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Introduction

The University of the Fraser Valley (UFV) requires and supports the
highest ethical standards in conducting research involving human
participants, and all researchers at or associated with UFV are required
to follow research ethics guidelines to ensure that their participants’
rights to privacy and dignity are respected and protected. As such, all
research (funded or not) that directly and indirectly involves living
human participants requires review and approval by UFV’s Human
Research Ethics Board (HREB) or the designated Departmental Research
Ethics Committee (DREC) that report to it and in accordance with UFV’s
Human Research Ethics Policy and the Tri-Council Policy Statement
(TCPS2) on Research Ethics.

The TCPS2 is the joint research ethics policy statement of the federal
research agencies (CIHR, NSERC, and SSHRC) or “the Agencies.” It was
published in August 1998 and revised in December 2010 to promote the
ethical conduct of research involving humans. It outlines standards and
procedures for research involving humans and applies to those
conducting, participating in, or reviewing human research in institutions
funded by the Agencies. The Policy applies to all institutions eligible to
receive or administer funding from one or more of the Agencies, and
members of those institutions — faculty, staff and students. The
requirement to follow the TCPS as a condition of funding is contained in
the Memorandum of Understanding signed by the Agencies and these
institutions (taken from http://www.pre.ethics.gc.ca/eng/panel-
group/fag/tcps-eptc/)

This handbook is designed for all faculty, staff and students who wish to
conduct research involving human participants. Contextually, it
summarizes the relevant sections of UFV’s Human Research Ethics
Policy 54, and the related policies on Integrity in Research 53 and
Conflict of Interest 142. Practically, it also contains the guidelines
explaining how researchers prepare and submit research ethics review
requests to either the HREB or their DREC. These procedures are
abridged in a convenient Research Ethics Decision Making Process chart
on page 18 to provide a quick access guide for prospective researchers.



For more information, and the complete text of Policies 54, 53 and 142,
go to http://www.ufv.ca/Secretariat/policies.htm.

The Role of the HREB

Ensuring the ethical principles are applied to research involving human
participants is the responsibility of the UFV Human Research Ethics
Board.

The HREB has two primary roles -- educative and review. In its educative
role, the HREB serves the UFV research community as a consultative
body and thus, contributes to education in research ethics. In its review
role, the HREB has the responsibility for independent, multidisciplinary
review of the ethics of research to determine whether the research
should be permitted to start or to continue. The HREB is considered a
delegation of the President’s Office at UFV. The President has the
authority to dismiss or appoint HREB members at his or her pleasure.
The committee has the authority to approve, reject, propose
modifications to, or terminate all proposed or ongoing research
involving humans within the institution’s jurisdiction based on the
ethical considerations as set forth in the Policy.

The HREB is not an inquisition or designed to make life difficult for
researchers. It is to help you process your requests as expeditiously as
possible, and to ensure that your research accords with the highest
ethical standards required by UFV and consistent with the TCPS2. If at
any time you are unsure of how to proceed, contact your HREB
representative from your department, or the HREB Chair.



For more information on Research Ethics at UFV, visit
www.ufv.ca/research/research_ethics or contact one of the members
- of the HREB on page i and ii
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Tips and Guidelines for Faculty and Students

Because all research on humans takes place in a cultural context, the
field of research ethics is in a state of permanent evolution and policies
do change. That said, when it comes to actually completing and
submitting your request for ethical review, there are some constants.
The following bullets below offer some useful hints and advice that
apply to all requests for ethical review at UFV.

e Always fill out your Request for Ethical Review and Ethics
Checklist first. If it appears as a minimal risk project, it could be
reviewed through the delegated process.

e Please check the website:
http://www.ufv.ca/research/research ethics for current forms.
They will be dated. Most years the forms are revised. Therefore,
if you do not submit on the current forms, questions may be
mission or revised, and this may delay your review process.

e If the protocol does not meet minimal risk guidelines, then it will
go to a full Board review. Therefore, watch your submission
timelines. Requests to the UFV HREB must be emailed to Yvette
Fairweather in the Research Office on the Wednesday a week
prior to the next regular meeting (see HREB Meeting Schedule
inside back cover). If they are not, they will have to wait for the
meeting of the following month. Students submitting to a DREC
should check with their department.

e Make sure you submit all documents. At bare minimum, these
include:

o Request for Ethical Review and the Checklist for Minimal Risk
(now one document)
letters of consent
letters of information
all survey instruments (questionnaire, interview script, etc.)
ethics approvals from collaborating institutions
for thesis projects, the thesis advisory committee’s approval is
required
o Biohazards approval (if applicable).

O O O O O



When filling out requests, complete all boxes. If the box is not
relevant, at least record ‘N/A’.

Write your requests and supporting documents in grammatically
correct English throughout. Proofread your documents before
submission, the HREB does not do this. Requests for ethical
review remain confidential, but consent letters, questionnaires,
etc. circulate in public.

Write your request in plain English. While HREB members are
familiar with a wide variety of quantitative and qualitative
research methodologies, they are less familiar with disciplinary
jargon. Special terminology should be used consistently
throughout the request and between the request and supporting
documents. Spell out acronyms the first time used.

Handwritten requests will not be accepted. Fill them out
electronically and submit directly to the HREB Administrative
Assistant, Yvette Fairweather in the Research Office. Faculty will
need to submit a separate email attaching all other documents.

Throughout your request, be especially clear on:

o the identities of everyone involved in the research, including,
but not limited to, the primary and, if any, secondary
investigators, and any and all individuals, institutions or
collaborating agencies otherwise involved in the research
process (e.g., persons distributing questionnaires,
intermediaries in recruitment or contact, persons assisting in
data management, etc.)

o the duration of the research (you are allowed one year
default so if in doubt, take at least that)

o your methodology (reviewers do need to know, in plain
language, exactly what you are doing and how)

o whom you are recruiting and how, and the names of who is
actually doing the recruitment

o how you will ensure the principle of free and informed
consent, and protect the confidentiality and privacy of your
research participants



o exactly what you are going to do with the data, indicating
whether it is in primary or aggregate form; who will have
access to it and at what stage in the research process; how
and where you are going to secure the data; how long you
will retain the data; whether or not the data will be used for
purposes above and beyond the terms of the research being
submitted for review; and that if the data is to be shared
with other parties, you have a signed data sharing
agreement in place.

