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1.0 Introduction 
Human research, across a range of discipline areas, can involve the conduct of 
questionnaires. The use of questionnaires will not, in the absence of other factors, 
determine the level of research ethics review required for a human research project or 
determine whether any special ethical considerations apply to the conduct of that project. 

Nevertheless, when considering an application for research ethics review for a project involving the 
administration of a questionnaire, the ethics reviewers will expect to see certain issues identified and 
addressed. 

This booklet of the Griffith University Research Ethics Manual provides an introduction to these issues 
and some suggested approaches. 

Back to contents 

2.0 National guidelines 
The National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (2007 updated 2018) is the 
Australian reference for human research ethics matters. Even though the National 
Statement contains no specific chapter or section about questionnaire-based research it 
does provide some advice for practical advice on relevant general ethical considerations 
(e.g. consent and privacy). 

Chapter 2.2 of the National Statement discusses the general requirements for obtaining consent from 
participants in human research. Unlike the first edition of the National Statement, the 2007 edition 
specifically refers to the return of a completed survey as a valid expression of consent (2.2.5). 

Back to contents 

https://www.griffith.edu.au/research/research-services/research-ethics-integrity/human/gurem
https://nhmrc.gov.au/about-us/publications/national-statement-ethical-conduct-human-research-2007-updated-2018
https://nhmrc.gov.au/about-us/publications/national-statement-ethical-conduct-human-research-2007-updated-2018
https://nhmrc.gov.au/about-us/publications/national-statement-ethical-conduct-human-research-2007-updated-2018
https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/about-us/publications/national-statement-ethical-conduct-human-research-2007-updated-2018#toc__235
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3.0 Ethical considerations in choosing between whether 
to collect data in a personally identified, re-identifiable 
or non-identifiable form 
The National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (Glossary) discusses the 
different privacy states of human research data (see table below). 

Throughout the National Statement there is discussion about privacy and other ethical considerations in 
research with personal information. 

Non-identifiable Also sometimes known as anonymous. This refers to data 
that cannot be associated (even by the researcher) with 
individual respondents/participants - this includes not being 
able to identify individuals by inference. 

Re-identifiable Also sometimes known as coded. This refers to data where, if 
a code key or other separate tool is used, it is possible to 
associate data with individual respondents/participants (e.g. a 
code number is printed on the questionnaire, and with access 
to a code key it is possible to associate the code with an 
individual). 

Individually 
identifiable 

This refers to data where it is possible to associate the collected 
data with individual respondents/participants (e.g. because 
the name of the respondent, or other identifying information 
is recorded on the questionnaire). 

A research project might handle the information in the same way throughout the work (e.g. the data is 
collected in a non-identifiable form, will be analysed in a non-identifiable form and will be reported in a 
non-identifiable form). Whereas personal information in other projects might be handled in different ways 
(e.g. the data is collected in an individually identifiable form, will be analysed in a re-identifiable form, and 
be reported in a non-identifiable form). 

There is no universally right choice in relation to the above matters. The selection of approaches should be 
determined based upon the specifics of a research project, the context and the needs of the researcher(s). 
When considering an application for research ethics review the reviewers will expect an indication that the 
applicant(s) have reflected upon the issues and made informed choices (see 8.0). Furthermore, whatever 
approach is ultimately settled upon, it will only be considered ethical if potential participants in the 
research are made aware of the form of the information and can make an informed decision about their 
participation (see 9.0). 

Refer to Booklet 23 of the Griffith University-REM for more about privacy in research, Booklet 40 for 
more about the disclosure of illegal behaviour, Booklet 9 about risks, Booklet 4 on conflict of interest and 
Booklet 3 for more about the responsibilities of researchers. 

3.1 Considerations for individually identified data 
When considering conducting a survey in an individually identified form questions that should be 
considered include: 

Why is it necessary to collect the data in an individually identified form? – Before 
considering collecting individually identified data, researchers should reflect upon whether there 
are compelling methodological reasons for collecting data in this way. 

https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/about-us/publications/national-statement-ethical-conduct-human-research-2007-updated-2018#toc__1931
https://nhmrc.gov.au/about-us/publications/national-statement-ethical-conduct-human-research-2007-updated-2018
https://www.griffith.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0025/354751/booklet23_privacy.pdf
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/secure/research-ethics-booklets/booklet40_illegal.pdf
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/secure/research-ethics-booklets/booklet09_beneficence.pdf
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/secure/research-ethics-booklets/booklet04_coi_v3-9.pdf
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/secure/research-ethics-booklets/booklet03_responsibilities.pdf
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Is the data sensitive? – If the data relate to personally sensitive matters such as illegal conduct, 
health problems, political views, or sexual behaviour, it may be problematic to collect the data in 
an identified form. Of course, an assessment of this should be very much based upon the specifics 
of the project, potential participant pool and context. 

