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[bookmark: _hl83fo4h9446]What Works for Children’s Social Care – Research Ethics Committee Framework 
This Framework is dated January 2021, and will be reviewed every 12 months by the Chair.
The framework for What Works for Children’s Social Care’s (WWCSC) Research Ethics Committee (REC) is based closely on the Economic and Social Research Council guidelines. 
The aim of this framework is to set out clear, transparent principles and procedures for ethics review and guidance for research and evaluation conducted or funded by WWCSC. 
This framework intends to facilitate a research ethics culture that is supportive, collaborative and transparent.
[bookmark: _e0aahg3jtdd7]The key principles:
1.     Research should be designed, reviewed and undertaken to ensure integrity, quality and transparency.
2.     Research staff and participants must normally be informed fully about the purpose, methods and intended possible uses of the research, what their participation in the research entails and what risks, if any, are involved.
3.     The confidentiality of information supplied by research participants and the anonymity of respondents must be respected.
4.     Research participants must take part voluntarily, free from any coercion.
5.     Harm to research participants must be avoided in all instances.
6.     The independence of research must be clear, and any conflicts of interest or partiality must be explicit.
7.   Research should be designed in a way that the dignity and autonomy of research participants is protected and respected at all times.
[bookmark: _65tu7w4jiqeg]Summary of WWCSC’s research ethics framework
· The responsibility for conduct of the research in line with relevant principles rests with the principal investigator and WWCSC.
· WWCSC is the research sponsor and has overall responsibility for research governance and integrity, and ensuring that research conducted or funded by WWCSC is subject to appropriate ethics review and monitoring.
· Risks should be minimised wherever possible and legal and data requirements must be met. 
· Breaches of good ethics practice will be treated as a serious matter. Where these occur they will be subject to review by the REC and where necessary the WWCSC Board of Trustees. 
· All WWCSC conducted and funded research must be subject to review by either the WWCSC REC or an external ethics board before the work starts. Duplication of submission should be avoided. WWCSC does not require multiple bodies to undertake a full ethics review.
· Ethics review should always be proportionate to the potential risk, whether this involves primary or secondary data.
· The REC should assess protocols against the WWCSC’s framework of research ethics, based on ESRC’s framework of research ethics.
· The type of review required will be determined by the initial ethics checklist (see Appendix C).
· In exceptional circumstances, an expedited review can be carried out on shorter time scales.
· WWCSC and research organisations should monitor the conduct of research which has received ethics review until it is completed, and to ensure appropriate continuing review where the research design anticipates possible changes over time that may need to be addressed.
[bookmark: _jgpv3dviw568]SECTION 1: WWCSC’S ETHICS FRAMEWORK
This section sets out the minimum standard for a WWCSC conducted or funded research.
Please see the definitions of key terms in Appendix F.
[bookmark: _itlr452bvi4a]1.1 Ethics issues must always be addressed in the protocol.
1.1.1 All protocols must state what ethics review will be required for the proposed research, and why. In addition, protocols should provide a full statement to show that proper consideration has been given to any ethics issues which the proposal raises.
1.1.2 It is the responsibility of the researcher, or research team, guided by their professional disciplinary standards, to consider ethical issues in their research proposal, and to complete the initial ethics checklist to determine whether a project should be subject to either a brief review or a full REC review. 
1.1.3 The REC should be informed of any substantive changes made to a project following REC review.
[bookmark: _8qhfpg2117fb]1.2 Types of Review 
· Initial Ethics Checklist: An ethics checklist should be completed for all WWCSC conducted and funded research which is not being reviewed by an external ethics board. This checklist should always be completed before any proposal is sent to the REC. The checklist, along with the REC application form and any additional documentation should be submitted to the REC. Applicants will be notified within 5 days to confirm whether the application is accepted or whether more information is needed. If the PI (Principal Investigator) answers NO to all the questions on the checklist, or YES to one question, this indicates a low or medium level of risk, and the project will be subject to a brief review. Answering YES to two or more questions may indicate a high level of risk, and the project will be subject to a full review.
· [bookmark: _gjdgxs]Brief Review: Where the potential risk of ‘substantive’ harm to participants and others affected by the proposed research is low or medium, as determined by the initial ethics checklist, brief reviews can be handled by correspondence. These should be undertaken by one member of the REC and completed within three weeks. If the brief review confirms that the proposal requires full ethics review - for example if the project is complex in nature - this full review should be carried out as specified below. 
· Full Review: Where the initial ethics checklist determines the risk of harm to be high, or where the brief review process has determined a full review to be necessary, a full review will be undertaken. Full review will comprise a review by two members of the ethics committee and should be completed within three weeks. This may take place by correspondence or at a meeting either face to face or via video consultation, of the full ethics board.
· Expedited Review: In exceptional circumstances, it may be necessary for a proposal involving possible risk of harm to receive a full review at short notice. An expedited review can be carried out by two members of the REC and will be completed in two weeks. Under exceptional circumstances (e.g. a national or international crises such as COVID-19) an expedited review can be undertaken by one reviewer, this will be done within two weeks.
1.2.1 The following research would normally be considered as involving more than minimal/low risk:
· Research involving potentially vulnerable groups – for example, with children and young people, those with a learning disability or cognitive impairment, or individuals in a dependent or unequal relationship. 
· Research involving those who lack capacity – all research involving those who lack capacity, or who come during the research project to lack capacity, must be reviewed by an “appropriate body” operating under the Mental Capacity Act, 2005. 
· Research involving sensitive topics – for example participants’ sexual behaviour, their illegal or political behaviour, their experience of violence, their abuse or exploitation, their mental health, or their gender or ethnic status. Elite Interviews may fall into this category.
· Research using administrative data or secure data. Researchers/research centres using these data sets will need to be reviewed by the body supplying the data and keep data insecure areas. In most cases it will be appropriate for them to confirm in a brief review that they have met these requirements. Issues however may arise when data are linked and where it may be possible to identify participants.
· Research involving groups where permission of a gatekeeper is normally required for initial access to members. This includes research involving gatekeepers such as adult professionals (e.g. those working with children or the elderly), or research in communities (in the UK or overseas) where access to research participants is not possible without the permission of another adult, such as another family member (e.g. the parent or husband of the participant) or a community leader.
· Research involving deception or which is conducted without participants’ full and informed consent at the time the study is carried out. It is recognised that there are occasions when the use of covert research methods is necessary and justifiable.
