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SENATE RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 
Meeting No. 94 held on Wednesday 15th May 2019 

C103 
  Minutes 

Attendance list 

Key:    = In Attendance   A = Apologies   N/M = Not a member R = Representative in attendance Abs = No apologies receive 
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Chair Professor Peter Ayton PA     

Chairs of Local 
Research Ethics 
Committees (ex officio) 

Business 
Professor Daniel Beunza 

Professor Paul Palmer 

DB 

PP 



A 



A 

A 



A 



Health Sciences Dr Nick Drey ND A   

Computer Science Professor Jason Dykes JD   A 

Engineering Professor Christopher Bruecker CB     

Law Dr Jesse Elvin JE     

Learning, 
Enhancement & 
Development 

Professor Pam Parker PPa A A A A 

International Politics Dr Amin Samman CB N/M N/M   

Social Sciences Dr Matt Barnes  MB     

Up to five members from the University's 
academic staff with expert knowledge 

Dr Julia Yates JY     

Dr Lorna Ryan (Deputy-Chair) LR   A A 

Professor Alan Simpson AS   N/M N/M 

Up to three external independent members 

Andrew Halper 

Ms Hee Yu Lee 

Mr John Raw 

Ms Annie Black 

AH A 

N/M 

N/M 

N/M 

A 

N/M 

N/M 

N/M 



N/M 

N/M 

N/M 







A 

A 

Dr Liz Wright LW   A 

Information Compliance Officer (ex officio) Caroline Llewellyn CL   A  A 

Assistant HR Director, Health Service and Safety 
(ex officio) 

Dr Christine Rajah CR   N/M 

Up to two co-opted members Professor Roland Petchey RP     

Up to two research students 
Ylva Baeckstrom 

Nystha Baishya 

YB 

NB 

A 

N/M 

A 

N/M 

N/M 

N/M 

N/M 



In attendance 
Research Integrity 
Manager 
(Secretary) 

Anna Ramberg AR     

Policy Officer 
(Coordinator) 

Assistant Registrar 

Mariah Loukou 

Yewande Akindele 

ML 

YA 
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Preliminary Items 
1. Welcome and Apologies  

The Chair welcomed the members and noted the apologies for absence. The Chair 
also welcomed Ms Yewande Akindele who joined the discussion for Item 8 Security 
Sensitive Material Research Policy. 
 

2. Declaration of Conflict of Interest 
There were no conflicts of interest.  
 

3. Minutes 
The minutes of the meeting held on the 30th January were approved.  
 

4. Matters Arising 
The Chair confirmed that all Matters Arising were included on the agenda as items for 
discussion.    
 

5. Feedback on Research Ethics Online 
AR updated the Committee on the discussions that took place in the two-user group 
meetings earlier in May including the one hosted at City on behalf of Haplo. Following 
the meetings, Haplo would make changes to the system to accommodate feedback 
received.  
 

Items for Consideration – Research Involving Human Participants  
6. There were no items for consideration.  

 
Items for Consideration – Research Involving Animals  

7. There were no items for consideration.  
 

8. Security Sensitive Material Research Policy  
The Committee considered the paper.  

• SREC agreed that security sensitive research projects would require scrutiny 
by the Committee. This should be reflected in the current process so that 
applications that involve security sensitive material research and viewing 
obscene material online would require a full application and ethics approval by 
SREC. These changes should be reflected on Research Ethics Online and on 
the online guidelines with immediate effect. [Action] 

• The policy would also require updating and would be submitted to the Prevent 
Steering Group for consideration.  

• Although the Committee supported point 2, it decided that it was outside its 
remit.  The Prevent Steering Group would have to consider the need for training 
and support for researchers undertaking research that could potentially be 
distressing and/or radicalise a member of staff/student. 

• SREC also noted that there would need to be a process for reviewing any legal 
implications which may arise from accessing any materials. All projects 
involving potential access to criminal material, research involving security 
sensitive material and/or accessing obscene material would also require 
authorisation on behalf of City before they could commence. It was suggested 
that these processes and mechanisms should sit with the Associate Deans for 
Research & Enterprise and Information Compliance.  

• SREC recommended that the above processes should be discussed and 
agreed by ExCo. 

 

Items for Discussion  
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9. Psychology REC Medium Risk Process 
SREC considered the proposal submitted by the Psychology Research Committee. 
The Committee asked for further clarifications before approving the process 
[ACTION]. In discussion the following points were raised:  

• The Committee queried the idea that a change from a physical meeting to a 
virtual meeting was based on the number of applications. The type of meeting 
should be determined by the nature of the ethical issues to be considered. 
Psychology was asked to clarify the criteria that would determine when an 
application would be reviewed in a physical meeting instead of a virtual one. 

• Psychology was also asked to clarify how it intended to know in advance of a 
meeting whether an application raised issues that require discussion given the 
proposed policy for virtual review. 

• Psychology was also asked to provide a rationale for the number of members 
required to comment on an application and an explanation as to why the REC 
was seeking to change its current process. 

• SREC noted that any applications involving deception would required to be 
reviewed at a physical meeting. This should be clarified in the proposed 
process. 