Could third parties seek access to the identified data? – If the data is highly sensitive might 
law enforcement, regulators, the courts, or others seek legal means to compel the researchers to 
release the individually identified data. 

Are there matters of concern in the researchers being able to individually identify the 
data? – There can be circumstances where it may be problematic to associate questionnaire 
responses with individuals, especially where the researcher has dual roles – see Commentary Inset 
1 for an example.  

Are there reasons that might compel the release? – There may be circumstances where a 
researcher will have a legal, professonal or contractual obligation to disclose the information to the 
authorities. Alternatively, it might relate to matters where the researcher may feel a moral 
obligation to disclose the information to another party. 

Does this represent a risk 
to participants? – It should 
also be considered whether 
the above factors mean that 
there is a risk/increased risk 
to participants (e.g. in terms 
of loss of employment, impact 
on social relationships, or 
exposure to legal risks). 

How will access to the 
data be controlled? – This 
includes considerations such 
as: the security of the data 
during the project as well as 
after the project; whether the 
data will be transported (e.g. 
between the field and 
campus); or communicated 
(e.g. between team 
members); and whether 
access will be monitored / 
logged. This is obviously most 
acute when the data is 
sensitive and has associated 
risks/complications (see above). 

Is it practicable to collect the data in another form? – Researchers should consider, in light 
of the above matters, if the data should ideally be collected in another form and if this in fact 
practicable. 

Will the data at some stage be made non-identifiable? – In light of the above it may be 
desirable for the data to be, at some stage, amended to render it non-identifiable 

  

Commentary Inset 1 – Duality of roles and the ability to associate 
survey responses with individuals  

In the case of negligible/low risk research it might not actually be an 
ethical concern if the researchers know the identity of respondents to 
a questionnaire – especially if the participants are not vulnerable. 

There are however situations where if the researcher has another role 
it might be problematic if the respondent could be identified. Some 
examples include: 

Also being the tutor who grades the participants (who are her/his 
students). In which case students may worry that their non-
participation might impact upon their grades as might certain views 
they might express in the survey. A solution to this might be for a RA 
to remove identifiable information from the responses prior to them 
being provided to the researcher or for the tutor not viewing the 
responses until after the grades are issued. 

In the most severe of cases a researcher may have to remove the 
duality of role. In the example above that might entail conducting the 
survey with another cohort of students – or perhaps even outside of 
their academic element, Group or perhaps even so far as at another 
institution. 
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3.2 Considerations for re-identifiable data 
If the survey is to be conducted in a re-identifiable form, and the researcher(s) will have access to the code 
key, the questions that should be considered are very similar to those discussed at 3.1. The slightly different 
considerations include: 

Will the code key be shared with, or already be known to third parties? – When 
individual data is to be reported to, or shared with third parties, an important consideration is 
whether they will be provided the code key or in fact already possess the code key. 

Will the code key be stored, communicated and/or transported separately from the 
coded data – Obviously the security of the coded data is enhanced if it is stored, communicated, 
and/or transported separately from the data. 

Self-coded data is a variety of re-identifiable data that is discussed in Booklet 23 of the Griffith University-
REM at 8.0. In practice this is likely to be non-identifiable data (as per 3.3) in that the researchers should 
not be able to correspond individual data with individual participants. 

If the researchers do not have, and will not be later provided with, access to the code key, the principal 
question is whether third parties themselves have access to the code key (so could identify individual 
respondents). Otherwise the questions at 3.3 should be considered. 

3.3 Considerations for non-identifiable data 
When considering conducting a survey in a non-identifiable form, questions that should be considered 
include: 

Does the research involve matters where there really should be action taken? – In the 
case of research involving matters such as intention to self-harm or to attempt suicide, conducting 
a survey in a non-identifiable form means that the researchers are not able to take action on a 
worrying disclosure because they will not be able to identify who is in danger. 