· Research involving access to records of personal or sensitive confidential information, concerning identifiable individuals.
· Research which would or might induce psychological stress or anxiety.
· Research where the safety of the researcher may be in question, in particular those working in the field and locally employed research assistants working outside the UK.
· Research involving members of the public in a research capacity in research data collection e.g. participatory research.
· Research undertaken outside of the UK where there may be issues of local practice and political sensitivities. In some cases, partnership with a research organisation in the area involved may prove helpful. It is also necessary to check the requirements for ethics reviewing the countries included in the research.
· Research involving respondents through the internet, in particular where visual images are used, and where sensitive issues are discussed.
· Other research involving visual / vocal methods particularly where participants or other individuals may be identifiable in the visual images used or generated.
· Research which may involve data sharing of confidential information beyond the initial consent given - for example where the research topic or data gathering involves a risk of information being disclosed that would require the researchers to breach confidentiality conditions agreed with participants.
[bookmark: _lphnltt37x3x]1.3 Review by the Research Ethics Committee (REC)
1.3.1 All research proposals, and which are not being reviewed by an external ethics board, must be reviewed by the WWCSC REC via brief or full review.
1.3.2 Responsibility for securing ethics review
1.3.2.1 Overall responsibility for ensuring that research is subject to appropriate ethics review lies with WWCSC (but see below on joint research). 
1.3.2.2. WWCSC is the research sponsor and has overall responsibility for research governance and integrity.
1.3.2.3 WWCSC’s board of trustees will monitor the operation of the REC and the recommendations they make in relation to research proposals, according to the standards and guidelines set out here. This will be supported by at least annual reporting by the REC to the Board of Trustees.
1.3.2.4 The point at which a research project is submitted for review may vary according to the research design. The WWCSC REC will be flexible about the timing of such review.
1.3.2.5 Researchers are encouraged to make early contact with the REC to obtain informal advice on ethics in advance of or in the early stages of preparing their project plan. In the first instance this contact should go to the REC chair who will assign a member to provide support.
1.3.2.6 Within the definition of research, all data collection involving human participants and/or personal data and/or sensitive personal data must receive ethics review prior to the research commencing, with the exception of the following, which are not considered ‘research’: routine audit, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal education requirements, and literary or artistic criticism. While data collected and stored as a record at an individual level is considered ‘human data’, material already in the public domain is not. For example, published biographies, newspaper accounts of an individual’s activities and published minutes of a meeting would not be considered ‘personal data’ or sensitive personal data requiring ethics review, nor would interviews broadcast on radio or television or online, and diaries or letters in the public domain. Information provided in forums or spaces on the Internet and Web that are intentionally public would be valid to consider ‘in the public domain’, but the public nature of any communication or information on the Internet should always be critically examined, and the identity of individuals protected unless it is critical to the research, such as in statements by public officials.
1.3.2.7 Ethics review may not be required for anonymised records and data sets that exist in the public domain. This includes, for example, datasets available through the Office for National Statistics or the UK Data Archive where appropriate permissions have already been obtained and where it is not possible to identify individuals from the information provided. Specific regulations relate to the use of administrative data and secure data. Other data providers are likely to specify their own restrictions on the access to and use of their data. These must be complied with.
[bookmark: _oytgnn1g4g6a]1.4 Independence of the Research Ethics Committee
1.4.1 The REC Chair, and WWCSC’s board of trustees is responsible for ensuring that the REC acts independently. The REC must be free from bias and undue influence from WWCSC, from the researchers whose proposals they consider, and from the personal or financial interests of their members. To this end, the REC Chair and WWCSC’s board of trustees will ensure that the REC includes members who are independent of WWCSC (i.e. they should not be staff or trustees of WWCSC), sets out procedures for identifying and dealing with potential conflicts of interests, and regularly monitors the decisions taken. This will be supported by at least annual reporting by the REC to the Board of Trustees.
[bookmark: _6o6pychjmsps]1.5 Composition of the Research Ethics Committee
1.5.1 The WWCSC REC will be multidisciplinary, including individuals from outside the institution, including at least one lay member as well as members with expertise in social work and members with the requisite skills and experience to evaluate more complex and ambitious research applications. 
1.5. 2 The Committee has the power to co-opt additional members. Such persons serve as full members of the Committee for a period not normally exceeding the duration of the project upon which their expertise and advice is required.
1.5.3. If a member wishes to resign from the committee written notice must be submitted to the Chair, and a two-month notice period will apply.
[bookmark: _v2bwu45f5n1y]1.6 Remit and responsibilities of the Research Ethics Committee
1.6.1 WWCSC’s REC is responsible for reviewing all research involving human participants, personal data and sensitive personal data conducted undertaken or funded by WWCSC, and which is not being reviewed by an external REC. The REC should review research proposals in a way that is independent, competent and timely. The REC should operate in a way that is supportive, collaborative and transparent.
1.6.2 The primary role of the REC is to protect the dignity, rights and welfare of research participants. The REC should also give due regard to the consequences of the proposed research for others directly affected by it and to the interests of those who do not take part in the research but who might benefit or suffer from its outcomes in the future. The REC also needs to consider the safety of researchers, especially where they are conducting lone fieldwork in settings that may pose risk to their safety.
[bookmark: _z0x4dl6kfdsk]1.7 Procedures for reviewing research proposals
1.7.1 WWCSC’s REC will review each research proposal submitted and will offer recommendations on whether each proposal should be modified. Where changes are recommended, feedback should be given to the researcher. The recommendations made for each proposal, and the grounds on which they were made, should be recorded and provided to the researchers, and a copy kept on file with the proposal. In making decisions in a rapidly changing research environment the REC should abide by the research ethics framework principles initially but in the final analysis may also need to use independent experts as well as their own experience and judgement in coming to decisions.
1.7.2 The REC will provide agreed recommendations to the project lead. For brief and full review, this will be within three weeks of receipt of a valid application. For expedited review this will be within two weeks of receipt of a valid application.  To achieve the three week turnaround for applications being reviewed at meetings, submissions must reach the committee two weeks before the meeting, and committee comments should be returned by one week after the meeting.  
1.7.3 The project lead will notify the REC in writing how recommendations have been actioned, and whether any recommendations/amendments have not been adopted. The REC will have the opportunity to provide follow-up recommendations if appropriate.

