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Central Research Ethics Advisory Group 

Terms of Reference 

 

Purpose 

The University of Kent expects that all research, and the application of research, carried out 

at or on behalf of the University, by staff (including persons with honorary positions and 

collaborators) and students, is conducted to the highest level of ethical standards and in 

accordance with current legislation and policy requirements. 

The Research Ethics and Governance Committee has devolved responsibility for research 

ethics review to Schools and Divisions, subject to approval of terms of reference and 

procedures.  The Central Research Ethics Advisory Group has been convened to provide a 

route for review for the following applications: 

 Applications from Schools/Divisions that do not operate their own Research Ethics 

Advisory Group  

 Applications relating to ESRC-funded research projects 

 Applications relating to research funded from US Federal sources under Federalwide 

Assurance requirements 

 Applications relating to multi-centre research projects 

 Applications relating to research projects carried out by professional services staff 

All members of the University, staff and students, who plan to carry out a research project 

involving human participants or their data must submit an application for research ethics 

review prior to initiating their project.  A risk-based approach is taken, with an initial checklist 

identifying a requirement for full review, or external review for certain types of project.  

Projects posing low or minimal risk are dealt with by an expedited review process.  Forms 

must be submitted electronically, along with all relevant supporting documentation. 

Remit 

 To protect the dignity, rights, safety and wellbeing of research participants 

 

 To consider all research projects of a clinical, psychological, social or physiological 

nature involving human participants undertaken by University of Kent staff, 

postgraduate and undergraduate students; except where the research is eligible to 

be considered by an external research ethics committee, such as an NHS Research 

Ethics Committee,  the Social Care REC, or the Ministry of Defence REC.  This 

includes funded and unfunded research, audit, evaluation, consultancy, enterprise 

and other projects) 

 

 To ensure key ethical principles are met in research projects: 

 Research should be designed, reviewed and undertaken to ensure integrity 

and quality 

 Research staff and participants must 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.  Some variation is 

allowed in very specific and exceptional research contexts 
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 The confidentiality of information supplied by research participants must be 

respected and data protection legislation must be complied with 

 Research participants must participate in a voluntary way, free from any 

coercion 

 Harm to research participants must be avoided 

 The independence of research must be clear, and any conflicts of interest or 

partiality must be explicit 

 

 To monitor and review amendments to approved protocols as necessary 

 

 To be considered for ethics review it will be necessary for researchers to complete 

the appropriate application documentation outlining the ethical issues relating to their 

proposed project, and submit it along with relevant supporting documentation 

 

 Projects must receive a favourable ethics opinion before work involving human 

participants or their data begins.  However work on the project that does not involve 

human participants, e.g. literature reviews, may begin before a favourable ethics 

opinion is confirmed 

 

 Consultancy and non-externally funded research projects involving human 

participants will also be required to obtain a favourable ethics opinion before initiation 

 

 To report to the Research Ethics and Governance Committee including the provision 

of an annual monitoring report. 

The decision-making process 
Applications will usually be reviewed virtually, by a minimum of two reviewers, assigned by 

the Research Ethics Coordinator on a rota basis.  Where the application requires discussion 

between the reviewers, and/or with the applicant, the Research Ethics Coordinator will 

facilitate a meeting. 

In the event that the reviewers cannot agree on an outcome, the Chair will make the final 

decision. 

Conflicts of interest 
Members should be alert to potential conflicts of interest (including personal or financial 

interests) regarding applicants and applications, and should withdraw from the review or 

consideration of any application in which they have such an interest.  The conflict of interest 

should be declared to the Chair prior to the review of the application, and recorded in the 

record of correspondence on each project. 

Independent expert advice 
For projects that raise ethical implications that cannot be resolved by the reviewers, or 

require additional expertise not available within the Committee, external advice may be 

sought from non-voting independent experts.  The Research Ethics Coordinator will facilitate 

the sourcing of a suitable expert from outside the Committee, but care must be taken that 

confidentiality is maintained at all times and intellectual property is safeguarded.  Advice 

from independent experts should be recorded. 
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Possible decisions 

A. Favourable decision with no amendments  

e.g. 
Well-designed study with suitable protection of research participants, including appropriate 
consent procedures, data protection, and appropriate risk/benefit ratio.  Appropriate 
supporting documentation.  Appropriate consideration for researcher safety. 
 

 
B. Provisional favourable decision subject to amendment 

e.g. 
Typographical errors, grammatical mistakes or formatting issues.  Use of inappropriate 
templates for participant information sheets and consent forms.  Use of personal contact 
details on participant information sheets. 
 

 Resubmission with amendments in track changes 

 Sign-off by supervisor (for student projects) 

 Approval by Chair’s action 
 

 

C. Major amendments required 

e.g. 
Weak procedures for ensuring confidentiality and data management.  Improvement 
needed to participant information.  Inequitable recruitment procedures.  Overstatement of 
benefits.  Researcher safety arrangements need more consideration. 
 

 Resubmission with amendments in track changes 

 Sign-off by supervisor (for student projects) 

 Re-review by original reviewers 
 

 

D. A total redraft of the proposal needing resubmission for full review 

e.g. 
Study design unsuitable to produce valid and reliable data and will be a waste of 
participants’ time.  Evidence of inducement or coercion.  Risks to participants outweigh 
benefits to an unacceptable level.  Researcher safety seriously at risk.    
 

 Full resubmission as a new application 
 

 

Advisory powers 
REAGs may make suggestions for improving the research design of proposals to take full 

account of ethical issues. 

Meetings 
Meetings will be held once per year.  Additional meetings may be organised as necessary. 
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Administration 
The Research Ethics Coordinator will be responsible for the administration of the Research 

Ethics Advisory Group meetings and the research ethics review procedures to include: 

 Recording date of receipt of completed checklists/full applications and outcomes of 

review and maintaining records for no less than the life of the project and a minimum of 

five years in order that an annual report to the Research Ethics & Governance 

Committee can be made 

 Confirming receipt of the completed checklist/full application to the Chief Investigator and 

providing an anticipated date for a result to be received 

 Coordinating the distribution of completed full applications to two members of the 

Research Ethics Advisory Group, on a rota system, taking account of specific expertise 

requirements.  At a minimum one reviewer must be from a different School/Department 

from the applicant 

 Ensuring that applicants receive a result within two weeks (ten working days), except in 

exceptional circumstances.  (The time an applicant takes to respond to queries should 

not be included in this count) 

 Coordinating the distribution of enquiries to external experts, if required 

 Communicating the results of the review to the applicant and coordinating the 

submission of any further information requested by the Research Ethics Advisory Group 

 Once a final decision has been reached, communicating the decision to the applicant 

(and supervisor, where relevant). Applications are deemed not to have received ethical 

approval until such time that a final decision letter has been received by the applicant.   

Applicants should not carry out any part of their research involving human participants 

until such time 

 Arranging, coordinating documentation for and taking minutes at the meetings of the 

Research Ethics Advisory Group 

 Maintaining records of the minutes of meetings of the Research Ethics Advisory Group, 

for a minimum of five years and no less than the life of the project 

 Dealing with any appeals to decisions of the Research Ethics Advisory Group (these 

should be sent to the Research Ethics & Governance Committee where they cannot be 

resolved locally) 

 Dealing with any complaints according to the accepted Divisional/School complaints 

procedure. 

 

Level of service 

It is imperative that applications are received, reviewed and a response provided to the 

applicant within the stipulated timescales, except in exceptional circumstances.  All care 

must be taken not to unnecessarily delay research projects. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Nicole Palmer 

Research Ethics & Governance Manager 