Do the participants understand they will not be able to later withdraw their consent? 
– As a general principle, participants should be able to withdraw their consent at any time. For 
obvious practical reason, in the case of non-identifiable surveys, after submitting their completed 
survey respondents cannot withdraw their consent because the researchers will not be able to 
identify which survey response is hers/his so cannot delete it. 

Do participants understand that the researchers will not be able to provide them 
individualised results/assistance? – Because the researchers will not be able to identify which 
survey response came from which individual it may be important to ensure that participants 
understand that they will not be provided feedback on their own personalised results and/or cannot 
refer them to the available support/assistance. 

Back to contents 

4.0 Questionnaires and consent 
When considering consent for questionnaire-based-research it is useful to note that the 
consent process generally has two components: the provision of information to potential 
participants; and individuals expressing their wishes. 

As was noted at 2.0 of this booklet, Chapter 2.2 of the National Statement indicates that the return of a 
completed survey is a valid expression of consent. This addresses the second component of the process 
discussed above, but not the first. To address the first requirement, the questionnaire 
coversheet/accompanying information sheet (or the splash page of a web-based survey) must include the 

https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/secure/research-ethics-booklets/booklet08_multi-site.pdf
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/secure/research-ethics-booklets/booklet08_multi-site.pdf
https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/about-us/publications/national-statement-ethical-conduct-human-research-2007-updated-2018#toc__235
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standard information and assurances outlined by Booklet 22 of the Griffith University-REM. This 
information sheet must indicate that the return of a completed questionnaire will be accepted as an 
expression of consent to participate in the research.  

In the case of some research, the above approach can be an important safeguard of the anonymity of 
participants – including perhaps concealing the participatory status of individuals. 

There may be circumstances where it may be valid for written consent to be sought (e.g. where the survey 
is just one in a suite of data collection activities – including matching surveys with existing individually 
identified records). In these circumstances, alternative approaches (e.g. a verbal briefing about the survey 
or a written consent mechanism) might be more appropriate. 

See Booklet 22 of this Manual for more about consent. 

Back to contents 

5.0 Identified administrative information and non-
identifiable surveys  
Sometimes after deciding that there are good reasons to make a questionnaire non-
identifiable (e.g. to mitigate risks, ensure participation is genuinely identifiable, to improve 
likely participation rates) it might also be necessary to collect personally identified 
administrative information. 

Examples of typical administrative data include (this list is not intended to be exhaustive or exclusive): 

i) records of which students participated for some form of academic credit or as part of a 
course’s assessment; 

ii) records of emails addresses of where to send a summary of the overall results of the 
research; and 

iii) entering participants in the draw to win a prize as part of the approved incentive for a 
project. 

This creates a difficulty in that on one hand the survey should be (or perhaps has to be) non-identifiable, 
but on the other personally identifiable information needs to be collected for valid administrative reasons. 

In the case of hard copy questionnaires typical solutions to this quandary include: 

i) Collecting the administrative information on a separate slip from the answer sheet/booklet; 

ii) Including a separate envelope or return box for the administrative slip; 

iii) Asking participants to mail the administrative slip separately; and/or 

iv) Providing potential participants an assurance that the administrative slip will be 
immediately separated from the answer sheet/booklet. 

In the case of online questionnaires (see 7.0) the most commonly used solution is for the 
administrative information to be recorded in a completely separate survey unmatched with the survey 
responses. 

In the case of email questionnaires typical solutions to this quandary are variants of the hardcopy 
approach and include: 

i) Requesting participants return their completed answer sheet/booklet separately from the 
administrative slip; and/or 

https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/secure/research-ethics-booklets/booklet22_consent.pdf
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/secure/research-ethics-booklets/booklet22_consent.pdf
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v) Providing potential 
participants an 
assurance that the 
delivery/sender 
information and any 
embedded metadata 
will be immediately 
deleted. 

Back to contents 

6.0 Distribution of 
questionnaires and 
return of 
completed 
questionnaires 
Though apparently largely a 
logistical issue, the mechanism 
for the distribution and return 
of a questionnaire can raise 
significant ethical issues. 

6.1 Distribution 
and legal privacy 
issues 
If a questionnaire is to be posted or 
emailed to potential participants 
directly by the researcher, there may 
be a legal privacy issue if the contact 
point is a personal address and the 
potential participants have not given 
their consent for their personal 
information to be used in this way (or 
if it is not well established and 
understood that their personal 
information will be used in this way).  

