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What is already known about the topic?

•• There are a number of challenges to conducting research with seriously ill children.
•• Research ethics committees are considered to be one of the most significant obstacles to conducting research with seri-

ously ill children or palliative care patients.
•• There is a perception that it is more difficult to gain approval to conduct research with seriously ill children than research 

with other populations.

Insights into the perception that research  
ethics committees are a barrier to research  
with seriously ill children: A study of  
committee minutes and correspondence  
with researchers studying seriously ill children
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Abstract
Background: Research ethics committees are commonly perceived as a ‘barrier’ to research involving seriously ill children. Researchers 
studying seriously ill children often feel that committees view their applications more harshly compared to applications for research 
with other populations. Whether or not this is the case in practice is unknown.
Aim: The aim of this study was to explore committees’ concerns, expectations and decisions for research applications involving 
seriously ill children submitted for review in the United Kingdom.
Design: Content analysis of committee meeting minutes, decision letters and researcher response letters.
Setting/participants: Chief investigators for National Institute of Health Research portfolio studies involving seriously ill children were 
contacted for permission to review their study documents.
Results: Of the 77 applications included in this study, 57 received requests for revisions at first review. Committee expectations and 
concerns commonly related to participant information sheets, methodology, consent, recruitment or formatting. Changes were made 
to 53 of these studies, all of which were subsequently approved.
Conclusion: Our findings suggest that committees review applications for research involving seriously ill children with the same 
scrutiny as applications for research with other populations. Yet, the perception that committees act as a barrier to this type of 
research persists. We suggest that this perception remains due to other factors including, but not limited to, the high levels of 
formatting or administrative revisions requested by committees or additional study requirements needed for research involving 
children, such as multiple versions of consent forms or participant information sheets.
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Introduction
Over 40,000 children are estimated to have a life-limiting 
condition or life-threatening illness in England.1 If improve-
ments are to be made in the care and treatment of these 
children, ongoing research is required.2–5 However, there 
are a number of challenges to conducting research with 
this population: timing difficulties associated with end-of-
life research; limited funding and resources for palliative 
care research; and clinician hesitancy towards involving 
these children and their families in research studies.6,7 In 
addition, despite a shared goal for high-quality, ethically 
sound research, researchers report that research ethics 
committees and the associated regulatory approval pro-
cesses pose an obstacle to the conduct of such research 
involving seriously ill children.6–8

Research ethics committees, alternatively known as 
human research ethics committees, institutional review 
boards or European ethics committees (hereafter referred 
to as ‘committees’), are a group of individuals who are 
responsible for reviewing research applications to ensure 
that internationally and locally recognised ethical stand-
ards are being met.9 Similarly, it is the researchers’ respon-
sibility to ensure that they are familiar with and that they 
comply with these recognised ethical standards when 
developing a research protocol.10 After reviewing an 
application, committees assess the extent to which 
researchers have adhered to these standards and can 
approve the project, request a revision of the study pro-
posal or reject the proposal entirely.9

The perception of committees as an obstacle to 
research with seriously ill children is complex and multi-
faceted. There are many challenges in the application 

process itself, from identifying and completing the lengthy 
and cumbersome paperwork to meeting submission 
deadlines.11–13 Once the application has been submitted, 
researchers report feeling frustrated by the time taken to 
gain approval.14–16 This frustration persists in relation to 
the decision-making process as committees have been 
shown to differ in terms of the decisions and revisions 
requested when reviewing the same application.16–21 This 
makes it difficult for researchers to predict and therefore 
address committee concerns in advance of submitting 
their application. The perception that committees are a 
barrier may be heightened at this stage in the application 
process for some researchers as they feel that committees 
scrutinise applications utilising qualitative or experiential 
research designs more harshly than those using quantita-
tive or clinical research designs.22–24 The same can be said 
for researchers working with seriously ill children, as some 
anecdotal reports suggest many researchers feel like the 
bar for gaining ethical approval for their research is set 
higher by committees. This article examines the potential 
sources of the perception that committees are a barrier to 
research with seriously ill children and considers how this 
perception might be changed through the joining of the 
two stakeholders (committees and researchers) around 
the common goal of ensuring the highest standard of ethi-
cally conducted research.

Methods

Participants and setting
In total, 258 applications of children (aged 0–18 years) 
with life-limiting conditions and life-threatening illnesses 

What this paper adds?

•• Committees appear to assess research applications involving seriously ill children with the same scrutiny as research 
applications involving other populations. This is illustrated by the finding that most of the committee expectations and 
concerns about applications involving seriously ill children were similar to the expectations and concerns about applica-
tions involving adults or healthy children.

•• There is an apparent disconnect between what researchers feel is appropriate in terms of patient information sheets 
and consent forms and what committees expect, which may contribute towards the perception of research ethics com-
mittees as a barrier to research with seriously ill children.