1.7.4 Should there be substantive amendments to the research design after REC review, these will be reviewed by correspondence with the original reviewers. In circumstances where the amendments significantly alter the level of risk in the study, the committee may call for a further Full Review process to be undertaken.
1.7.5 Researchers are encouraged to make early contact with the REC to obtain informal advice on ethics in advance of or in the early stages of preparing their project plan. In the first instance this contact should go to the REC chair who will assign a member to provide support.
[bookmark: _gm8yx5375lca]1.8 Application forms and protocols
1.8.1 Research proposals, submitted for review to the REC are expected to include the following information in a way that is understandable to a lay member:
· Aims of the research and scientific background of the research
· Intervention description
· Study design
· Participants – who (inclusion and exclusion criteria), how many, how potential participants are identified and recruited
· Potentially vulnerable groups
· Methods of data collection
· Methods of data analysis
· Response to any conditions of use set by secondary data providers
· Principal investigator’s summary of potential ethics and data protection issues and how they will be addressed, including:
· Benefits to research participants or third parties
· Risks to participants or third parties, physical, emotional and situational, and what has been done to assess, obviate or minimise risks
· Risks to researchers, physical, emotional and situational, and in particular how researchers will be protected/supported especially in the field and outside the UK
· Procedures for freely given and adequately informed consent – information provided and methods of documenting (this does not necessarily require written consent, only reassurance that consent given is valid and fully informed)
· Procedures for dealing with information arising in the course of fieldwork that is a cause for concern, such as disclosures from participants or behaviours or incidents observed that raise significant concerns about the safety or well-being of participants or other people
· How any data collected will be kept secure and methods of transferring data within teams
· Any data sharing outside the proposed research team
· Details of research activity that falls outside the UK and links to local institutions
· Measures taken to ensure confidentiality, privacy and data protection during and beyond the end of the project
· Expected outcomes, impacts and benefits of research
· Dissemination (and feedback to participants where appropriate) and possible ethics implications of dissemination plans
· Members of Advisory Groups and whether they pose any risk to the safety of the researchers or participants.
· Financial or non-financial conflicts of interest
· Researchers should also consider any governance or approval processes required by a research site (in most cases this will be Local Authorities).
1.8.2 Refer to Appendix for copies of documentation.
[bookmark: _k6vcwonc2ms2]1.9 Criteria for Research Ethics Committees consideration of research proposals
1.9.1 The ethics principles set out at the beginning of this framework provide the basis for reviewing research proposals. These principles are to be considered in relation to the nature of the research outlined, the context in which it is undertaken and the accepted ethics norms and practices of the relevant research discipline.
1.9.2 The REC should review research proposals in terms of their ethics. This will entail a consideration of the design and proposed conduct of the research. These should be considered in terms of the ethics issues raised (for example, whether the method of recruitment proposed puts undue pressure on individuals to participate) and the way they are addressed. The scholarly or scientific standards/merits of the research are not the responsibility of the REC. Where the REC needs greater understanding of the scientific or scholarly merit of a proposal in order to make a judgement about ethics issues, it should seek the advice of an independent researcher with experience and expertise in the research methods and paradigm described in the proposal. The REC should consider the justification for a proposed research project, in relation to implications for participants. For example, in instances where an intervention may be withheld from or only made accessible to a proportion of those who are eligible, it is important to consider whether the evidence is in a position of equipoise (i.e. there is genuine uncertainty over whether the intervention will be beneficial).
1.9.3 The REC should include among its membership people who are collectively familiar with a range of philosophical approaches to research ethics and with the different perspectives seen in individual research proposals. Where more than one perspective or ethics principle applies to a specific case, clear ethics reasoning will be required and debate should be encouraged. Good ethics review requires sensitivity to the context in which a research study will be conducted and good ethics reasoning requires careful thought and consideration.
1.9.4 On-going review. It is accepted that in some cases as research progresses, further ethics issues may arise. In these cases, Principal Investigators should go back to the REC, check through the implications of the new developments and have any changes reviewed both by the REC and WWCSC. Advisory bodies, independent experts and mentors may also assist in this process but care needs to be taken that the inclusion of these advisors does not pose additional risks to researchers and/or participants. Monitoring should be proportionate to the nature and degree of risk entailed in the research. 
1.9.5 Ethics issues may also arise in disseminating findings. In submitting the original proposal to the REC, potential risk to researchers, participants and others as a result of dissemination must be highlighted.
[bookmark: _vy6c36q2yoxw]1.10 Institutional support for the Research Ethics Committee
1.10.1 WWCSC will support the REC with the necessary resources to carry out their responsibilities efficiently, effectively and independently. This includes:
· Appropriate training for the members in the ethics, legal and scientific dimensions of the research that the REC reviews.
· Adequate administrative and clerical support.
· Attending meetings of the REC. 
1.10.2 Training should be on-going and become an integral part of research practice, given the changing ethics environment, and that it helps to build appropriate structures and create a positive practice culture. 
1.10.3 WWCSC will, over time, build a programme of support and provide resources to aid staff in understanding and implementing the framework.
[bookmark: _otfwclaa9ics]1.11 Complaints and Conflicts of Interest
1.11.1 Complaints or expressions of concern about the ethical conduct of research carried out or funded by WWCSC will be managed through the WWCSC complaints process. All complaints regarding ethical conduct of research will be reported to the REC, who will provide recommendations to the project lead where appropriate.
1.11.2 Rules and procedures for identifying and dealing with potential conflicts of interest are crucial to maintaining independence in the way the REC reviews applications. Fundamental to dealing with these situations is the principle of prior disclosure of potential conflicts of interest and withdrawal from discussion and decision-making. Guidance provided by the UK Research Integrity Office (UKRIO) and RCUK Research Integrity Office may be relevant and helpful here.
[bookmark: _mv0x0xcz0d2d]1.12 Arrangements for training members of the REC
1.12.1 WWCSC and the REC Chair will ensure members of the REC (and WWCSC staff) are provided with appropriate training. New members will receive initial training in research ethics review, and the children’s social care context. Ongoing training will take place at least annually and will be provided either as agenda items within the regular committee meetings or as separately scheduled training sessions. The aim of this training is to build confidence in individuals to recognise the need for ethics scrutiny with regard to social science research; to understand the institution’s requirements and procedures for review; and to understand how to access additional help, both internal and external to the research organisation. 
[bookmark: _fj1g57vp8sbd]1.13 Multi-funded research
1.13.1 If WWCSC is one among a number of funders of a project, the research ethics framework guidelines must be drawn to the attention of all involved parties. Research organisations engaged in collaborative research may agree to use the services of one of their RECs to review a joint project on behalf of all participants.
[bookmark: _yg3me6ly1nrb]1.14 Avoiding duplication of submission