The above is the case even if the 
researcher has access to this contact 
information for another purpose (e.g. 
as an officer of the agency that holds 
that information). The researchers 
may have to meet the relevant 
regulatory privacy requirement (such 
as a s95/95A exemption from the 
consent requirement, as per the 
Commonwealth Privacy Act). 

Commentary Inset 2 – When potential participants worry that 
their participation may not be genuinely anonymous  

The two examples below refer to actual situations that prompted 
potential participants to raise their concerns with the University. 
Fortunately, in both cases there wasn’t an actual problem with 
anonymity, it was possible to mediate a resolution, and the matters did 
not progress to the point of formal complaints/investigations, they do 
however provide a demonstration of the importance of researchers 
considering these matters and making the arrangements clear to 
potential participants. 

EXAMPLE ONE: The research team was interested in how a 
government agency was implementing a program so organised to 
send a survey to public sector workers in the agency. The survey 
explored how the respondent felt about the program, how the 
agency was implementing the program, the difficulties and their 
frustrations, and whether they felt on balance the program was 
being successfully implemented. 

The survey was being distributed widely by the agency’s HR 
department to officers across a wide range of roles, classifications 
and regions. 

The survey did not collect personally identified information, the 
researchers would not be aware of who participated and so could 
not inform the agency who participated. Potential participants were 
advised of the above in the recruitment and consent materials. 

The factors that resulted in a participant registering a concern were: 
i. the survey responses were returned via the agency’s mail hub (i.e. 
internal mail to a location and then Australia Post to the University); 
and ii. each return envelope had a unique code on it, which seemed 
to indicate that the researchers were surreptitiously collecting 
identified data/tracking who participated. 

In relation to the first issue, even though the agency had given no 
indication of any intention to open the return envelopes and the 
arrangement allowed for the envelopes to be returned in bundles 
postage paid, it was decided to indicate to participants that if they 
were in any way concerned they could return their survey directly 
using the postage paid envelope provided (see below). 

Because the return envelope was postage paid the envelopes were 
coded to track how many surveys were being returned in this way. 
The code was in no way linked to individual potential participants. 

EXAMPLE TWO: A research team was conducting a survey about 
the experiences of early career teachers in the teaching of subjects 
at high school where that subject was not an area they studied 
during their pre-service education degree. 

The survey was web-based and did not collect any personally 
identifying information. The researchers would not be able to 
associate responses with individuals and would not know which 
teachers participated. Assurances in this regard were included in the 
consent materials. 

The factors that contributed to a participant registering a concern 
principally related to the nature of data collected (e.g. subject being 
taught, subject studied, geographic location, gender, and the 
number of years/months teaching) and participants not being 
provided details of how the collected data would be reported to the 
WA Department of Education. 

CONTINUED OVERLEAF 

https://www.oaic.gov.au/privacy/the-privacy-act/
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Alternative strategies include the 
questionnaires being distributed by 
the third party that holds the personal 
information, or prior consent being 
sought for the release of the personal 
information to the researcher. 

Refer to Booklet 23 of this Manual for 
further information about legal 
privacy issues. 

6.2 Participatory 
status 
The distribution and/or return 
process may make it possible for the 
researcher, and/or another party with 
an unequal power relationship with 
potential participants to know 
whether or not an individual takes 
part in the research. This can raise 
issues such as the potential for real or 
perceived pressure to participate, and 
exposure to potential harms. There can also be situations where peer pressure could impact on the degree 
to which participation is genuinely voluntary. 

If any of the above issues exist for a planned project they should be addressed in the design of the project, 
then identified and discussed in the application for research ethics review, and monitored during the 
conduct of the research.  

Some strategies that have been successfully employed in the past include: 

• the distribution method means that all potential participants will receive the instrument; 

• another party without an unequal power relationship with potential participants (e.g. 
someone who will not grade the students) distributing the questionnaire; 

• all potential participants are advised to return the questionnaire sheet/booklet (i.e. 
individuals who don’t wish to participate return a blank booklet) – thus concealing the 
participatory status of individuals from the person collecting the survey, the potential 
participant’s peers and third parties; 

• the questionnaires are returned to a locked box away from the location where the 
questionnaires were distributed; and/or 

• participants will later return their completed questionnaire through the post. 

The above list should not be considered exhaustive or exclusive. Such precautions may be unnecessary 
depending upon the nature of the research, the potential participant pool and context. 