The principle of free and informed consent lies at the heart of
ethical research. Letters of consent must fully disclose all
foreseeable risks and benefits of the research. In cases where
additional letters of assent are required for adolescents or other
individuals under the age of majority, write them in a language
that the target population will understand. Letters of consent,
assent or information should not be excessively long, but must
be clear on:

o what you are researching and why

o who the researcher(s) are

o all reasonably foreseeable possible risks and benefits of a
physical, mental, emotional, financial, or other relevant
measure

o how you will ensure your potential participants anonymity
and confidentiality

o what you are going to do with the data, whether in primary or
aggregate form, how long and in what form you are going to
keep it, any possible future use of the data, and where it will
be secured

o arider to the effect that participants are free to withdraw
from the research at any time without penalty to themselves

o arider to the effect that participants having any concern or
guestion about the research can contact Adrienne Chan,
Acting Associate Vice-President of Research and Graduate
Studies (if other collaborating institutions are involved, this
rider should include their relevant offices also). Give
Adrienne’s phone number (604 557-4074) and e-mail as
contact information.



Frequently Asked Questions

How long will it take for an application to be reviewed and approved?
There are a lot of factors involved and it depends on the nature of the
project. HREB protocols are reviewed in the order they are received so
depending on the time of year there can be anywhere from 1 to 15
protocols in the queue. HREB protocols will take a minimum of 2 weeks
to be reviewed and approved and most of the time protocols are sent
back for revisions.

Student projects — 1-2 weeks (minimal risk), 2-3 weeks (full board):
Student projects that are minimal risk and have been recommended for
approval by the Department Research Ethics Committee (DREC) will
usually be approved within a week. If there are revisions to the
protocol that the Chair of the HREB is requesting from the student, it
will usually be approved within the week after the student has
submitted the changes.

If the student project is not minimal risk it needs to be reviewed and
approved by the full HREB board at the monthly meeting. The protocol
review time is subject to the meeting date — if the student submits
before the deadline of the next meeting then it will be reviewed and
revisions will be requested within the month. If the student misses the
deadline the protocol will have to wait until the next month’s meeting.

If there are multiple student DREC protocols from an instructor and a
class assignment, the review time will be at least two weeks. Please
allow enough time for your students to receive approval of their project.

Faculty projects (2-3 weeks):

Faculty protocols will be put in the queue for review by the chair and
vice chair of the HREB. The researcher will usually hear back from the
ethics administrator within a few days if it is minimal risk or if it needs a
full review. Minimal risk submissions will take at least 2 weeks to be
reviewed and for revisions to be sent. Once revisions are received,
approval is usually given within a week unless further revisions are
required.



Protocols that need to be reviewed by the HREB are subject to the
meeting date. After the protocol is reviewed at the ethics board
meeting (1-5 week wait depending on when the protocol was
submitted), the protocol will follow the same time frame it would as if it
were minimal risk unless major revisions are required.

Graduate student submissions are considered under the faculty projects
guidelines. Graduate students complete the HREB faculty form.

What is the difference between a full and a delegated review?

A full board review requires that the submitted protocol be reviewed at
the monthly meeting (UFV meeting week 4, Thursdays. See the last page
for the meeting schedule). If a protocol is NOT minimal risk, it will be
reviewed by the full board. If a study involves minors it automatically
goes to the full board. A course designation also automatically goes to
the full board.

A delegated review is a protocol that is minimal risk and can be
reviewed and approved by the Chair and Vice-Chair of the HREB. It does
not go to the full board review at the monthly meeting nor does it have
to wait for the meeting date to be reviewed which is why the process is
an delegated one.

What is a course designation?

A course designation is when a course is designed to be a research
course and has a research assignment, but it can also be a non-research
course with a research assignment. If the assignment will be an ongoing
one and involves having the student doing some form of research,
please get in touch with the Chair of the HREB to see if the course can
be designated as a research course. Course designations are given a
three year approval instead of the typical one year approval and make it
much easier for students to get their assignments done.

I’m not sure if I'll run the course assignment more than once. Do | still
need a course designation?

If you are doing a trial run of a research assignment before
implementing it into your course outline and curriculum, you can apply
for a student request for ethical review on behalf of all your students
and attach a class list. This approval will be given for one year but only
for the students on the class list.



I think my project falls in the professional education and skill
development category. Can | proceed without ethics review?

You should always check with the HREB first if you think your project
might be exempt from ethics review.

My project has changed. Do | need to submit a new request?

No —if your project has changed minimally, such as hiring a new
research assistant, expanding into another school to get more
participants, or simply needing an extension for another 6 months to
finish collecting the data, a request for amendment can be sought. If the
changes are significant (such as changing the use of the data) then the
HREB will notify the researcher and ask for a new protocol.

My project will definitely take longer than a year to complete. Do |
have to submit a new request every year?

If you are sure your project will take longer than a year make sure you
indicate the project length on the request for ethical review. When
approval is given the certificate will still only be valid for a year, but the
HREB will extend the certificate for another year upon receiving an
annual report of the project. The annual report form can be found at
http://www.ufv.ca/Research/Forms.htm

What is the TCP2S?

The second version of the Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct
for Research Involving Humans (TCPS2) is a document created by the
three major granting agencies in Canada: the Canadian Institutes of
Health Research (CIHR), the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research
Council of Canada (NSERC) and the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council of Canada (SSHRC). This document provides
guidelines for researchers using human participants in their research
and covers everything from the ethics review to privacy and
confidentiality to clinical trials. The TCPS also provides a tutorial for
researchers to educate them on the ethics process and ethical concerns.
It is highly recommended that everyone doing this type of research
complete the tutorial. The tutorial can be found at:
http://www.pre.ethics.gc.ca/eng/education/tutorial-didacticiel/




What do | do if my research involves multiple institutions?

