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[bookmark: _Toc30502210]Mandatory Peer Review Checklist
Human Ethics Application Submission
	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 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 must be used by peer reviewers when conducting a review of a new human research ethics application prior to its submission to the Ethics Office. This form is designed to guide reviewers in determining whether the application clearly demonstrates the project’s design and merit, includes appropriate ethical considerations, and is sufficiently complete to enable ethics review. All new UniSQ led ethics applications must undergo this peer review process prior to submission. N.B. Applications seeking acknowledgement of ethics approval conducted by another HREC should instead use the Prior Approval self-checklist.
Please note: The purpose of this peer review checklist is to assess the ethics application submission itself, including the merit of the project as presented solely within the application. This is to ensure that the submission contains sufficient clarity, detail, and ethical consideration to enable an informed ethics review, ultimately helping to reduce ethics review and approval timeframes. Only applications sufficiently prepared for ethics review should be submitted. Other peer review processes that assess the research merit of the project alone do not meet this requirement, as the review is not based on the ethics application submission. However, HDR projects must provide both the peer review checklist and evidence that the Confirmation of Candidature process has been completed successfully.
The peer reviewer must have sufficient experience in the discipline and research methods to competently review the merit and design of the research project and must be independent of both the project and the ethics application submission. Individuals directly involved in the project or the ethics application, including members of supervisory teams, cannot serve as peer reviewers.
If the peer reviewer determines that the ethics application is not sufficiently completed for ethics review and/or 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 further below. The revised application and Checklist must then be returned to the peer reviewer for a second review. 
[bookmark: _Hlk203052099]Once the peer reviewer is satisfied that the application is ready for ethics review, the completed Peer Review Checklist confirming this, along with any reviewer feedback provided external to this checklist, must be uploaded to the ‘Aims and significance’ page of the ethics application. Applications submitted without this checklist will not be accepted. Any checklists and/or applications deemed insufficiently completed by the Ethics Office will result in the application being returned to the applicant. The Ethics Office may also request an additional peer review if necessary. 
[bookmark: _Hlk203052083]Researchers and peer reviewers are also referred to the University’s Statement on Peer Review and the Mandatory Human Ethics Peer Review advice on the Human Ethics webpage.
Declarations
Any actual, potential or perceived conflicts of interest between the peer reviewer and the project or ethics applicants must be declared. This may include interests relating to collaborations or working relationships, professional relationships and associations, personal or social relationships and/or interests, teaching relationships, direct financial interests in the project, or any other interests or situations. Additional peer review may be requested if a conflict of interest is deemed problematic.
	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.

	[bookmark: _Hlk201663763]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 ethics 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; 
AND
☐ I have peer reviewed this ethics application in the interest of ensuring that it is sufficiently completed for ethics review and that the project demonstrates research merit.

	Signature: _________________________________________________  Date: ____/____/_______



Peer review
The following questions apply to the review of all new human research ethics applications seeking ethics approval. Applications seeking acknowledgement of ethics approval conducted by another HREC should instead use the Prior Approval self-checklist.
Responses to the following questions must be based solely on the information provided within the ethics application under review. Peer reviewers should not refer to, or be influenced by, any additional materials or communications from the research team outside of the application itself.
	[bookmark: _Hlk198908112]Research Merit and Integrity

	Are the research questions and/or 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:

	Does the research design ensure that respect for the participants is not compromised by the aims of the research?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:

	Are the research team (including supervisors for student projects) appropriately qualified and experienced in the research area, including the methodology and analysis techniques being used?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:

	If the research team, as a collective, do not possess the required content, methodology and analytic expertise, 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:

	Is the sample size/data set justified and statistically sound?

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:



Note: Unless otherwise specified, the term ‘participant(s)’ is used broadly throughout this document to include all individuals whose data or information are used in the research, including those who may not be aware of their participation (e.g. where existing human data are used). Refer to page 8 of the 2025 National Statement for the definition of ‘participants’. 
	Justice

	Has the participant group/s been clearly described? And are the selection, inclusion, and any exclusion of participants fair and consistent with the aims and objectives of the research?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment: 

	Is the distribution of, and access to, any benefits of the research and/or appropriate incentives fair?