6.3 Anonymity 
Despite the design of a project, and the assurances provided to potential participants, the mechanism for 
the distribution of questionnaires and the collection of completed questionnaires can raise concerns as to 
the ability of the researcher and/or another party with an unequal power relationship with potential 
participants to identify respondents and correlate them with returned data.  

Commentary Inset 2 – When potential participants worry that 
their participation may not be genuinely anonymous 
CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS  

The teacher was worried that the Department could very easily 
identify her using the information being collected and so it was 
dishonest or naive to describe participation as anonymous. She was 
also worried that the web survey data would be saved in the 
Department’s web cache and so was vulnerable to being read. 

The actual intention of the researchers was to comment in terms of 
trends in the data across WA, not in terms of within regions or 
individual cases.  

Furthermore, even though it was felt unlikely that the Department or 
individual schools would seek to read responses, the survey had a 
security certificate and encrypted the responses. The survey 
instructions suggested that teachers use a private internet 
connection if they were concerned in any way. 

Both of the above instances could probably have been easily avoided 
if potential participants were given a little more information about the 
mechanism for the return of the surveys and the other measures that 
would preserve their anonymity. 

 

https://www.griffith.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0025/354751/booklet23_privacy.pdf
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Experience suggests that this can result in some individuals deciding not to participate, moderating what they 
say in response to a survey, or being so 
concerned that they lodge a formal 
complaint about the ethical conduct of 
the project (see Commentary Inset 2 for 
some examples of such concerns). 
Consequently, it is important that the 
logistics of this process does indeed 
protect the anonymity of respondents 
and that the protections are apparent to 
potential participants. Such 
precautions may be unnecessary 
depending upon the nature of the 
research, the potential participant pool 
and context. 

Back to contents 

7.0 
eQuestionnaires 
As was noted at 5.0 the conduct 
of online or email-based 
surveys can raise similar ethical 
considerations as hardcopy 
questionnaires but with some 
practical differences.  

The growth of cloud-based services 
(that may be physically located 
anywhere), data security 
controversies and the emergence of 
‘big data’ have further highlighted 
both the opportunities provided by 
online research and the potential 
pitfalls for the unprepared. 

Refer to Booklet 37 of the Griffith 
University-REM for more guidance 
about the ethical design, review and 
conduct of online/email-based 
research. 

Back to contents 

8.0 Information for 
the ethics reviewers 
The earlier sections of this Booklet outline those matters which a researcher should discuss 
in an application for ethics clearance for a protocol involving the conduct of a 
questionnaire. In summary these are: 

Commentary Inset 3 – Is it necessary to provide the final version 
of the questionnaire and then keep it updated?  

NOTE THAT GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY’S APPROACH IN THIS 
REGARD IS DIFFERENT FROM THAT OF MANY AUSTRALIAN 
UNIVERSITIES 

Unless the ethics reviewers specifically ask to see the final version of 
the questionnaire this is not necessary. Generally, this is only when 
the specifics of the project (e.g. the risks and/or vulnerability of the 
participants) mean that the reviewers felt that they need to see all of 
the actual questions). The reviewers may also ask for the full list of 
questions if the subject area is especially contentious. 

In the absence of the matters listed above, at the time of initial 
research ethics review, the reviews need only see an indicative list of 
questions that give a sense of the most ethically sensitive or intrusive 
line of questioning. This needs to be more specific than general 
statements such as “I will ask questions about their experience 
ordering weekly groceries online.” 

In practice this means that: 

1) Refinements of the questionnaire (e.g. from an earlier focus group 
or based on previously received response do not necessarily need 
to be submitted for prior approval*; 

2) If a project is submitted for research ethics review prior to the 
design being finalised the researchers may not need to submit a 
variation request*; 

3) If the survey is a copyrighted instrument the researchers will not 
have to seek special authority to show the entire survey to the 
research ethics reviewers/Research Ethics Office; and 

4) If the survey is a dynamic web form, utilising features that don’t 
transfer easily to a more static format, it won’t be necessary for the 
researchers to try to recreate the survey in a way that will make 
sense to the reviewers. 

* The decision of whether the changes require approval as a 
variation depends upon whether the modified/new question(s) are 
not any more ethically sensitive or intrusive than those already 
ethically reviewed at Griffith University, or involve a new line of 
questioning not anticipated in the ethics application. 