We do our best to make sure the process is not onerous when doing
research at multiple sites. You will need approval from each site. You
should submit your application to the primary institution for ethics
review (generally the PI's home institution) first. When you receive
ethics approval from there you will then send all your documents to our
HREB for review (the application form and all supporting documents).
The HREB will review the application on the other institutions forms and
will either approve the ethics for UFV or request extra information. The
UFV HREB will need a copy of the ethics approval from each institution.

| want to survey teachers or have children in school as participants in
my study. What is the process?

Before the HREB can approve a protocol that involves anyone in any
school district, we need written consent from the school district and/or
the principals at the schools. Consent letters need to be given to the
parents with enough time for them to make an informed decision (at
least three business days). Although the HREB does not require a
criminal record check, it is recommended that you have one on file if
you will be working with children.

What are the guidelines for storing and destroying data?

Raw data needs to be stored in a secure area/way until it is destroyed.
For example, if you have hard copy surveys they need to be in a locked
cabinet or office. If you have online data it needs to be on a password
protected computer or password protected USB drive.

Who should | send my request to?

Faculty should send their projects to Yvette Fairweather. Students
should submit their project to their appropriate DREC first unless they
know it is not minimal risk — then they can send it to Yvette Fairweather.
Graduate students are treated like faculty and should submit their
protocols directly to Yvette Fairweather.

My question isn’t here. Who can | contact?

For general research ethics questions please contact Yvette Fairweather
(yvette.fairweather@ufv.ca). For more specific questions regarding the
details of the protocol or questions on course designations or
professional education/skill development please contact the Chair of
the HREB, Kathy Keiver (Kathy.Keiver@ufv.ca).
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Guidelines For
Course-Based Student Research Projects

Involving Human Participants
Introduction

The guidelines and procedures in this document apply to research
projects involving human participants and conducted by an entire class
or individual students or small groups within a class. Such projects are
generally of two types:

® projects designed by a student or group of students and in which
the student(s) have some freedom in designating the participant
pool and/or methodology of the research

® projects designed by the instructor which share a common
methodology and/or participant pool, and assigned to the entire
class as a regular course component.

Defining student research
A student research project is defined as any research program that:

® has students conducting interviews in individual or focus group
sessions, or engaging in various kinds of monitoring or
participant observation

® has students designing and/or administering tests,
questionnaires, and/or analyzing primary data

® has students obtaining and/or analyzing secondary data

® has students engage in any other activities which would be

considered research in the disciplinary tradition of the course
being taught.

These guidelines do not apply to students assisting faculty or faculty-

directed research outside of class, or to students engaged in

independent research for honors essays, theses or dissertations. Any

such research projects must be submitted to either the Departmental

Research Ethics Committee (DREC) or the UFV Human Research Ethics

Board (HREB) as outlined in the UFV Research Ethics Policy 54.
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These guidelines do not apply to any activities designed by the
instructor solely for professional education or skill development
purposes and not embedded in a research framework as outlined in UFV
Policy 54. Such projects are not subject to either university or
departmental review so long as they align with appropriate professional
standards, codes of conduct or review processes required by the
relevant faculty.

Please refer to the chart on page 18 for an overview.

Distinguishing research from professional education and skill
development
Distinguishing projects classified as research from those classified as

information gathering for professional education or skill development
purposes is as follows:

1. datarecording and collecting activities qualify as research when any
of the following apply:

® theintentis to educate students on research processes used to
explore and expand existing theories, paradigms, or concepts

® students compare new techniques, practices or programs with
standard approaches in order to determine methodological
effectiveness

® the results or findings are written in a format that would be
acceptable for a research journal or academic conference
presentation.
2. data recording and collecting activities qualify as professional
education or skill development when any of the following apply:

® theintentis to use information to provide diagnosis,
identification of appropriate interventions, or general advice for
a client

® theintentis to develop skills which are considered standard
practice within a profession (e.g., interview skills, presentation
skills, observation, assessment, intervention, evaluation,
auditing, etc.)

11



® the information gathering process is part of the normal
relationship between student and participant (e.g., classroom
teacher and student interaction, nurse and patient, social
worker and client, etc.)

® the data collected or conclusions to be drawn are disseminated
in private, either within the class or with the client(s)

® the student is communicating or interviewing other students or
their advisor/supervisor for feedback in a course (e.g. an TESL
practicum)

® Personal communication (e.g., a student on a field trip speaking
with a tour guide). This communication may be used in a term
paper without ethics approval only if the communication was
happenstance and is not being used for any research purposes
(e.g., data collection, analyzing, publishing, etc.).

Instructors who are uncertain as to how to properly classify any
research, learning or skill development project should contact either the
relevant DREC or the UFV HREB.

General principles governing ethical reviews

These guidelines meet all the requirements of University of the Fraser
Valley’s (UFV) Human Research Ethics Policy 54 and the Tri-Council
Policy Statement on Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans.

As such, the UFV HREB and the DRECs all utilize a proportionate
approach based on the general principle that the more invasive the
research the greater should be the care in assessing it.

Potential harms to, or infringements on participants and their rights to
privacy are usually identified and evaluated as risks, which are defined
in terms of the magnitude of possible harm to the participant(s) and the
probability of its occurrence. Risks can range from minimal to significant
to substantial and are evaluated primarily from the viewpoint of the
potential participant(s).

In all instances, the UFV HREB and DRECs evaluate potential harms from
a baseline of the concept of minimal risk, which is defined by the Tri-
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Council policy as that level of risk that accrues “if potential participants

can reasonably be expected to regard the probability and magnitude of
possible harms implied by participation in the research to be no greater
than those encountered by the participant in those aspects of his or her
life that relate to the research.”

Above this threshold of minimal risk, the research will warrant a higher
degree of scrutiny and greater provision for the protection of the
interests of the participant. The concept of minimal risk also applies to
the level or kind of inducements or offers intended to excessively
encourage participation in a particular research project.

As a general rule, a research project will qualify as minimal risk provided
the following conditions apply:

e participants are competent adults

e there is no physical, emotional, psychological, sociological, or
economic risk

e topics discussed and questions asked can be handled in ways
which cause little or no discomfort or distress

e methodologies are non-invasive

e neither deception nor partial disclosure is involved

e participants do not experience any excessive inducement to
participate.

