make it clear that the debrief form can be downloaded.

Section I – box 2 consent:
Need to make it clear that the info sheet with your details and supervisor’s details can be downloaded.

Section J – Box 1: 
Again, age and gender being collected but explain that it will be aggregated for any outputs and not linked to names.

Section J – Data Protection:
Should transfer of electronic data be ticked yes, because data is being electronically transferred out of Qualtrics into SPSS?

	Happy to approve after discussion with panel re: the points in the adjoining column. If panel feels these need to be sorted, then would be approve with supervisor sign-off.
	