 
10. Guidelines on Use of Deception  

SREC decided to review Psychology’s REC guidelines that it used when reviewing 
applications that involve the use of deception. In discussion the Committee proposed 
changes to the current guidelines and made the following comments:  

• The guidelines were written in 2015, therefore an updated version is required. 
Moving forward, the guidelines should be reviewed every 2 years.  

• The Psychology REC was asked to clarify whether it has been in contact with 
the Insurance Team to ensure that City’s indemnity covers the use of deception 
in research. 

• The full PBS guidelines should be included (and not just a summary). A 
comment should also be added that these guidelines should be read in 
conjunction with the full BPS guidelines. 

• The definition of deception was not accurate and needed to be expanded. A 
better expression would be ‘deliberately’ rather than ‘actively’, and ought to 
include allowing for misconception to continue e.g. that deception harms 
participant, research community; science-society trust relations. Additionally, 
consent based upon deception was not valid, therefore no agreement existed 
between the researcher and the participant. 

• A further explanation was also needed on why deception might be a problem. 
• Point 1 under ‘What does the BPS say about deception?’ stated that the 

research objective should have a strong scientific merit. This would presumably 
mean that the research should be publishable. The Psychology REC should 
clarify how this would impact MA research vs PhD or staff research. Would such 
requirement rule out student research that was primarily educative in purpose? 

• Point 2 under ‘What does the BPS say about deception?’ stated that a strategy 
to alleviate harm should be in place. What would such a strategy look like? 
Would it include independent peer-review of the proposal (not just ethical 
review)? Would the work be piloted with groups similar to expected participants 
to assess the acceptability of the deception, or other kinds of PPI? 

• There was a verbal debrief template attached to the guidelines. However, there 
should also be a written debrief. The debrief needed to be a full and frank 
account of the deception and why it was scientifically necessary. The debrief 
should take place at the earliest opportunity, and should be consistent with the 
scientific integrity of the study. 
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• Point 4 under ‘What should I do if I use deception in my research?’ – this should 
not be a recommendation, but an obligation. Participants should be consented 
on a full disclosure basis. 

• If incentives or payments were used in research projects which involved 
deception the participants should receive the incentive/payment regardless of 
whether they decide to withdraw when they are debriefed. This should be clear 
in the guidelines.    

• The withdrawal statement on the template for verbal debrief needed to be more 
rigorous and should include what will happen to the data, e.g. it would be 
published in a journal. 

• It should be clearly stated that should the research deviated from these 
guidelines the applications must be submitted to SREC. 

• When reviewing research projects involving the use of deception, an external 
REC member must be present.  
AR sent the Psychology REC the guidelines on deception on medical research 
from the NHS as an additional source of information. 
 

SREC asked to receive the updated guidelines once the comments have been 
incorporated [Action].  

 

11. Audit Schedule  
The Committee discussed the audit schedule. It was agreed that the Committee members 
would establish the criteria for the audit. The Chair therefore asked members to submit 
their recommendations before the 19th June for consideration at the next meeting 
[Action]. The Committee also noted that, depending on the criteria to which the audit 
would be based on, the external members might be unable to participate due to time 
commitments and knowledge of the internal workings of the Schools. The issue would be 
further discussed at the next meeting.  

 
 

12. Annual REC Report 
The Committee discussed the report.  

• It was discussed whether local RECs  needed to provide the number of 
applications considered in an academic year as this was visible on the online 
system. 

• The auditors should have access to the annual reports when the audit 
commenced. This should be added to the final audit schedule. 

• ML to e-mail SREC the report after the meeting and ask for comments before 
sending out to the local RECs to fill in [Action]. 

 
13. Proposal for Interim SREC Chair 

The Committee considered and endorsed the recommendation. The paper would be 
presented at the Academic Governance Committee and Senate where it would seek 
approval.  
 
 

14. Issues from Schools 
JD presented the idea of user group forum where members and chairs of ethics 
committees would meet annually to share best practice and discuss any particular 
difficulties that might have risen over the course of the last academic year. The 
Committee agreed that this would be helpful. All chairs and REC members would be 
invited to an annual meeting chaired by PA [Action]. 
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15. Web Resources 
JD expressed concerns about the maintenance of the ethics webpages. AR 
suggested that JD and AR could meet with Marketing to discuss how they could 
improve the pages and their structure [ACTION]. 

 

Items for Information  
16. Minutes of Local Ethics Committees 

i) SHS 
ii) Cass 

The item was deferred for the next meeting.  

17. Message from Jules Spain  
The item was deferred for the next meeting.  
 

18. Research Ethics Applications Report  
The item was deferred for the next meeting.  
 

19. Assessing Risk for Research Ethics Applications 
20. The item was deferred for the next meeting.  

 
21. Institutional Review Board 

There was no business to note.  
 

Concluding Items 
22. Ethics Discussion: Signing at the beginning make ethics salient ad decrease 

dishonest self-report in comparison to signing at the end 
Due to time constraints, the paper was deferred for the next meeting.  
 

23. Any other Business 
There was no other business to note.  
 

24. Meeting Dates 
• 26th June: 2-4pm (AG01) 
• 3rd July: 12.30 – 14.00 (C103): meeting to be cancelled 

 
Professor Peter Ayton 

Chair of SREC 
 

Miss Mariah Loukou 
Co-ordinator 

 