If the activity qualifies as professional education or skill development as
defined above, no further action is required.

Application for Designation as a HREB Approved Course

Category 1 - Research Course — Full Course Review

If the research project is designed by the instructor, shares a common
methodology and/or participant pool, and is assigned to the entire class
as a regular course component, the instructor should apply direct to the
UFV HREB for a Designation of Course as a Research Ethics Approved
Course.

These requests are reviewed and evaluated in the same way as any
faculty based research project as specified in the UFV Research Ethics
Policy 54. Once approved, such courses are authorized for three (3)

13



academic years from date of issuance of the Certificate of Approval so
long as there are no subsequent changes to the participant pool,
research methodology, or level of instructor supervision of projects.

Category 2 - Non-Research Course — Full Course Review

There are some courses that are not designed to be research courses
but may have an assignment in which the students need to do a form of
research to learn how to manipulate or analyze data (e.g. statistics).
Students may or may not choose to use human participants. The
instructor should apply directly to the UFV HREB for a Course
Designation as a Research Ethics Approved Course if:

a) The research assignment is part of the regular course
instruction and may involve human participants (participant
pool, interviewing students in the cafeteria, etc.). This research
assignment is not a one-time only project and can be expected
to be completed again in another term.

b) The research is instructor monitored

c) Students conduct a research assignment

d) Projects have similar parameters and expectations

Having a course designation for a non-research course in which a
research assignment is completed every term is a smoother process for
both the instructor and the student. Otherwise every time the
assignment is given, each student would need to fill out all applicable
forms (student request for ethical review, checklist for minimal risk) and
submit supporting documents (consent forms, scripts, etc.).

These requests are reviewed and evaluated in the same way as any
faculty based research project as specified in the UFV Research Ethics
Policy 54. Once approved, such courses are authorized for three (3)
academic years from date of issuance of the Certificate of Approval so
long as there are no subsequent changes to the participant pool,
research methodology, or level of instructor supervision of projects.

14



Application for Student Research Assignment
Category 3 - Research Course - Assignment Only

If the research project is designed by a student or group of students and
there is some freedom in designing the participant pool and/or
methodology of the research, the student should apply to the relevant
DREC.

Category 4 - Non-Research Course With Research Assignment

If the research project is a small assignment in a non-research course
the student should apply to the appropriate DREC.

1. Students should begin their application for ethical review by
completing and signing the Student Request for Ethical Review and
Checklist for Minimal Risk. Students are advised to seek the
assistance of the course instructor in order to ensure that the
project is within the range of minimal risk.

2. |If the project is deemed minimal risk the student will submit his/her
application to the DREC and must include all of the following:
a) a completed Student Request for Ethical Review Form and
Checklist for Minimal Risk (one form).
b) all questionnaires, interview forms, or other survey
instruments used
c) consent form (if applicable)
d)  anysupporting documentation from partner organizations (if
applicable)
e) any supporting documentation from client organizations (if
applicable).
Students should ensure that while all elements of an ethics review
application are clear, this is especially the case with informed
consent, which must be in a plain and simple language that all
potential participants will understand. It is understood that the
process for obtaining consent may vary according to the research
setting (i.e., telephone, questionnaire, interview, etc.) or the culture
of the participants(s) (i.e., international, Aboriginal, etc.).

15



At minimum, the consent form (or equivalent) must include the
elements identified on the checklist on the Student Request for
Ethical Review form, question 43.

The DREC will review the project application in either a face-to-face
meeting or electronic meeting, including all the forms, and
determine whether or not the research is within the range of
minimal risk. If the application is not within the range of minimal
risk as determined by the Checklist for Minimal Risk, then the DREC
must forward the application and supporting documents directly to
the UFV HREB.

If it is within range of minimal risk, the DREC may respond in one of
the following ways:

a) by determining that the project requires no revisions, in which
case the project may proceed to the HREB for final approval

b) by requiring minor revisions, in which case the researcher
should effect the required changes and resubmit to the DREC

c) by requiring major revisions, in which case the research is not
approved, and the researcher must substantially revise and
resubmit to the DREC.

The UFV HREB recognizes that as students sometimes develop an
understanding of research methods interactively over time, it may
not be possible or desirable for them to submit all components of
an ethics review application prior to the start of the research. The
DREC is authorized to review requests consisting of only the
Checklist for Minimal Risk and Student Request for Ethical Review
Form provided all survey instruments and consent and/or other
forms are reviewed as they become available and before being
incorporated into the research program.

The chair of the DREC sends the application and supporting
documents, minutes of the DREC meeting (or complete email
thread of electronic meeting), and recommendation of approval to
the chair of the UFV HREB. The DREC will forward only complete
requests to the HREB for final approval prior to data collection.
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The UFV HREB Chair will review the application and
recommendation and may either:

a) approve the application and send a Certificate of Approval to
the student (cc the DREC)

b) not approve the application, and redirect it to the DREC
outlining its reasons for not approving it and any
modifications required in order to meet approval if and when
itis resubmitted.

17



Human Research Ethics Decision Making Process

Course-Based Student Research With Human Participants
See Guidelines for Course-based Student Research Projects on pg. 10 for more information

Is it minimal risk?

Category

Description

Action Required

Full UFV HREB review (see meeting dates on

No
page 38)
. . Primarily for professional education and/or skill No action required.
Professional Education & .
Yes . development (see examples on page 11) Proceed according to accepted standards of
Skill Development . ;
Instructor guided professional conduct
Primarily for conducting research or experimenting with | Full UFV HREB review.
method and/or participant pool Request for designation of course as an HREB
1. Research Course .
Yes . Instructor driven Approved Course for three a (3) year term
Full Course Review
Whole course
Uniformity of projects
Research assignment is part of the regular course Full UFV HREB review
2. Non Research course instruction and involves human participants (participant | Request for designation of course as an HREB
y Full course review pool) Approved Course for a three (3) year term
es
Instructor monitored
Students conduct a research assignment
Uniformity of projects
Yes 3. Research Course Individual student research projects within a course DREC review for individual projects.
Assignment Only Directed studies DREC recommendations go to HREB Chair for
i i i i final approval. DREC sends minutes, protocols
4. Non-Research Course Research assignment (assignment is one time only, or pp : _ p
Yes student generated) and all accompanying materials to the HREB

withResearch Assignment

Chair.