1.14.1 The REC and WWCSC should avoid duplication of full ethics review. Where there is another REC available, such as through research being undertaken by another organisation on behalf of WWCSC, proposals do not also need review by the WWCSC REC.  
[bookmark: _o8m7519x2fa7]1.15 Legal and data requirements must be met
1.15.1 WWCSC, as the research sponsor, will ensure that appropriate practical arrangements are in place to maintain the integrity and security of research data. Clear direction will be provided on where responsibilities reside in all these areas. Regular staff training and periodic audit of data storage arrangements at all levels will be carried out to ensure compliance with both legal obligations and good research practice. WWCSC should be aware of the limits of the original consent given by participants. Transferring personal data and sensitive personal data to others in which the original participants are identifiable may violate the original consent given.
1.15.2.1 The EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and the UK Data Protection Act 2018 govern the processing (acquiring, holding, using, etc.) of personal data in the UK. The GDPR sets out seven key principles, which lie at the heart of WWCSC’s approach:
· Lawfulness, fairness and transparency
· Purpose limitation
· Data minimisation
· Accuracy
· Storage limitation
· Integrity and confidentiality (security)
· Accountability
1.15.2.2 As a general rule, if participants agree to take part in any research their personal information will be kept for as long as it is of value to the WWCSC, and the wider research community, and for as long as may be specified by any external research funder, patent law, legislative and other regulatory requirements. Research data shall be reviewed at least every 5 years to consider its continued value to the WWC, and personal data anonymised or pseudonymised where possible, unless to do so would affect the integrity of the research data and/or its outcomes, or its future value. 
1.15.3 Only a brief outline of the issues has been provided here. Responsibility for both interpretation and compliance resides with WWCSC, as the research sponsor. 
1.15.4. Whilst they may make recommendations regarding data protection in instances where there are implications for key principles of ethics review, it is not the responsibility of the REC to ensure that projects meet legal or data protection standards.
1.15.5 Legal requirements. WWCSC conducted or funded research must comply with legislative requirements and with the requirements of data providers. The regulatory requirements which apply may vary depending on the locus of data collection, the location of the subjects of the research, where data is held, and the nature of the research involved. Privacy, health and safety, and intellectual property are especially likely to arise as ethics concerns in research, but all legal requirements must be met. In addition, careful consideration is needed in regard to the ethics implications that might be associated with use of secondary data. Where a full ethics review is not required, good research practice requires adherence to professional codes of practice, legal requirements and compliance with the Data Protection Act (DPA) and GDPR.
[bookmark: _ugnw4f5kssft]1.16 Work with potentially vulnerable populations
1.16.1 Independent Safeguarding Authority (ISA) and Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) Disclosures: In most cases, researchers working with vulnerable people will need to be registered with the DBS. The responsibility for ensuring that applicants are suitable to work with such groups ultimately rests with individual employers. 
1.16.2 Proxy consent: Where proxy consent for research participants is necessary, the best interests of the vulnerable person must be the highest importance. In sensitive research involving vulnerable populations, particularly children, the competence of the researcher to undertake the research should be considered. Proxy consent should only be used when participants are unable to consent themselves or where it is legally necessary. This will be assessed by the REC on a case by case basis. Care should be taken that consent cannot be sought from the participants and it should not be assumed that children are unable to consent because of their age. When proxy consent is used, agreed criteria should be used to identify signs that the participant is unwilling to take part or wishes to terminate the research interaction, or fully understands to what they are consenting.
1.16.3 Researchers working with children, families and vulnerable populations should, when eliciting consent, make clear the limits to confidentiality. If for example an interview reveals that a participant or another person identified in the interview is in significant and immediate danger, the researcher will be obliged to take action in response to that disclosure. Before starting a project involving children, families or vulnerable populations, the principal researcher should have established a procedure and the necessary systems and identified contacts to activate help and support in the event of a disclosure. If the researcher feels it is necessary to break confidentiality, the participant will normally be informed what action is being taken by the researcher unless to do so would increase risk to those concerned. In projects collecting data on criminal behaviour, it may be necessary to explain to participants that confidentiality will be preserved as far as the law permits.
1.16.4 Secondary data sources
1.16.4.1 Secondary use of datasets needs to be given careful consideration by both the researcher and the REC, especially with regard to presumed consent and the potential risk of disclosure of sensitive personal information. This applies to the user of data and also to the researcher who originates it. Further advice on securing consent for secondary use, as well as exemplar consent forms, are available at the UK Data Archive web site (www.data-archive.ac.uk). It has to be accepted, however, that in some cases it may not be possible to sufficiently anonymise data in order for it to be available at the UK Data Archive.
1.16.4.2 Secondary data falls into three categories: i) The first includes data which is not sensitive and where there is minimum risk of disclosure of the identity of individuals. ii) Second is data that is protected by legislation, such as census data and administrative data. Here, the data producer has a strong interest in how researchers will access the data, and may control access to it. This category of data may only be available via ‘safe settings’. iii) A third category, includes data where the inclusion of information such as a birth date or postcode makes disclosure possible, perhaps via a link to other datasets. This means that such data is ethics sensitive.
1.16.4.3 A data provider (such as Economic and Social Data Service (ESDS) or the Office for National Statistics (ONS)) may also have stringent requirements and restrictions relating to access and use of secondary data that must be followed. Legal and data supplier access requirements on secondary use of datasets must be complied with, including provisions relating to presumed consent and potential risk of disclosure of sensitive personal information. Data suppliers such as the ESDS or ONS should be consulted on their requirements.
1.16.4.4 The fact that an original piece of research has gone through ethics review for its collection does not rule out ethics issues arising over its secondary use. For example, archiving data with the UK Data Archive might of itself make disclosure more likely. Issues include being able, for example, to download data to a CD ROM and wrongly allowing others (such as one’s students) to use it without the rights to do so. Linking data can also increase the risk of identification.
1.16.4.5 There are also specific ethics issues relating to large-scale surveys, such as where social and other health or medical data is secured. The REC should consider issues such as the relation between opting in and out of the study and consent, data security of named files and data and the anonymisation of individual respondents. It should ensure that proposals involving third parties will do so according to the ethics principles set out here.
1.17.6 Data access through technology: In the future there may be an increasing likelihood of researchers accessing datasets through the technology being developed in e-social science where the issue of anonymity is compounded by debate over ownership and control of data. Moreover, this question will require special consideration in the future because of the use by social scientists of data held in public or private bio banks in as much as the initial consent to deposit may not have presumed this form of access. 