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment: 

	Is the research design free from any exploitation of participants in the conduct of research?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment: 



	Beneficence 

	Have the risks and benefits of this research project been acknowledged and addressed where appropriate?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment: 

	Do the benefits of the research justify any risks of harm or discomfort to participants?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment: 

	Has the project been designed to minimise the risks of harm or discomfort to participants?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment: 



	Respect

	Where direct recruitment of participants is involved, does the recruitment strategy ensure that participants can make an informed and voluntary decision to participate? (N/A should only be selected if there is no direct recruitment of participants, e.g., the project only involves use of existing data.)

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:

	Are the processes for obtaining informed consent from participants clearly outlined? (Note: informed consent must be obtained when directly recruiting participants. Retrospective informed consent may be required in some cases of existing data use.)

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:

	Are the recruitment materials (e.g., advertisements, email invitations, social media posts), participant information sheets and consent forms uploaded to the application where necessary for each participant group? And are they relevant to each participant group, and written in clear, simple language that is easy for participants to understand? (N/A should only be selected if there is no direct recruitment of participants and/or the use of existing datasets does not require retrospective informed consent.)

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:

	Are measures in place to ensure participant privacy, confidentiality and any cultural sensitivity?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:

	Will participants be informed of their right to withdraw from participation and/or withdraw their data and/or biospecimens without penalty? Are the procedures for withdrawal clearly described, including any limitations (e.g. when data is anonymised and cannot be withdrawn)? (N/A should only be selected if there is no direct recruitment of participants and/or the use of existing datasets does not require retrospective informed consent.)

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:



	Final questions to consider

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

	☐ 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:

	Have all digital, online, or AI tools intended for data collection (e.g., survey platforms, video conferencing) and/or data processing (e.g., transcription, analysis) been clearly identified, and are they UniSQ approved and recommended? (N/A should only be selected when no digital, online, or AI tools will be used.)

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:

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

	☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ N/A
	Please comment:

	Have all questions been answered thoroughly and definitively, without using placeholders such as N/A or TBC in required fields?

	☐ Yes ☐ No 
	Please comment:



Outcome of peer review
	[bookmark: _Hlk201580904]Overall review

	Based on your review using the checklist above, do you consider the ethics application to be sufficiently completed for ethics review and does the project demonstrate research merit? (Note: If multiple responses above are marked ‘No’, the application is not considered sufficiently complete for ethics review.)

	☐ No, major revisions are required to be seen by me before I confirm that this application is sufficiently completed for ethics review and/or the project demonstrates research merit.
☐ No, minor revisions are required to be seen by me before I confirm that this application is sufficiently completed for ethics review and/or the 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, once addressed, this application is sufficiently completed for ethics review, and the project demonstrates research merit.
☐ Yes, I am satisfied that this application is sufficiently completed for ethics review, and the project demonstrates research merit.
(If ‘yes’ application is suitable for submission)

	What, if any, revisions are required or recommended?

	(Peer reviewer to list required revisions and/or recommendations for the ethics applicant here)


Note: Applicant to revise ethics application as per reviewer comments above then complete the summary of revisions section further below. 
· If ‘no’ is selected above, please return the revised application and this checklist to the peer reviewer for second review. 
· If ‘yes’ is selected above, please submit your application with this checklist attached along with any reviewer feedback that may have been provide external to this checklist. Please upload to the ‘Aims and Significance’ page of the application. To enable the upload field, change the response to the peer review question at the bottom of that page to ‘Yes’.

To be completed by ethics applicant when changes have been requested or recommend:
	Summary of revisions (If the peer reviewer has provided comments or feedback, the applicant must provide a summary of the revisions made in response.)

	(A summary of the revisions you have made to the application in response to the peer reviewer’s feedback must be provided here.)
	


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

	☐  I have reviewed the revisions made to the application in response to my initial peer review feedback.
☐  I am satisfied that this application is now sufficiently completed for ethics review, and the project demonstrates research merit 
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 peer review complete, please return this form to the ethics applicant.
If any assistance is required, please contact the Ethics team at human.ethics@unisq.edu.au.
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