Faculty / Graduate Student / Institutional Research *

See Guidelines for Faculty-based Research Projects for more information

Is it minimal risk?

Category

Description

Action Required

No Full UFV HREB review (See meetings dates
on page 38)
Yes Delegated Review by HREB Chair and Vice-

Chair

* Research conducted by students for faculty is considered faculty research and must follow the procedures for faculty as per UFV HREB Policy 54
HREB — Human Research Ethics Board
DREC — Departmental Research Ethics Committee
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DREC Terms of Reference

Definition and Scope

All minimal risk student-directed undergraduate research proposals that
qualify asresearch as defined in the UFV Research Ethics Policy 54 must
be subjected tothe review of astanding Departmental Research Ethics
Committee (DREC) as providedin Section 1B(1) - Article 1.2; D(1.1); and
D(4) Article 1.10 of Policy 54.

Please referto the Guidelines for Course-based Student Research
Projects on pg. 10 for more detailed information on DREC operations.

Membership

The composition of the DREC is at the discretion of the department, so
longas:

e thedepartment maintainsawritten policy forthe composition
and procedures of its DREC and provides copies of same to the
UFV HREB

e the DREC includesatleastthree members, at least one of whom
must have experiencein research and ethical review of research
proposals, orinthe alternateisable to consult with the UFV
HREB in setting general guidelines or handling contentious
decisions

e the DREC review decisionis made by a committee of atleast
two members of the DREC, but does notinclude the instructor
of the course under consideration

e inthe eventthatthe departmentcannotprovide atleasttwo
members overand above the instructor of the course under
consideration, then it must enlistamemberfrom another DREC.

Research Evaluation Procedures

Departmental procedures may vary to suitany needs uniquetothe
relevantdepartmentso longasthe DREC makes provision for:
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e studentsobtaininginformed consentfromall research
participants

e students providing foradequate protection of all participants
with regards to privacy and confidentiality

e studentsfullyinformingtheirparticipants if the dataare to be
made public

e securingofall consentformsandinformation gathered forthree
years, or any other period of time that may be requiredasa
matter of law, whicheveristhe greater

e ensuringthatanyand all research conducted by, for, orin the
department, and involving human participants be subjected to
ethical review.

Record Keeping

DRECs are to provide the Chairof the HREB with the following
documentation forapproval priorto data collection:

e minutes of the face-to-face DREC meeting or complete email
thread of electronicmeeting

e complete Student Requestfor Ethical Review and all supporting
documents (consentform, checklist for minimalrisk, agreement
letters, etc.)

e recommendation of approval tothe HREB.

The current DREC for each departmentis listed on the Research Ethics
webpage at:

http://www.ufv.ca/Research/Research Ethics/Department Research E
thics Committees.htm. If adepartment contactis missingthe default
memberisthe currentdepartment head.

In the fall semester, representatives of the HREB (usually the Chair and
Vice-Chairof the REB) run a training workshop on how to review a
protocol, which types of research need review, what minimal riskis, and
anythingelse that DREC’s may want to learnabout. If youare
interested in takingthis workshop please contact Yvette Fairweatheror
look fora campus-wide announcement.
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UFV Research Ethics Policy - 54 - Synopsis

The following section synthesizes the Articlesinthe UFV Research Ethics
Policy 54 relevant to the procedures UFV faculty, staff and students
must follow when conducting research on human participants. Please
note that these Articles appear here in summary formonly. For the full
text, please referto Policy 54 at
http://www.ufv.ca/secretariat/policies.htm.

Definitions

1. Research

By definition, research refers to any activity thatinvolves a systematic
investigation to establish facts, principles or general knowledge.
However, there is adistinction between activities directed at the
acquisition of dataforresearchin the pure sense and those designedfor
professional education orskill development. For more on this
distinction, see Guidelines for Course-Based Student Research Projects.

2. Researcher

A researcherisdefined as any person associated with UFV who
undertakestoconductresearch as defined above. Thisincludes faculty,
staff, and students, as well as any individuals from the communitywho
are associated with a UFV generated research project.

It alsoincludes anyone who enlists UFV faculty, staff, students, or
departments as participants.

3. Research Participants

Under TCPS policy, a research participant refers to any living individual
or groups of livingindividuals about orfromwhom a researchereither
obtains data through some kind of methodological intervention or
interaction with the individual orgroup, or uses oraccesses data either
containing, orthat can be traced to, identifiable private information.
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PROCEDURES AND GUIDELINES

A. Research Requiring Ethical Review

Article 1.1

a)

b)

c)

Allresearch directly orindirectly involving human participants
requires review and approval by the HREB or its designatein
accordance with this policy and the TCPS before the researchis
started.

However, research aboutalivingindividual clearly in the public
domain (suchas a politician, artist or performer), provided itis
based on publicly available information, documents, works or
performances and noton interviews oraccess to private papers,
isnot subject to ethical review.

Similarly, research directed at program evaluation or
professional education orskill development, or based on
archival or publicinformation data bases, is not subject to
ethical review. However, research based on list-mining of
certain electronicwebsites (e.g., blogs, chatrooms, social
networks, etc.) issubject to ethical review.

B. Human Research Ethics Board (HREB)
Article 1.2

a)

b)

All research as defined above falls underthe jurisdiction of the
Human Research Ethics Board (HREB). It is constituted under
the Office of the President, and has the authority to approve,
reject, propose modifications to, orterminate all proposed or
ongoingresearchinvolvinghuman participants. The HREBis also
charged with the education of, and consultation with, the UFV
research community.

As spelled outinthe Guidelines for Course-Based Student
Research Projects, certain kinds of undergraduate student
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research can be recommended forapproval by a designated
Departmental Ethics Review Committee (DREC), butis at all
timesstill subject to full disclosureto, and final approval by, the
Chair of the HREB.

