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Peer Review Checklist – Animal Ethics
	Date:
	 [Click to select Date]

	Project title:
	Click or tap here to enter text.

	Ethics application ID:
	Click or tap here to enter text.

	Reviewer name
	Click or tap here to enter text.
	Position title & School/ Organisational Unit:
	Click or tap here to enter text.


“Peer Review” is as defined by the Australian Code of the Responsible Conduct of Research as the “impartial and independent assessment of research by others working in the same or a related field”. This Peer Review Checklist is to be used to guide peer reviewers to provide feedback regarding research design and merit. All ethics applications must undergo peer review prior to submission.
The peer reviewer must have sufficient standing to competently review the merit and design of the research project and should not be directly involved with the research project.  
Any actual, potential or perceived conflicts of interest between the peer reviewer and the project or applicants must be declared. These relate to interests with the application or principal investigator, regarding collaborations or working relationships, professional relationships and associations, social relationships and/or interests, teaching or supervisory relationships, direct financial interests in the application and other interests or situations.
If the peer reviewer determines that the project does not demonstrate research merit, the applicant is expected to revise the application in line with the feedback and summarise the revisions within this Checklist. The revised application and Checklist must then be returned to the peer reviewer for a second review. 
Once the peer reviewer is satisfied that the project demonstrates research merit, the completed Peer Review Checklist confirming this must be uploaded as part of the ethics application. Applications submitted without this checklist will not be accepted. Researchers and peer reviewers are also referred to the University’s Statement on Peer Review and the mandatory animal ethics peer review information on the Animal ethics website. 

	Declaration of interests

	Provide details here on any actual, potential or perceived conflicts of interest you, as the peer reviewer, have with the project or applicants. Ensure to provide details on where the conflict exists, what the nature of the conflict is, when did the conflict exist and for how long.









	Signature: _________________________________________________  Date: ____/____/_______



	Suitability as Peer Reviewer and Declaration

	Subject matter expertise 
☐ Yes - I am confident I have the expertise to act as a peer reviewer for this application 
☐ Moderate - Although not my primary field of expertise, I can provide a fair and unbiased assessment of this research 
☐ Limited - I have some knowledge in this field of expertise and can assess the application. 
☐ No - This application is too far removed from my area of expertise. 

Peer Reviewer Declaration 
☐  I confirm that I am familiar with this type of research but not directly involved with the research project. 
☐ I have peer reviewed this research project in the interest of ensuring that the project demonstrates research merit.

	Signature: _________________________________________________  Date: ____/____/_______



	[bookmark: _Hlk198908112]Research Merit and Integrity

	Are the research questions and hypotheses clearly identified, achievable and justified?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:

	Are the research design and methods appropriate to answer the research questions?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:

	Is the research proposal based on and supported by previous research or literature review?  

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:

	Are all investigators appropriately trained and competent in the animal handling and procedures involved in the project?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:

	If the research team, as a collective, do not possess the required competencies, has training to address these gaps been built into the project? 

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:

	Are the resources, equipment and facilities appropriate and adequate?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:

	If this is a Masters or Honours project is the proposed project achievable within the timeframe available?

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:

	Are the expected outputs and outcomes from this research appropriate and are they likely to advance scientific knowledge or have practical applications?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:

	Is the proposed plan for dissemination and communication of research outputs appropriate?

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:

	Has a biostatistician been consulted with and confirmed that the sample size/data set is justified and statistically sound?

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:



	Other questions to consider

	Has a Research Data Management Plan (RDMP) been completed? 

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:

	Are the plans for data management and sharing appropriate and align with UniSQ Research Data and Primary Materials Management Procedure?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:

	Has a Risk Management Plan (RMP) been considered and/or obtained where required?

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:

	Have the 3Rs: Replacement, Reduction, and Refinement been clearly considered?

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:

	Are provisions for animals at the conclusion of their use clearly described?

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:

	Are all required documents (protocols, SOPs, permits, etc) included?

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:

	Have all questions been answered thoroughly and definitively, without using placeholders such as N/A or TBA?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:

	Have the strengths and limitations of this research project been acknowledged and addressed where appropriate?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:





	Overall review

	Does the project demonstrate research merit, considering any concerns noted above?

	☐ No, major revisions are required to be seen by me before I confirm that this project demonstrates research merit 
☐ No, minor revisions are required to be seen by me before I confirm that this project demonstrates research merit 
(If ‘no’ application must be revised, and second peer review process completed)

	☐ Yes, minor revisions have been recommended but I am satisfied that this project demonstrates research merit 
☐ Yes, I am satisfied that this project demonstrates research merit
(If ‘yes’ application is suitable for submission)

	What, if any, revisions are required or recommended?
(Applicant to revise ethics application accordingly and complete the summary of revisions below)

	Required revisions and/or recommendations:




To be completed by ethics applicant:
	Summary of revisions (if required)

	Provide a summary of the revisions you have made to the application in response to the peer reviewer’s feedback here.	
	



To be completed by Peer Reviewer:
	Second Peer Review Declaration (if required)

	☐  I have reviewed the revisions made to the application in response to my initial peer review feedback.
☐  I am satisfied that this project now demonstrates research merit (Application is ready for submission)
If unsatisfied with the revisions following second review, please refer the project to the Head of School or Department area.

	Signature: _________________________________________________  Date: ____/____/_______

	If you have any further comments or recommendations, please provide them here.



When complete, please return this form to the Principal Researcher.
If any assistance is required, please contact the Ethics team at animal.ethics@unisq.edu.au  
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