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Psychology Department Research Ethics Committee 

Guidelines for Reviewing Low Risk Applications 
 
These guidelines are designed to aid you when reviewing applications that are considered 
low risk. (They do not need to be submitted to anyone.) Whilst they highlight certain features 
that should be assessed when reviewing an ethics application, they are by no means 
comprehensive and should be accompanied by your own assessment of whether the 
research meets the ethical standards set out by the British Psychological Society. 
 
If there is anything in an application you are uncertain about, please ensure you (a) 
request that the application is reviewed by an additional person or (b) ask to discuss the 
application with a member of the Psychology Department Ethics Committee. This can be 
arranged via psychology.ethics@city.ac.uk.  
 
  
1. In your opinion, does the research meet the criteria for low risk? (Please see 
Risk Criteria document.)   
 

 

2. Has the applicant identified all possible psychological and physical risks to 
both participants and researcher(s)? 
 

 

3. Has the applicant put in place appropriate procedures to address these 
risks? 
 

 

4. Has the applicant put in place appropriate measures to ensure participant 
confidentiality/anonymity? 
 

 

5. Are all the required attachments included in the application? 
 

 

  
6. Do all advertisements for the study include the following details?  

(a) A clear indication that the study is hosted by the Psychology 
Department at City University London. 

 

(b) A clear indication of what will be expected from participants.  
(c) Contact details that are affiliated with City University.  
(d) Details of ethics review.  
(e) Anna Ramberg’s contact details in case of complaints.  

  
7. Does the participant information sheet include the following details?  

(a) A clear statement that participation is voluntary.  
(b) Sufficient information for the participant to make an informed decision 

about whether or not to take part. 
 

(c) Anna Ramberg’s contact details in case of complaints.  
(d) Details of ethics review.  
(e) A statement about insurance.  
(f)     A clear indication of who to ask if they have further questions.  

   
8. Does the consent form include the following details?  

(a) A statement summarising what participation will involve.  
(b) A statement relating to confidentiality.  
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(c) A statement indicating that participation is voluntary.  
(d) A statement relating to data processing.  
(e) A statement indicating agreement to take part.  
(f) Space for the names and signatures of the participant and researcher.  

  
9. Does the debrief include the following details?  

(a) A clear account of the study aims that is both brief and non-technical.  
(b) If appropriate, advice on who to contact should the study have raised 

any concerns (e.g., their GP, a relevant helpline). 
 

(c) Contact details of the researcher should the participant have any 
further questions. 

 

  
 
Please note that you are NOT expected to comment on issues of study design unless any of 
the following apply: 
(a) the project is funded from public money (e.g. research council funding)  
(b) participants volunteer a significant amount of time to the study for which they are not 
reimbursed  
(c) participants have a significant emotional investment in the research (e.g. they feel they will 
personally benefit from taking part).  
 
If any of the above criteria apply, scrutiny of study design should be commensurate with the 
level of public/participant investment. As a general rule, an ethics application should only be 
rejected on the basis of study design in instances where the design is so flawed as to render 
the information collected as worthless. In other instances the reviewer(s) may make 
recommendations relating to study design that might improve the research, but these should 
not be the basis for rejection.  
 
	
	