C. Analysis, Balance and Distribution of Risks and Benefits

Article 1.6

a)

b)

In accordance with TCPS, the HREB is charged with utilizinga
proportionate approach based on the general principle that the
more invasive the research, the greater degree of scrutiny or
care inassessingit.

In practical terms, this means that the HREB must satisfy itself
that the design of a research project that poses more than
‘minimal risk’ is capable of addressing the questions being asked
inthe research. Inthe biomedical sciences, research that does
not involve more than minimal risk willdepend on the type of
research. Inthe social sciences and humanities, research that
doesnotinvolve more than minimal risk shall not normally
require peerreview. The HREB has the authority to seek expert
advice whendeliberatingon any and all research in the natural
or social sciences.

At all times, and within the limitations noted above, the HREB
shall always weigh the possible harms and risks against the
overall value of the research. Put alternately, the HREB cannot
rejecta research proposal on the basis of bias, unfamiliarity, or
because it poses controversial questions.

D. Review of Procedures

Article 1.7

a)

In accordance with the TCPS, a proportionate approach to ethics
review is based on whetherornotthe potential harms or risks
of the research fall below orabove the threshold of minimal
risk, whichisdefined as thatlevel of risk which accrues if
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b)

d)

potential participants can reasonably be expected toregard the
probability and magnitude of possible harmsimplied by
participationinthe research to be no greaterthan those
encountered by the participantinthose aspects of their
everyday lives thatrelate to the research.

Accordingto UFV policy, and the principle of minimal risk
outlined above, research on human participants falls under
eitherof fourgeneral categories:

i) research conducted by faculty or graduate students (in which
case requests belowthe threshold of minimal risk may be
delegated, butabove to the full HREB)

ii) research conducted by undergraduate students (in which
case requests belowthe threshold are submitted to the DREC,
but above to the full HREB)

iii) courses designed primarily forresearch purposes (in which
case requestsgotothe full HREB).

iv) multi-jurisdictional research

As such, and within the general guidelines of the TCPS, the
proceduresthatresearchers must follow, including the forms
that must be filled outin a research ethics applicationand
whetherornot the research proposal is submitted to the HREB
or the DREC, please refertothe Research Ethics Decision
Making Process and the Guidelines for Course-Based Student
Research Projects.

Researchers who are still unclearasto how to classify their
research, how to file an application for ethical review, or
anythingelse related to their proposed research on human
participants, should contact the Chair of the HREB.
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Articles 1.8 and 1.9

These articles deal with matters relatingto HREB meetings and
attendance. For details, please referto Policy 54.

Article 1.10

a)

b)

c)

d)

The HREB meets face-to-face, onaregular monthly basis,
exceptduringJuly and August, when meetings will be held as
required. Meeting dates are listed by academic yearat the back
of this manual.

Although there are exceptions, research requests thatare
checked off by faculty or graduate students as minimal risk will
typically qualify for delegated review, and can be approved by
the Chair and Vice-Chair. Requests from undergraduate
students that check as minimal risk should be submitted tothe
relevant DREC. Research requests that are above the threshold
of minimal risk must goto the full HREB.

The HREB, andin the case of delegated reviews the Chairand
Vice-Chair, will functioninafairand impartial mannerand
accommodate and/orinvite researcherstothe meeting at
which theirrequests are being heard. Researchers may freely
enterinto discussion with the HREB and be assured thatthose
discussions will be recorded in the minutes. However,
researchers may notbe presentwhenthe HREBrendersits
decision.

HREB decisions can fall underany one of the following four
categories:

e Approved - approval of proposed research activity as
originally submitted

e Minor Revisions - application returned to the researcherfor
minorrevisions, in which case the researcher makes the
necessary changes and thenresubmitstoonly the Chairand
Vice-Chairforfinal approval
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e Major Revisions - application returned to the researcherfor
majorrevisions, in which case the researcher makes the
necessary changes and then resubmits to the full HREB

e Not Approved - rejection of the proposed research activity

d) The HREB will renderitsinitialdecisionsin atimely manner.
However, the time between initial application for ethical review
and final approval will depend on arange of factors, including
whenthe applicationis firstfiled; whetheritis a student
application; whetherornotthe research proposal is minimal
riskand/orcan be delegated; and the nature of any minoror
majorrevisions requested.

Articles1.11 and 1.12

a) Researchershave therighttorequest,andthe HREB has an
obligation to provide in atimely manner, reconsideration of
decisions affecting aresearch proposal. Such reconsideration
will be guided by the principles of natural justice and afair
opportunity forresearcherstobe heard.

b) In caseswhereresearchersandthe HREB cannotreach
agreementthrough the process of reconsideration, the
researcher may seek an appeal to the UFV Research Ethics
Appeal Board (REAB), a body constituted under the Office of the
President, but whose membershipis not the same as the HREB.

Articles1.13 and 1.14

These articles deal with the potential conflict of interest
applicable to HREB members, review procedures for ongoing or
longitudinalresearch and reviewof research in other countries.
For details, please referto Policy 54. See also the summary of
the UFV Conflict of Interest Policy 520.03.

Article 1.15

Research to be performed outsidethe jurisdiction or country of
the institution which employs the researcher shall undergo
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prospective ethics review both (a) by the HREB within the
researcher'sinstitution; and (b) by the HREB, where such exists,
with the legal responsibility and equivalent ethical and
procedural safeguardsinthe country or jurisdiction where the
researchisto be done.

Free and Informed Consent

A. RequirementforFree and Informed Consent

Article 2.1

a)

b)

d)

The principle of free andinformed consent lies at the heart of
research ethics. In practical terms, this means that research
governed by this policy may begin only when prospective
participants, orauthorized third parties thatrepresentthem,
have received the opportunity to give free and informed
consentabouttheir participation, and that thisis maintained
throughoutthe entire research process.

Evidence of free and informed consent shall normally be
obtainedinwriting. Where written consentis culturally
unacceptable, orthere are good reasons for not securing
consentinwriting, the procedures used toseek free and
informed consent will be documented.

The HREB may approve a consent procedure which alters the
principlesof (a) above, provided the HREB concludes that the
research falls below the threshold of minimal risk; that the
alterationisunlikely to adversely affect the rights of the
participant; that the research could not be carried out without
the alteration; that participant will be provided with additional
pertinentinformation after participationis secured; and that
the alteration does notinvolve atherapeuticintervention.