[bookmark: _6onmr2hd8qj8]APPENDIX A: REC Guidance for Researchers
[bookmark: _3mv1m2ldu11b]APPLYING TO THE WWCSC REC
· Complete the checklist and application form and submit these to the REC. Ensure you leave sufficient time for review and responding to comments in your project timelines, and where possible notify the REC early where a project is upcoming and its anticipated timelines.
· Include appropriate supporting documentation such as information sheets, consent forms (required), intervention details, protocols, draft survey or interview guides (recommended).
· Ensure you present sufficient evidence to reassure reviewers that there is appropriate rationale to undertake the study and where risks to study design or delivery have been mitigated..
· Avoid acronyms.

Ensure you have considered:
· Risks to the research team, participants (e.g. harm, deception), the data collected (e.g. storage, transfer, disposal, considerations of confidentiality, quality), the research organisations, project partners, funders and other parties.
· Who will be recruited, how will they be identified, approached and recruited, how will their competence to give informed consent be determined, will unequal relationships exist between anyone involved in the recruitment and the potential participants.
· What information will participants be given about the research?  How will you ensure participants are fully informed, and their rights respected? How will you ensure accessibility of the information you provide?
· Who will benefit from this research? Are there any benefits to participants?
· Are there any financial or non financial conflicts of interest in undertaking this research?
· What will be the boundaries regarding confidentiality or participants’ right to withdraw?
· Ethical issues in your plans for dissemination or impact?
· How will ethical issues be monitored during the course of the research?
· [bookmark: _6s8rrhsit6g8]How will unforeseen or adverse events in the course of research be managed? E.g. Do you have procedures to deal with any disclosures from vulnerable participants?
[bookmark: _o4f0x11011rp]RESPONDING TO REVIEWER COMMENTS
· When responding to reviewer comments, where possible return revisions in tracked changes, along with a response in the reviewer response form.
· Where possible the published research protocol should make a clear statement about the ethics process undertaken, and mitigations for ethical issues.
[bookmark: _uflurdgbmsfu]APPENDIX B: FLOWCHART OF REVIEW PROCESS 
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[bookmark: _ucndmc48eqcy]APPENDIX C: WWCSC REC – Initial Checklist
*Please see the research ethics committee framework for guidance for researchers and the flowchart of the review process
A checklist should be completed for every research project being undertaken or funded by WWCSC (and which is not being reviewed by another REC). It is used to identify whether and which level of ethics review is needed.
Before completing this form, please refer to the WWCSC REC Guidance for Researchers and Framework.
The Principal Investigator is responsible for exercising appropriate professional judgement in this review.
This checklist must be completed before potential participants are approached to take part in any research.
Project Details
	Project Title:
 
