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Item 33.2.2 
Senate 12.10.16 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SENATE RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 
 

Meeting No. 81 held on Tuesday 27 September 2016 
AG01 

 
MINUTES 

 

Attendance list 
 

Name of Member Initials 27/09/16 29/11/16 07/02/17 16/05/17 04/07/1 
Professor Martin 
Caraher 

MC Apols     

Professor Ron Douglas 
(Chair) 

RD      

Dr Nick Drey ND Apols     
Dr Corinna Haenschel CH Apols     
Professor Paul Palmer PP      
Professor Pam Parker PPa Apols     
Professor Roland 
Petchey 

RP Apols     

Dr Justin Phillips JP      
Dr Christine Rajah CR      
Dr Lorna Ryan (Deputy 
Chair) 

LR Apols     

Professor Alan Simpson AS      
Professor Dan Wilsher DW Apols     
Stephanie Wilson SW      
Ylva Baeckstrom YB      
Andrew Halper AH Apols     
Kan Choy KC      
Caroline Llewellyn CL      
Anna Ramberg 
(Secretary, in 
attendance) 

AR      

 

 indicates attendance 
 

UNRESERVED BUSINESS 
 

1. Declaration of conflict of interest 
There were no conflicts of interest. 

 
2. Minutes 
The minutes of the meeting held on 7 July 2016 were approved. 

 
3. Matters Arising 

 
i. City Research Ethics Framework for Delegated Authority 
The Committee noted that the Academic Governance Committee had considered the 
updated City Research Ethics Framework for Delegated Authority at its meeting on 21 
September. The amendments had been approved and it had been agreed that, as the 
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amendments were minor, it was not necessary for the Framework to go to Senate for 
approval. 

 
ii. Draft City Policy on Research Involving Animals 
The Committee noted that the Academic Governance Committee had considered the draft 
City Policy on Research Involving Animals at its meeting on 21 September. The policy had 
not been approved and minor amendments had been requested. 

 
ACTION: RD to revise the policy before it is resubmitted to the next meeting of AGC in 
November. 

 
iii. Security Sensitive Research 
The Committee noted that this item would be discussed under Any Other Business. 

 
iv. “Assessment of lithium concentrations in blood and oral fluid samples by 
electrical and optical” by P Kyriacou 
The Committee noted that this project had been reviewed over email after the researchers 
changed the protocol and would no longer be storing blood on the premises. The Committee 
had raised a number of major issues (listed in appendix 1). The researchers were yet to 
respond. 

 
 

 

4. To note Chair’s Actions/Committee approval by distribution to approve the 
following research proposals since the last meeting: 

 
“Elevated cortisol and testosterone levels in financial traders shift risk preferences; affect 
rational choice” by G Friend & S Ungureanu (Secretary’s note: study approved after the 
agenda had been circulated.) 

 
“Are scientific researchers rotten apples or is science a rotten barrel?: The psychology of 
dishonesty in science” by L Rabner & P Ayton 

 
“Improved Healing by combining Optical and Electronic Stimulation of Nerves (HOpES)” by I 
Triantis 

 
5. To note the request from the Committee for a resubmission of the following project: 
There were no projects to note. 

 
6. To note amendments/extensions to existing projects: 
There were no projects to note. 

 
7. To note that the projects listed below had been approved to carry out research at 
City or on City students/staff 
There were no projects to note. 

 
8. To note that the projects listed below had been approved by the Health Research 
Authority 
There were no projects to note. 

 
9. To note any outstanding projects 

Items for Information 
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“Assessment of lithium concentrations in blood and oral fluid samples by electrical and 
optical” by P Kyriacou et al 

 
“Development, Evaluation and Human Perception of a Multimodal Networked ‘Kissing 
Machine’” by E Zhang & J Wood 

 
 

 

10. To consider the following proposal from the Department of Economics & the 
Department of Psychology, School of Arts and Social Sciences 

 
Lead: Professor Ron Douglas 

 
“City Aphasia Research Register (CARR)” by R Holland & J Marshall 

 
The Committee received the above application. The research proposal was granted formal 
approval. 

 
The following recommendations were made to the researchers: 

• That the policy and procedures were documented clearly; 
• That the administrators attended annual data protection training and kept records of 

who had attended the training; 
• That an audit trail of when entries were made be kept, in case they should receive 

queries on the database. 
 
They were also advised to contact the Information Compliance Team should they have any 
questions or need assistance. 

 
 

 

11. Risk Assessments 
The Committee received a paper from the Safety Office on risk assessments. The paper set 
out the procedures for risk assessment, including that researchers should submit their risk 
assessment to the institutional research ethics committees together with their research 
ethics application. However, RECs were not expected to review the risk assessments. The 
responsibility for this remained with the Head of Department. 

 
The paper did not include information and guidance on student research. The Committee 
noted that currently the risk assessment form was only accessible by staff through logging in 
to the Staff Hub. The Safety Office would need to consider its process for this. In addition, 
the guidance was not clear on if a risk assessment would be required for every project (e.g. 
anonymous online surveys or low risk focus groups taking place in hospitals where risk 
assessments would already have taken place). Further guidance around projects not 
requiring a risk assessment to be undertaken was required. 