Despite the above, researchers are urged to liaise with the Research 
Ethics Office (see Contacts) to confirm whether formal review is 
required and to endeavour to ensure that the version of the 
questionnaire on the file is current. In practice this means researchers 
must always send in updates “for the file” rather than for formal review. 
When these are sent in to the Office researchers should indicate 
whether any modifications to the questions are any more sensitive 
than those already ethically reviewed. 

https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/secure/research-ethics-booklets/booklet37_computers.pdf
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/secure/research-ethics-booklets/booklet37_computers.pdf
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1. The privacy state of the data to be collected, including elaborating on why the data is being 
collected in this form, and addressing any ethical issues that this raises (see 3.0 of this 
Booklet). 

2. The nature of the consent that will be obtained (e.g. completion and return of the 
questionnaire to be accepted as an expression of consent, and a questionnaire 
coversheet/information sheet that complies with Booklet 22 of this Manual) (See 4.0 of this 
Booklet). 

3. An explanation of the method for the distribution and collection of the questionnaire, with 
specific commentary on legal privacy issues, participation status, and anonymity, as 
relevant (See 6.0 of this Booklet). 

In addition to this information, a copy of the questionnaire or draft, should be attached to the application 
for ethics clearance, or some sample questions provided that give a sense of the most ethically sensitive or 
intrusive line of questioning (see Commentary Inset 3). 

Back to contents 

9.0 Information for potential participants 
Potential participants should be provided with the same sort of information outlined in 8.0 
of this Booklet.  

Depending upon the recruitment method and sensitivity of the research the recruitment and/or 
information sheet for the questionnaire should give potential participants some sense of the line of 
questioning contained within the questionnaire. This material should also give an approximation of the 
amount of time it will take to complete the questionnaire. 

Back to contents 

10.0 Griffith University 
Griffith University has arrangements with regard to the surveying of students and/or staff.  
After receiving ethics approval for their work, researchers who wish to survey students 
and/or staff must adhere to these arrangements. 

Depending upon the recruitment method and sensitivity of the research, the recruitment and/or 
information sheet for the questionnaire should give potential participants some sense of the line of 
questioning contained within the questionnaire. This material should also give an approximation of the 
amount of time it will take to complete the questionnaire. 

STUDENTS 

See the Student Communication Policy and Application to Conduct a Survey. 

STAFF 

See Application to conduct a survey page. 

Back to contents 

 

  

https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/secure/research-ethics-booklets/booklet22_consent.pdf
http://policies.griffith.edu.au/pdf/Student%20Communication%20Policy.pdf
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/work/surveys/application-to-conduct-a-survey
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/work/surveys/application-to-conduct-a-survey
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Contacts  
There are a number of resources available to assist researchers formulate an appropriate response to a 
question or challenge about the design and/or conduct of a project. This includes the Griffith University 
Research Ethics Manual and the Human Research Ethics Information Sheet Series. These documents 

are available from the URL below. 

Research students – The first point of contact for research students for advice on any research 
ethics matter is always your supervisors. 

REAs – All academic elements of the University have been asked to appoint at least one member 
of academic staff as a Research Ethics Advisor. REAs are a local contact for advice, information 
and suggestions. The contact details of all the current REAs can be found on the URL below. 

Office for Research – Staff in the Office for Research (see below) are available to advise with the 
process of lodging an application or other administrative matters, procedural or policy questions. 
However, you will be asked what advice you have sought or received already (e.g. consultation 
with the REA for your area). 

Manager, Research Ethics and Integrity 
Tel: (07) 373 54375 
research-ethics@griffith.edu.au 

Policy Officer, Research Ethics and Integrity 
Tel: (07) 373 58043 

Research Ethics Systems and Support Officer 
Tel: (07) 373 5 2069 

On the ethics web site you will find: 

https://www.griffith.edu.au/research/research-services/research-ethics-integrity/human 
 

• The other booklets of the Griffith University Research Ethics Manual 

• The Griffith University Human Research Ethics Information Sheet Series 

• Either downloadable copies of, or links to, the various application forms 

• Contact information for the Research Ethics Advisers (REA) and other contacts 

• Educational and other resource material 

• Useful external links 

 

Griffith University is commercialising the GUREM through licenses to other universities and research 

institutions.  Consequently, Griffith University staff are asked not to send copies of any booklet to persons external 
to Griffith.  For further information please contact the Office for Research (see above). 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
https://www.griffith.edu.au/research/research-services/research-ethics-integrity/human
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