	 

	Name of Researcher:
	 

	Role:
	 

	Email Address:
	 

	Contact Address:
	 

	Telephone Number:
	 


 
Research Checklist
Please answer each question by ticking the appropriate box:
	
	Yes
	No

	Does the research involve vulnerable groups such as children, those with cognitive impairment, or those who may be vulnerable to coercion?
	 
	 

	Will the study require the cooperation of a gatekeeper for initial access to the groups or individuals to be recruited? (e.g. social care cases, students at school, members of self-help group?)
	 
	 

	Will it be necessary for participants to take part in the study without their knowledge and consent at the time? (e.g. covert observation of people in non-public places)?
	 
	 

	Will the study involve discussion of sensitive topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use, safeguarding)?
	 
	 

	Could the study induce psychological stress or anxiety or cause harm or negative consequences beyond the risks encountered in normal life?
	 
	 

	Will the study involve prolonged or repetitive involvement of participants?
	 
	 

	Will the research involve administrative or secure data that requires permission from the appropriate authorities before use?
	 
	 

	Is there a possibility that the safety of the researcher may be in question?
	 
	 

	Does the research involve members of the public in a research capacity (participant research)?
	 
	 

	Will the research take place outside the UK?
	 
	 

	Will research involve the sharing of data or confidential information beyond the initial consent given?
	 
	 

	Will financial incentives or compensation be offered to participants?
	 
	 


 
Once you have completed the above checklist, please complete the WWCSC REC Project Application Form with further details, and return this to WWCSC’s REC along with the completed checklist.
	Signed:
	 
 

	Date:
	 
 

	Principal Investigator:
	 
 


  

[bookmark: _zgq4g84yaz9]APPENDIX D: WWCSC REC – Application Form
	WWCSC REC Application Form
Evaluators should submit this form to the REC, along with any supporting documentation including information sheets and consent forms (required), data collection materials and project protocol (recommended). Please ensure that the Initial Checklist has already been completed.
NOTE: This REC review may be published on the WWCSC website


[bookmark: _9hnnt1uae68j]
	0) PROJECT BACKGROUND, RATIONALE AND DESIGN

	Project Title (ensure this is short, clear, descriptive):
	

	Investigators (Names and institutions and one person named as Principal Investigator (PI)):
	

	Funding provider
	

	List of supporting documentation provided along with this application:
	

	Timetable:
	

	Intervention Description: Provide a description of the intervention, where possible following the TIDieR[footnoteRef:0] format. Submission of supplementary documentation about the intervention is also encouraged. [0:  https://www.bmj.com/content/348/bmj.g1687 ] 

	

	Rationale for and aims of the research (including expected outcomes, impacts and benefits of conducting the research)
	

	Research questions:
	

	Study design (and rationale for study design. Where appropriate include detail such as expected power to detect effects. If there are risks associated with this design, such as low power, applicants should provide detail of any mitigations or a rationale to justify why the study is worthwhile)
	

	A. PARTICIPANTS AND RECRUITMENT

	Participants – who (inclusion and exclusion criteria) and how many, including consideration of any potentially vulnerable groups
	

	Recruitment (How will participants be identified and approached. What information will be provided to them?):
	

	Consent Procedures (for freely given and adequately informed consent – information provided and methods of documenting as well as right to withdraw):
	

	B. DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

	Methods of data collection:
	

	Methods of data analysis:
	

	C. BENEFITS AND RISKS TO PARTICIPANTS, RESEARCHERS AND THIRD PARTIES

	Benefits to research participants or third parties:
	

	Risks to participants or third parties (e.g. physical, emotional and situational), and what has been done to assess, obviate or minimise risks:
	

	Risks to researchers ( physical, emotional and situational), and i how researchers will be protected/supported:
	

	D. CONFIDENTIALITY AND DATA PROTECTION

	Confidentiality (Measures taken to ensure confidentiality and privacy during and beyond the end of the project, or to notify participants of any boundaries to confidentiality such as where sample sizes are small or safeguarding concerns arise)
	

	Procedures for dealing with information arising in the course of fieldwork that is a cause for concern, (such as disclosures from participants or behaviours or incidents observed that raise significant concerns about the safety or well-being of participants or other people):
	

	Data protection and information security (What assessment of compliance with GDPR has been made, and by who. How any data collected will be kept secure and methods of transferring data within teams. Any conditions of use set by secondary data providers):
	