In the context of free and informed consent, researchers should
alsofamiliarizethemselves with the contents of UFV Integrityin
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Research and Scholarship Policy 210.09. A synopsis of the
relevantsections of this policyisincluded in this manual, below.

B. Voluntariness

Article 2.2

Free and informed consent must be voluntarily given, without
manipulation, undue influence or coercion.

C. Naturalistic Observation

Article 2.3

Although there may be exceptions (such asin the case of political

rallies, demonstrations or publicmeetingsin which participants
are deliberately seeking publicvisibility), research involving
naturalisticobservationis subject to HREB review.

D. Informing Potential Participants

a)

b)

Researchers must provide to prospective participants, ortheir
authorized representatives, full disclosure of all information
relevanttofree and informed consent. Put alternately,
researchers must ensure that potential participants are given
adequate opportunity to consider their participation.

In practical terms, this means researchers must, at minimum,
provide prospective participants with information that the
individualis beinginvited to participate inaresearch project; a
comprehensible statement of research purpose; the identities
of the researcher(s); and the expected duration and nature of
the research and scope of their participation.

Researchers must provide adescription of all reasonably
foreseeable harms and benefits that could arise from their
participation; an assurance that prospective participants are
free notto participate and have a right to withdraw at any time
without prejudiceto pre-existing entitlements; the possibility of
any commercialization of research findings; and any actual or
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perceived conflict of interest on the part of the researcher(s),
institutions orsponsors.

E. Competence
Article 2.5

Subjecttoany legal requirements, individuals who are notlegally
competenttogive free andinformed consent can only be asked
to become research participants when the research project can
only be carried out usingindividualsin the identified group(s);
free andinformed consent willbe sought fromtheirauthorized
representatives; and the research does not expose them to more
than minimal risk.

Article 2.6

For researchinvolvingincompetentindividuals, researchers must
demonstrate tothe HREB how free andinformed consent will be
soughtfromthe authorized representative (notincluding the
researcherorany member of the research team) and the
continued free andinformed consent of the authorized
representative solongasthe participant remainslegally
incompetent. Inthe eventthat the participant becomes
competentduringthe research, hisorherfree andinformed
consentwill be sought as condition of continuing participation.

Article 2.7

This article deals with research in emergency health situations.
For details, please referto Policy 54.

Article 2.8

Subjecttoall applicable legislativeand regulatory requirements,
researchers shall report any adverse events that occur during the
course of conductingresearch. An adverse eventis considered to
be any undesirable experience orresponse that was not expected
and notstatedin the informed consentand original protocol. This
includesanything emotional, psychological or physiological.
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Privacy and Confidentiality

A. Accessing Private Information: Personal Interviews
Article 3.1

Subject to exceptionsoutlinedin Article 1.1above, researchers
intendingto conductinterviewsto secure identifiable personal
information shall secure HREB approval for the interview
procedure and script, and the free and informed consent of
intervieweesasrequiredinArticle 2.4above.

B. Accessing Private Information: Surveys and Questionnaires
Article 3.2

a) SubjecttoArticle 3.1above, researchersshall secure HREB
approval for obtaining identifiable information and must include
such considerations as the type of data to be collected; the
purpose forwhich the data will be used; any limits on the use,
disclosure and retention of the data; and appropriate
safeguards forsecurity and confidentiality of the data.

b) Researchers mustdisclose to participants all modes of
observation ordatagathering(e.g., photographs orvideos) or
access to information (e.g., sound recordings)inthe research
that mightallow identification of particular participants.

c) Researchers mustnotify participants of any anticipated
secondary use of identifiable data; any anticipated linkage of
data gatheredinthe research with other data about
participants; and provisions of confidentiality resultingfrom the
research.

29



C. Secondary Use of Data
Article 3.3

HREB approvalisrequiredif researchers wish to access secondary
data containingidentifiable information. In practical terms,
researchers need to demonstrate thatidentifyinginformationis
necessary forthe research; that they will take the steps necessary
to protectindividual privacy; and thatindividuals to who the data
referhave notobjected tosecondary use.

Article 3.4

The HREB may also require that a researcher’s access to
secondary data involvingidentifiableinformation depend upon
the informed consent of those who contributed the data; contain
an appropriate strategy forinforming the participants; and,
involve consultation with representatives of those who
contributed the data.

Article 3.5

Unless already secured through the process of free and informed
consent, researchers wishingto contactindividuals towhom
secondary data refershall first seek authorization by the HREB.

D. Data Linkage
Article 3.6

Anyimplications of approved data linkage in which research
participants may be identifiable must be approved by the HREB.

Conflict of Interest for Researchers

Article 4.1

Researchers must disclose actual, perceived or potential conflicts
of interesttothe HREB. In such cases, researchersare also
directed tofamiliarizethemselves with UFV Conflict of Interest
Policy 520.03. A synopsis of the relevant sections of this policyis
includedinthis manual.
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Inclusion in Research

Articles5.1, 5.2 and 5.3

Exceptinsituations where specificcohorts are beingtargetedina
research proposal, researchers shall not exclude prospe ctive or
actual participants onthe basis of culture, ethnicity, race, gender,
sexual orientation, religion, or disability. For details, please refer
to Policy 54.

Article 5.4 — Research with Indigenous, and First Nations Inuit, and
Métis People.

Please read this section of the policy if you are considering conductiong
research with Indigenous Peoples.

Clinical Trials, Genetics, and Research on Human
Tissues

Articles 6.1 through 6.4, 7.1 through 7.7, 8.1 through 8.5, and 9.1
through 9.3

While these kinds of research typically do not occur at UFV, the
articlesinthese sections governarange of researchin
pharmaceuticals, clinical trials and non-therapeuticinterventions,
geneticcounseling, alteration and banking, and the use or
manipulation of human embryos, gametes and tissues. For details,
please referto Policy 54.
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UFV Conflict of Interest - Policy 142 - Synopsis

The following section synthesizes the Articlesin UFV’s Policy 142
governing conflict of interest, and fundamental to the conduct of ethical
research underPolicy 54, summarized above. Please note these Articles
appear hereinsummary form only. Forthe full text, please referto
Policy 142.