 
The Committee recommended that the risk assessment form should be amended to include 
the headings provided in the paper, in order to make it easier for the person completing the 
risk assessment to know what to consider. The Committee also recommended that it might 
be appropriate for research centre leads to sign off the risk assessments. It also needed to 
be clear in which instances a HoD should not sign off the risk assessment, e.g. if the HoD 
were supervising the student, as the sign off should be independent from the project. 

Items for Approval 

Items for Discussion 
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The Committee noted that the training programme on how to complete a risk assessment 
was only available to staff. This programme would have to be rolled out to students too. 

 
The Committee agreed that once the risk assessment form had been made available to both 
staff and students, the research ethics application form would be updated to include a link to 
the form and the guidance to researchers on the Safety Office webpages, and that the 
question about risk assessments would be reworded. 

 
ACTION: AR to write to the Safety Office requesting that further guidance be provided 
to RECs, specific guidance on the procedure for students and that the risk 
assessment form be made available to students. 

 
12. Appeal of Decision 
The Committee noted that the appeal panel had overturned the decision to reject an 
application from the Department of Psychology. The panel had found that discussing the 
study with the student and the student’s supervisor had been very helpful and had clarified 
the reservations that had led to the rejection of the project. 

 
The Committee discussed if it may be a good idea to ask applicants to attend meetings to 
respond to questions in person. This could in many cases resolve issues without the need 
for written responses over email. It was recognised that in cases of lower risk applications it 
would not be appropriate to ask the applicants to attend. Based on the discussion, the 
Committee agreed to implement the following new procedures: 

• the Secretary would inform the applicant to hold the meeting time free in their diary at 
the time of the application being made 

• the lead reviewer would get back to the Secretary at the latest by the Thursday 
before the meeting (usually the following Tuesday) to let the Secretary know if the 
Committee would benefit from having the researcher there to answer questions 

• the Secretary would notify the applicant as soon as possible after communicating 
with the lead reviewer if they would be required to attend or not, and give an 
approximate time if they needed to attend. 

 
The Committee also discussed the difficulties in reviewing applications over email. The 
meeting in July 2016 had been added in order to avoid virtual meetings as this had proved 
difficult last summer. However, due to unforeseen circumstances two applications had been 
received after the meeting. The Committee should not refuse to review applications, but the 
current system was not appropriate and expectations needed to be managed (i.e. staff and 
students could not expect to submit an application for a review at any time outside a 
meeting). It was therefore decided that AR would write a policy on under which exceptional 
circumstances the Committee would review applications out of Committee and what the 
procedures would be. The Committee also agreed that when such applications were 
submitted, it would be better to put together a sub-committee to meet and discuss the 
application rather than having virtual discussions. If the application was low risk, the Chair 
could take chair’s action. 

 
ACTION: AR to write policy on exceptional circumstance and procedures for when an 
application could be reviewed outside a Committee meeting. 

 
13. City Research Ethics Webpage 
The Committee noted the draft of the new hallway page for the City Research Ethics 
webpages. The project was intended to begin the harmonisation of research ethics across 
the institution in anticipation of the online application system. The new hallway would provide 
staff and students with information about which REC to apply to, which application form to 
use, guidance topics etc. in one place, instead of the current system where each REC had 
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their own pages, which at times was providing inconsistent information. AR had met with the 
web content team and the project had been approved. A lot of content would be required, 
and AR asked that Committee members assist her in writing the webpages as it was hoped 
the new pages would be launched in December. 

 
14. Minutes of local Research Ethics Committees 
The Committee noted the minutes of School and selected Departmental Research Ethics 
Committees: 

 
1. Department of Psychology, SASS 
2. School of Health Sciences 
3. Cass 

 
15. Institutional Review Board 
The Committee noted that the membership would be updated to ensure the correct details 
were held by the Institutional Review Board and FederalWide Assurance databases. 

 
16. Any other business 
i. Security Sensitive Research 
The Committee noted the draft policy and registration form for security sensitive research. 
The policy and registration form would go to the Prevent Implementation Steering Group on 
4 October for approval, before being submitted to HEFCE. 

 
The Committee noted that it would be appropriate for an annual report to be provided to 
SREC, outlining how many projects had been registered in a year. The need for staff and 
student to consider the risk in undertaking projects involving security sensitive research 
should also be linked to the risk assessment. 

 
ACTION: AR to speak to the Safety Office regarding including security sensitive 
research on the risk assessment form. 

 
ii. Senate Research Ethics Committee Chair 
The Committee noted that the Chair of Senate Research Ethics Committee, Professor Ron 
Douglas, would be stepping down as soon as a replacement had been appointed. A list of 
potential replacements had been provided to the Vice-President Research & Enterprise, 
Professor Andrew Jones, who would make the recommendation to Senate. 

 
The Committee also noted that RD would still be involved in reviewing any applications 
involving animal research. 

 
 
17. Date of meetings 2016/17: 
Tuesday 29 November 2016, 1:30pm, AG01 
Tuesday 7 February 2017, 1:30pm, C103 
Tuesday 16 May 2017, 2pm, AG01 
Tuesday 4 July 2017, 2pm, AG01 

 
 
 
Secretary: Anna Ramberg 
Email: Anna.Ramberg.1@city.ac.uk 
Telephone: 020 7040 3040 

mailto:Anna.Ramberg.1@city.ac.uk
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