	Data sharing (Any data sharing outside the proposed research team):
	

	E. MONITORING AND DISSEMINATION

	Quality Assurance (Provide details of any peer review or quality assurance processes that have been or will be undertaken):
	

	Advisory Groups (including membership and whether they pose any risk to the safety of the researchers or participants):
	

	Dissemination (and feedback to participants where appropriate) and possible ethics implications of dissemination plans:
	

	Conflict of interest (Any financial or non-financial conflicts of interest[footnoteRef:1]): [1:  https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S019074092032065X ] 

	

	Any additional potential ethical issues or risks identified:
	

	How will ethical issues be monitored during the course of the research:
	




[bookmark: _f4a6aihwc1r1]APPENDIX E: WWCSC REC - Reviewer Response Form
Contents:

Part 1: REC response (Required)
Part 2: Evaluator response to REC recommendations (If needed)
Part 3: REC further response (If needed)
Part 4: Amendments to research design (If needed)

	PART 1: REC response (Required)
WWCSC REC Reviewer(s) should provide feedback to applicants using the table below.
NOTE: This REC review may be published on the WWCSC website



Guidance for reviewers:

Where there are two reviewers, both responses (or a joint response) should be recorded in the same form.
Recommendations should focus on sections A-E of the application form above. Recommendations relating to the study design or rationale [Section 0] should only be made where a clear ethical concern can be demonstrated.
Reviewers should provide a rationale which makes clear how each recommendation relates to an ethical issue, and avoid recommendations which are not grounded in ethical concerns.
It should be made clear whether reviewers consider recommendations essential, i.e. required for the reviewers to be satisfied, or optional, i.e. the reviewers believe a change would improve the study but would still be satisfied if it wasn’t implemented.
Feedback that does not relate to ethical issues can also be recorded below if needed.
If there are no recommendations or no response from applicants is required, it should be confirmed that Ethics Review is complete in the box below.
	Project Title
	

	Ethics recommendations (a joint response from reviewers about any ethical issues identified in the project, with a clear rationale for recommendations made):


	



	Any other feedback (This section is optional. If reviewers have feedback that does not relate to ethical issues this can be reported here)
	

	REC Member(s):
These names will be redacted from the published version on the WWCSC website

	

	Date:
	

	Please indicate whether a response from applicants is required:
	YES / NO (Ethics Review Complete)


[bookmark: _v04mb1kpb8zr]
	PART 2: Evaluator response to REC recommendations (If needed)
If a response to REC recommendations is warranted, evaluators should respond to REC recommendations using the box below. 



	Evaluator Response – How recommendations have been actioned (or any which have not been actioned):
	


[bookmark: _6gr3ge1lnl6j]
	PART 3: REC further response (If needed)
If reviewers have any follow-up to the evaluator response this should be recorded below. Otherwise the reviewers should confirm below that Ethics Review is complete.



	REC Response (if needed)
	

	Date
	

	Please indicate whether a further response from applicants is required:
	YES / NO (Ethics Review Complete)


[bookmark: _49s0vw4qwv7q]
	PART 4: Amendments to research design after ethical review (If needed)
Should there be substantive amendments to the research design after REC review, these will be reviewed by correspondence with the original reviewers. In circumstances where the amendments significantly alter the level of risk in the study, the committee may call for a further Full Review process to be undertaken.



	Details of amendments (to be completed by the evaluator)
	

	REC Response:
	

	Please indicate whether a response from applicants is required:
	YES / NO (Further Ethics Review Complete)

	Evaluator Response to REC recommendations (if needed)
	



[bookmark: _39g0ajpjsg80]

[bookmark: _rimterwu8kji]APPENDIX F: KEY TERMS GLOSSARY
Please see below for key terms used in the Framework for Research Ethics. 
Assent: Agreement from an individual not able to provide free and informed consent to take part in research.
Elite Interviews: These are interviews with senior people who may be chosen for inclusion in a research study because of the public role they hold in their own right (eg Government Ministers), or because they represent views of their general position (eg judges, newspaper editors). In elite interviews it is often argued that formal written consent is not necessary because by consenting to see the researcher, the participant is in fact giving consent. However, all such participants should receive an initial letter giving the name and status of the researcher carrying out the study, a brief rationale of the study including its purpose and value and why the individual is being invited to take part. The person interviewed should be aware what will happen to any findings, whether the data will be shared with others, and whether he/she will be identified. Where researchers are not able to follow the minimum procedure identified above, these research proposals should go for a full ethics review.
Enduring Consent: This is where there is no time limit on consent given. Human participants do not need to be re-contacted should any of their personal data be reused for further research. Securing enduring consent may be essential in longitudinal studies. It may also be important for data that is placed on the UK Data Archive. Principles of preserving confidentiality apply. 
Ethics Protocols: The use of approved protocols for commonly occurring situations such as research with normally developing children in schools. These can expedite ethics review as Principal Investigators can confirm in a ‘brief’ review to their REC that there is an approved protocol that appropriately covers the ethics issues raised by their research. It will be the responsibility of the local REC to review the suggested protocol for the work.
Human Participants: Human participants (or subjects) are defined as including living human beings and human data and records (such as, but not restricted to medical, genetic, financial, personnel, criminal or administrative records and test results including scholastic achievements).
Informed Consent: Informed consent entails giving sufficient information about the research and ensuring that there is no explicit or implicit coercion so that prospective participants can make an informed and free decision on their possible involvement.
Typically, the information should be provided in written form, time should be allowed for the participants to consider their choices and the forms should be signed off by the research participants to indicate consent. Where participants are not literate, verbal consent may be obtained but this should wherever possible be witnessed and recorded. In other circumstances, for example telephone interviews, written or witnessed consent may not be possible, but verbal consent should be secured. Where consent is not to be secured, a full statement justifying this should be submitted to the REC for review.
In longitudinal research it may be necessary to explain the need for (and limitations of) enduring consent. The primary objective is to conduct research openly and without deception. Deception (ie research without consent) should only be used as a last resort when no other approach is possible. Any research involving deception must be submitted to the REC for review.
This principle also requires that research staff need to be made fully aware of the proposed research and its potential risks to them.
Lay Member: This is used in reference to a member of a REC. This person should have no affiliation to the university or research institute apart from membership of the REC.
Personal Data: Under the General Data Protection Regulation ‘personal data’ is defined as information that relates to an identified or identifiable individual. What identifies an individual could be as simple as a name or a number or could include other identifiers such as an IP address or a cookie identifier, or other factors. If it is possible to identify an individual directly from the information you are processing, then that information may be personal data.
Research: Research is defined as any form of disciplined inquiry that aims to contribute to a body of knowledge or theory.
Research Ethics: Research Ethics refers to the moral principles guiding research, from its inception through to completion and publication of results and beyond – for example, the curation of data and physical samples after the research has been published. 
Research Ethics Committees: A ‘Research Ethics Committee’ (REC) is defined as a multidisciplinary, independent body charged with reviewing research involving human participants to ensure that their dignity, rights and welfare are protected. The independence of a REC is founded on its membership, on strict rules regarding conflict of interests, and on regular monitoring of and accountability for its decisions.
Special Category Data: Under the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) this means Special category data is personal data that needs more protection because it is sensitive. In order to lawfully process special category data, you must identify both a lawful basis under Article 6 of the GDPR and a separate condition for processing under Article 9. These do not have to be linked. There are 10 conditions for processing special category data in Article 9 of the GDPR.
Transparency in Research Ethics: The full, accurate, and open disclosure of relevant information. Where the research involves new and innovative methodologies, this is especially important.
Valid Consent: For consent to be ‘valid’ the participant must be capable of understanding all the potential risks involved. Where this may be in doubt, the Mental Capacity Act 2005 may apply 
[bookmark: _s83ace4n2syz]