Policy and Definitions

In accordance with the principle of adhering to the highest ethical
standardsinresearch, this policy defines conflict of interest, the process
by which members of the UFV community avoid situations in which they
may be in conflict, and disciplinary proceduresin the eventthata
breach occurs. For details on procedures, please referto Policy 142.

By definition, a conflict of interest exists when a member of the UFV
community, defined as any employee, volunteer, student, oralumnus,
has an interest sufficient to cause a reasonable person to question
whetherthe person could be compromised in the impartial discharge of
his or her duties. In practical terms, this means members of the
community must remove themselves from situations where conflict of
interest may arise.

Conflicts of Interest

A conflict of interest exists when amember of the UFV community
obtains or gains an advantage to the memberorthe member’s family or
business; whenitcausesanadverse effecton UFV interests; orwhena
relationship affectsamember’s capacity to exercise due care, skill and
judgmenton behalf of UFV and inthe performance of the individual’s
duties. Common situations mightinclude, butare not be limited to:

a) participatinginanydecision wherethe memberhasa pecuniary
interest, asinthe member’s capacity as proprietor, partner,
shareholderinan organization or corporation, whether private
or public, profit ornon-profit
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b) makingan investmentinany situationinanticipation of UFV
takinga material interesttherein, orresulting from facts not
known by or available to the general public

c) participatinginthe appointment, promotion, discipline or
performance review affectingarelative or partner

d) participatingindecisions regarding grades, financial aid, awards,
academic program or thesis or paper, providing referencestoa
relative orpartner.

A conflict of interest could arise if gifts, gratuities or favours of any kind
are exchanged between amemberand anyindividual orcompany
whose relationship with UFV entails the member’s sphere of
opportunities. Solongasthey are reported to the immediate
supervisor, the policy does not prohibit common business courtesies
such as receivingameal or gift of nominal value, orrestrictthe
recognition of donorsto UFV.
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UFV Integrity in Research - Policy 53 - Synopsis
The following section synthesizes the Articles in UFV’s Policy 53
governingintegrity of research and scholarship, and fundamental to the
conduct of ethical research under Policy 54, summarized above. Please
note these Articles appear here in summary formonly. Forthe full text,
please refertoPolicy 53.

Purpose, Intent and Policy

In accordance with the principle of adhering to the highest ethical
standardsinresearch, the obligation of maintainingintegrity in research
and scholarship rests primarily on faculty, staff and students conducting
research as definedin 54 above. Professional misconductin research,
including the failureto comply with the terms of Policy 54, is an offence
which, dependingonits severity, can be subjecttoa range of
disciplinary measures, including dismissal. For the full text on the
procedures governing the determination of, and response to,
allegations of misconduct, please referto Policy 53.

Principles

Maintainingintegrity in research and scholarship restson:

a) usingdisciplinary and scientificrigorin acquiring, analyzing,
using and storing data; not fabricating or falsifying data or
results; allowingall collaborators access to the data; and
ensuringoriginal records are retained forfiveyearsoras longas
there isareasonable possibility that the datacould be required

b) recognizingthe substantive contributions of all collaboratorsin
research, whetherpublished ornot

c) ensuringthatauthorship of published workincludes all those,
and only those, who contributed materially to the conception,
design, interpretation, execution and reporting the results of
the research

d) obtainingwritten approval forthe use of all new information,
concepts or data acquired from original manuscripts, training or
applications forresearch funding
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e)

f)

j)

seeking and obtaining approvalfrom the Human Research
Ethics Board before engagingin anyresearch involving human
participants or participants

seekingand obtaining approvalfromthe Animal Care
Committee before engagingin any research involving animals
seeking and obtaining approvalfrom the Biosafety Officer orthe
Radiation Safety Officer before engagingin anyresearch
involving biohazards orionizing radiation

complying with external grant regulations asthey relate to the
operational orfinancial aspects of research grants and awards
revealingto UFV inwritingany financial orotherinterestinany
company that contracts research with UFV; material financial
interestincludes ownership, major stock holdings, directorships,
and significanthonoraria or consulting fees

revealingto UFV in writing any potential conflict of interest,
financial orotheras spelled outin Policy 142
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Websites to Visit

Tri Council Policy Statement - http://www.pre.ethics.gc.ca/eng/policy-
politique/initiatives/tcps2-eptc2/Default/

TCPS2 Tutorial - http://pre.ethics.gc.ca/eng/education/tutorial -
didacticiel

The Tutorial for the Tri Council Policy Statementforethical
conduct of researchinvolving human participants helps to
educate the research community about the TCPS2. It also
facilitatesthe use, interpretation and implementation of the
TCPS2.

UFV Human Research Ethics Board -
http://www.ufv.ca/Research/Research Ethics.htm

UFV Policies -

http://www.ufv.ca/Secretariat/policies.htm
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HREB Meeting Schedule
2012-2013

Meeting Date Time Place Deadline for Submission
12:00 noon Wednesday
Thursday

September27,2012 | 4:00 pm B133 September19, 2012

October25 4:00 pm B133 October17
November 22 4:00 pm B133 November 14
December13* 4:00 pm B133 December5*

January 31, 2013 4:00 pm B133 January 23, 2013

Feb 28 4:00 pm B133 February 20
March 28 4:00 pm B133 March 20
April 25 4:00 pm B133 April 17
May 23 4:00 pm B133 May 15
June 20 4:00 pm B133 June 12

Generally, the HREB meets Week 4 Thursdays of the UFV meeting
schedule, from4—-7 pm.

Requestsfor Ethical Review must be received by the Human Research
Ethics Board (c/o Research Services & Industry Liaison Office,
Yvette.Fairweather@ufv.ca) by noon on Wednesday, one week prior to
the meeting. Late submissions will not be accepted.

Researchers will be invited to attend a portion of the meetingin order
to answer questions orconcerns.

* Meeting date has been changed due to holidays.

www.ufv.ca/Research/Research_Ethics.htm
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