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IASR Ethics Panel: 

Quick guide for reviewers 

 

Reviewer process 

Reviewers are the bedrock of the IASR ethics panel. It is your role as a reviewer to 

ensure the integrity of the research, assessing the degree to which applicants 

surface ethics dilemmas in relation to all participant groups and what steps are 

proposed to address them. 

 

The purpose of ethics review is not to conduct a methodological review, but research 

should be of sufficient merit to justify the time and effort contributed by participants. 

 

The IASR Ethics Panel understands that researchers may be faced with difficult, 

changing and unclear situations that can bring new and unexpected ethical 

dilemmas during the research lifecycle. However, it is expected that applicants 

provide clear, considered assessments of any anticipated ethical issues that may 

arise. Reviewers should familiarise themselves with IASR ethics guidance. 

 

You will be asked to complete a structured F3 Ethics Reviewer Feedback Form to 

guide your review. It is important that your review is fair, and decisions are 

transparent. Please note that your anonymised feedback will be collated by a 

lead reviewer, generally a member of the IASR Ethics Panel and shared with 

applicants. 

 

https://www.beds.ac.uk/iasr/ethics/forms/
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New reviewer mentoring system 

All new reviewers (NR) will be partnered with a more experienced ethics reviewer or 

mentor (M) to support your learning during the review process. The Chair will 

allocate an ethics application to a NR and M, generally a member of the ethics panel.  

 

It is expected that the NR and M review the ethics application independently and 

share review after submission. Discussion then should take place between NR 

and M to identify any areas of learning. 

 

Key questions to ask as a reviewer 

Summary of the Research 

• Is there likely to be a worthwhile outcome e.g. the research should be of 

sufficient merit to justify the time and effort contributed by participants? 

• Do the potential benefits of the research balance against the potential risks to 

participants? 

 

About the participants  

• How will permission or access to participants be obtained? Are the 

gatekeepers involved identified / on board?  

• How will consent be obtained? Is the method appropriate? Can the researcher 

be sure that participants can give informed consent that is free from coercion?  

• What is the potential for harm to participants – pain, discomfort, stress? How 

will this be minimised/addressed/managed? 

• Is the researcher likely to uncover any issues unrelated to the research? (e.g. 

illegal activity etc.) How will the researcher handle such an eventuality?  

• Are participants able to withdraw from the research, and what are the 

timescales?  

• Are participants potentially vulnerable or vulnerable? Are the implications of 

this addressed? 

• Is it clear to the participants how to complain (about the research in general, 

or about how their personal data has been handled) if they wish to do so?  

• Is it clear to the participants who is leading the research and how to get in 

contact with them?  
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About the data 

• What measures have been taken to ensure anonymity or anonymisation, 

confidentiality and security of personal information concerning research 

participants? Are these appropriate to the research? Are these realistic? 

• Who will have access to the data and how will they be stored? How will data 

be backed up? 

• How long will data/recordings/samples be retained? Does this take account of 

any intended future use?  

• Are there any implications for UK Data Protection Law? 

 

About supporting documentation 

• Are relevant supporting documents included? (e.g. information sheets, 

consent forms, privacy notice, support and complaints sheets and draft 

research materials) 

• Are materials for participants clear and free from technical terms, jargon and 

abbreviations as far as possible?  

• Are the materials appropriate for the intended audience (e.g. children)? 

• Will participants understand what is being asked of them and what they are 

contributing to?  

• Is it clear to participants what the data will be used for, and the legal basis that 

is being relied upon for this? 

• Is it clear to participants who will have access to their data and in what form 

(anonymous/confidential/ aggregated)? 

• Is it clear to participants how long the data will be kept, and/or any potential 

future uses (in what form e.g. anonymous)? 

• Is it clear to the participants how the data will be managed and which 

organisation will be the data controller/processer? 

 

General considerations 

• Is there enough detail in the application? 
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• Are the dignity, rights, safety and well-being of participants considered? 

Will the researcher be safe? Is there a procedure in place for risks to the 

researcher? 

• Are there any obvious gaps, ambiguities or uncertainties in how the research 

will be carried out?  

 

Decisions 

Reviewers can recommend the following: 

 

Approved (no conditions): The research is fully approved and can commence 

immediately (subject to any additional, external approvals required, such as ADCS). 

 

Approved with minor advice to applicant for consideration (but there is no 

requirement to resubmit): The application is approved but reviewers have offered 

some helpful advice that the applicant may want to consider with their team (if staff 

member) or supervisor (if student). 

 

Conditional: The application needs further work, raises concerns or is incomplete 

and needs revision and resubmission to the IASR Ethics Panel. Research may not 

commence until this occurs and formal approval from Ethics Panel is given.  

 

Please note that reviewers should provide clear and detailed guidance to applicants 

on the areas that require revising to guide resubmission.  

 

Unsuccessful: The application is considered to raise fundamental concerns that 

means it cannot be approved. 

 

Disagreement between reviewers 

In the event that there is a fundamental disagreement between reviewers e.g. one 

advises approval with minor amendments and the other that the application is 

unsuccessful, reviewers will be asked to agree decision. This process will be 

overseen by the Chair of the IASR Ethics Panel. 
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