[bookmark: _k54q5mdfxvpc]Appendix G: FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS
[bookmark: _yc2vnx66eeh9]Assessing risk
What is the meaning of risk?
Proposals should be considered in the context of risk to the researched and the researchers. Ethics scrutiny should be proportionate to the level of risk. Risk can include  potential physical or psychological harm, discomfort or stress to human participants that a research project might generate. It can also include risk to a subject’s personal social standing, privacy, personal values and beliefs, their links to family and the wider community, and their position within occupational settings, as well as the adverse effects of revealing information that relates to illegal, sexual or deviant behaviour. Research which carries no physical risk can be disruptive and damaging to research participants either as individuals or as whole communities or categories of people, such as those with HIV infection.
Can all risks be avoided?
Not all risks can, or in some cases, should be avoided, but it is important that the REC and researchers develop awareness of potential risks. Researchers should endeavour to determine possible risks and their management (not least through the methodological strategy and instruments they adopt) prior to the start of a project. RECs should provide guidance and advice to researchers about ways in which risks can be minimised and participants protected from harm, while at the same time offering advice on the prioritisation and different degrees of risk.  
How do you inform participants of potential risks?
Once risks have been identified, researchers should ensure that these are discussed with research participants in order to secure valid consent. When presented with sufficient appropriate information individuals will usually be able to use reasoned judgement to decide whether or not they wish to participate. There is also therefore the need to ensure that potential participants have the capacity to understand the consequences (and risks) of participating in order to give valid consent. ‘Capacity’ is legally defined under the terms of the 2005 Mental Capacity Act and any projects that involve those who fall under this Act must be reviewed by the NRES. The Act applies to 16-17 year olds and adults (18 years and over) who lack capacity to make a particular decision or take a particular action for themselves at the time the decision or action needs to be taken. Guidance on the Act notes that lack of capacity may be permanent or temporary. It could be staterelated (e.g. due to drug or alcohol use, or because of the person’s emotional state at the time) or it may be temporary. The key point is that valid consent can only be secured if the potential participant has capacity at the time consent is sought. (For further information see www.opsi.gov.uk/acts2005).
Is it legitimate to expose some research participants/organisations to risk?
This might arise for two reasons. First, as is recognised elsewhere (see Tri-Council of Canada, 2002. http://www.pre.ethics.gc.ca/English/policystatement/introduction.cfm) research may be ‘deliberately and legitimately opposed to the interests of the research participants/organisations’ in cases where the objectives of the research are to reveal and critique fundamental economic, political or cultural disadvantage or exploitation. Much social science research has a critical role to play in exploring and questioning social, cultural and economic structures and processes (for example relating to patterns of power and social inequality, and institutional dynamics and regimes that disadvantage some social groups over others, intentionally or not). Such research results may have a negative impact on some of the research participants/organisations. Principles of justice should, however, mean that researchers would seek to minimise any personal harm to individual people. Secondly, researchers should also consider how to balance the potential of immediate or short-term risks to research participants against longer-term gains to future beneficiaries. It is the responsibility of the research proposers to make such a case in detail to an REC.
What about iterative research where risks only become apparent later in the research?
RECs should have mechanisms that make some provision for future advice and guidance beyond the initial ethics review process, such as advisory panels, attached to individual projects, as well as referral back to RECs. All research can develop in ways that raise unforeseen ethics implications. This is especially the case in qualitative research where the developing nature of the research agenda, especially over a long period of time, may make it harder to ensure that the rights and dignity of the subject are respected and protected without further review.
What are the risks in disseminating findings?
The media can be very helpful in disseminating findings, but the possible impact on research  participants, their families and organisations needs to be thought through particularly where anonymity may be jeopardised. For example, descriptions of participants (e.g. in case studies) need to take care to ensure that they do not risk making those who take part identifiable, particularly if sample sizes are small or participants have distinctive characteristics that may make them recognisable. In some cases, for example in elite interviews, participants may wish to have their views expressed but researchers need to be alert to the original understanding of the person interviewed. Did they know what would happen to the findings? Have they given permission for their name to be identified and if not what steps are possible to anonymise the data? What is the impact on their families and careers? Did they give permission for the material to be data archived or shared with other researchers? Political sensitivities may arise when findings are contrary to local or national policy. It may be important to publish critical findings about policies and organisations, but was this within the original remit of the research? Were participants aware that this could be a consequence of their participation? When working with commercial and government organisations, Principal Investigators should look carefully at the forms they are asked to sign concerning possible publication of the findings. Researchers should be particularly careful in publishing and using information about third parties.
[bookmark: _xc3syp7hl1uv]Consent
What is informed consent?
Informed consent, also known as valid consent entails giving sufficient information about the research and ensuring that there is no explicit or implicit coercion (see below) so that prospective participants can make an informed and free decision on their possible involvement. Typically, the information should be provided in written form, time should be allowed for the participants to consider their choices, and the forms should be signed off by the research participants to indicate consent. However, the REC should not necessarily require written consent, only reassurance that consent given is valid and fully informed. Where participants are not legally responsible, their legal representatives or guardians should be consulted as well as the individual. Where participants are not literate, verbal consent may be obtained but this should wherever possible be witnessed and recorded. In other circumstances, for example telephone interviews, this may not be possible. Where consent is not to be secured, a full statement justifying this should be submitted to the REC for review . In longitudinal research it may be necessary to explain the need for (and limitations of) enduring consent (see key terms); it may also be necessary to re-negotiate consent during the lifetime of the research. The primary objective is to conduct research openly and without deception. Deception (ie research without consent) should only be used as a last resort when no other approach is possible. This principle also requires that research staff need to be made fully aware of the proposed research and its potential risks to them.
What does it mean that research participants must participate voluntarily, free from any coercion?
In all cases of research, researchers should inform participants of their right to refuse to participate or withdraw from the investigation whenever and for whatever reason they wish. There should be no coercion of research participants to take part in the research. Adult research participants, however, may be given small monetary reimbursement for their time and expenses involved. In some instances, it may be justified to use techniques such as a free prize draw or  book vouchers, to encourage survey responses. Respondents must not be required to do anything other than agree to participate or return a questionnaire to be eligible for a free prize draw, and incentives must not be offered that require the respondent to spend any money. Where children are involved, it is often appropriate to acknowledge their help with gifts to participating schools and/or personal gifts. In short, incentives may be permissible, but anything which implies coercion is not.
How do you obtain consent in multi-disciplinary projects?
In cases of multi- or interdisciplinary research the definition of informed consent should be given very careful consideration. The relationship between researchers and participants may vary between disciplines or in projects using diverse methodologies. In the case of participatory social science research, consent to participate is seen as an ongoing and open-ended process. Consent here is not simply resolved through the formal signing of a consent document at the start of research. Instead it is continually open to revision and questioning. Highly formalised or bureaucratic ways of securing consent should be avoided in favour of fostering relationships in which ongoing ethics regard for participants is to be sustained, even after the study itself has been completed. Review mechanisms will need to enable this where appropriate.
Do participants have a right to withdraw consent?
In giving consent, participants have as mentioned above, the right to withdraw consent as well as the right not to answer particular questions. All research should indicate the point at which data will have been anonymised and amalgamated and cannot then be excluded. Some RECs give a date after which participants cannot withdraw consent or ask for data destruction. If data is to be archived and shared, participants need, as far as possible, to give specific consent to this. In some cases it may not be appropriate to archive data.
What if it is not possible to obtain informed consent?
Informed consent may be impracticable or meaningless in some research, such as research on crowd behaviour, or may be contrary to the research design, as is sometimes the case in psychological experiments where consent would compromise the objective of the research. In some circumstances – such as when users of illegal drugs and illegal groups are involved - written consent might also create unnecessary risks for research participants. Even in this last case a researcher should seek informed consent where possible to secure the trust and confidence of those involved. In some contexts consent may need to be managed at a point beyond the completion of research fieldwork, for example, where covert observation is necessary and warranted. This might apply to research in the field of deviance especially where it involves illegal or immoral behaviour.
Covert research may be undertaken when it may provide unique forms of evidence or where overt observation might alter the phenomenon being studied. The broad principle should be that covert research must not be undertaken lightly or routinely. It is only justified if important issues are being addressed and if matters of social significance which cannot be uncovered in other ways are likely to be discovered. Normally, social scientists should ensure that research participants are aware of and consent to arrangements made with regard to the management and security of data, the preservation of anonymity, and any risk that might arise during or beyond the project itself, and  how these might be minimised or avoided. Disciplinary professional codes may be helpful here. Where the research design is such that valid consent cannot be obtained from participants before data are gathered from them, REC review of the protocol must always take place at the highest level.
How do you obtain consent from vulnerable people?
In cases where research involves potentially vulnerable groups such as children, older persons or adults with learning difficulties (for those who fall under the remit of the Mental Capacity Act 2005 see below), every effort should be made to secure actively given informed consent from individual participants. Passive assent, including group assent (with consent given by a gatekeeper) should be avoided wherever possible, and every effort should be made to develop methods of seeking consent that are appropriate to the groups being studied, using expert advice, support and training where necessary.
In the case of research on children, one cannot expect parents alone to provide disinterested approval on their children’s behalf. In such cases, every effort should be made to deal with consent through dialogue with both children and their parents (or legal equivalent). Again, there may be circumstances where seeking consent from parents could jeopardise the research (for example, in research into teenage sexuality or teenage pregnancy). In such circumstances, researchers will need to regard the potential risk to the principal participants of the research as a priority.
How do you obtain consent from participants who fall under the Mental Capacity Act 2005?
In the case of research with adults who lack capacity under the terms of the 2005 Mental Capacity Act these projects must be reviewed by the NRES Research Ethics Committee. Guidance on the Act states that researchers should assume that a person has capacity, unless there is proof that they do not have capacity to make a specific decision, and that potential participants must receive support to try to help them make their own decision. The potential participant has the right to disagree with the decisions that others (such as relatives or carers) might make.
If it is established that an adult does not have the capacity to decide whether to participate, the Act requires that the researcher must consult with a specified consultee as set out in the Guidance to the Act (2008). If possible, this should be a personal consultee. The researcher must take reasonable steps to identify someone who knows the person who lacks capacity well but is not acting in a professional or paid capacity. The guidance states that it should be someone whom the person who lacks capacity would trust with important decisions about their welfare. Thus, a personal consultee could be a family member or close friend of the person, but not a paid carer or other professional such as a social worker. Remuneration does not cover family members receiving some of the person’s pension or other benefits as a payment towards their share of the household expenses.  
If no personal consultee can be identified, a nominated consultee should be proposed by the researcher. This is someone who is prepared to be consulted by the researcher, but has no connection with the research project. That could be someone from a relevant organisation (such as a local church or charity), but could also be someone who knows the person in a professional capacity (and thus could not be a personal consultee), such as the person’s GP, social worker or carer, providing they have no connection with the research project.
[bookmark: _j2jlsxj6pyth]Internet Research
Why should internet research receive full ethics review?
In a fast developing area RECs may need to involve an independent expert in assessing research proposals that break new grounds. Internet research and other research using new technologies can take place in a range of settings, for example, email, chatrooms, webpages, various forms of ‘instant messaging’. These can pose new ethics dilemmas. For example, what constitutes ‘privacy’ in an online environment? How easy is it to get informed consent from the participants in the community being researched? What does informed consent entail in that context? How certain can the researcher be that they can establish the ‘real’ identity of the participants? When is deception or covert observation justifiable? Researchers, research participants and reviewers of research ethics will often encounter new or unfamiliar ethics questions and dilemmas. There is a growing literature on ethics in online research. A good starting point is the Association of Internet Researchers 2002 Guidelines and the BPS ‘Conducting Research on the Internet: Guidelines for ethics practice in psychological research online (2007)’.
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