•• Alternative sources for the perception that committees are a barrier to research with seriously ill children include, but 
are not limited to, the high levels of formatting or administrative revisions requested by committees or because of addi-
tional study requirements needed for research involving children, such as multiple versions of consent forms or partici-
pant information sheets.

Implications for practice, theory or policy

•• Joint workshops between researchers and committees should be held to develop guidance which could help researchers 
and committees recognise their own and the other stakeholders’ roles, responsibilities and expertise so that each party can 
achieve the shared goal of ensuring the highest standard of ethically conducted research.

•• Researchers should endeavour to attend committee meetings wherever possible to clarify issues raised by the commit-
tee. Countries that do not currently allow researchers to attend these meetings should consider this as an option to 
reduce the administrative burden and improve the dialogue between researchers and committees.
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reviewed by committees between March 2011 and March 
2016 were identified in the UK National Institute of Health 
Research Clinical Research Network portfolio. Applications 
were included if they involved children and young people 
with life-limiting conditions or life-threatening illnesses. 
As is common in paediatric palliative care research in 
the United Kingdom, our definitions of ‘life-limiting’ or 
‘life-threatening’ were based on the definition outlined 
by Fraser et al.1 in combination with conditions listed 
in the 10th Revision of the International Classification of 
Diseases (ICD-10) codes included in Hain’s directory of 
life-limiting conditions.25

All eligible chief investigators (n = 178) were contacted 
for permission to view the minutes of the committee 
meeting where their application was considered, as well 
as any subsequent correspondence, including decision 
letters and researcher response letters.

Analysis
Descriptive information, including study type, interven-
tion type and the committee opinion for each submission, 
was extracted from the Integrated Research Application 
System and committee meeting minutes and analysed for 
frequency. Contingency chi-square tests were conducted 
to establish whether there was a statistically significant 
difference in committee opinion at first review based on 
study and intervention type.

Content analysis was used to systematically apply 
content categories to meeting minutes and letters.26,27 
Categories were based on the Governance Arrangements 
for NHS Research Ethics Committees (GAfREC)28,29 
requirements for favourable opinion (approval of the 
research proposal). All documents were independently 
coded by A.E.B. and K.V. to determine the frequencies of 
each category. The research team met regularly to 
review coding and resolve any discrepancies. Researcher 
response letters were analysed for frequency of 
researcher agreement or disagreement with committee 
concerns, as well as whether or not revisions were made 
by the researchers to comply with committee concerns. 
Results were tabulated and descriptive statistics utilised 
where appropriate.

Ethics
The study was registered with Research and Development 
within UCL Great Ormond Street Institute of Child Health. 
Written consent was obtained prior to the collection and 
analysis of any research application. Researchers’ details 
were redacted by the Health Research Authority where 
requested.

Results

Overview of included applications
Out of 178 chief investigators contacted, 97 provided con-
sent for the study team to review their committee appli-
cations and correspondence, giving a response rate of 
54.5%. Of these, the Health Research Authority was able 
to provide committee meeting minutes for 77 applica-
tions (91%). These form the basis of the analysis.

Decisions at first review
Overall, 9 qualitative applications, 10 interventional appli-
cations, 26 observational applications and 32 drug trials 
were included in the analysis (see Table 1 for definitions of 
study types). Just over two-thirds of applications (68.8%) 
received an initial request for revisions rather than being 
approved at the first committee meeting (outlined in 
Tables 2 and 3). Requests for revisions at first review were 
higher for drug trials or interventional studies than for 
qualitative or observational studies, though this was not 
statistically significant (p = 0.231). Although almost all 
interventional studies received revision requests, the fre-
quencies of these requests varied depending on the inter-
vention (p = 0.075). The exception to this outcome was 
two studies that aimed to create databases, both of which 
received approval at the first committee meeting. Of note, 
no studies were approved if the researchers were absent 
from these first committee meetings (see Table 4).

Committee concerns and expectations
The major committee concerns and reasons for request-
ing a revision of a research application are outlined in 

Table 1.  Definitions of study type.

Study type Definitions

Qualitative Any proposal involving interviews or surveys as the primary data collection method
Interventional A proposal involving any non-drug-related therapy/treatment (e.g. exercise, communication device and diet)
Observational Any proposal involving

-  Observation of participants (e.g. conversations and play)
-  Results of non-invasive measurements (e.g. MRI/CT scans, weight and height)
-  Results of blood/urine/tissue samples (where no intervention/drug has also been given)

Drug trial Any proposal involving the administration of drugs
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Figure 1. Overall, most concerns are related to the content 
of the participant information sheets or methodological 
or procedural issues. Generally, the committee expected 
more detailed participant information sheets. They com-
monly raised concerns about incomplete or missing infor-
mation sheets, the inclusion of unnecessary information 
or information sheets that contained formatting errors, 
such as grammatical or typographical mistakes. Committee 
comments relating to methodological or procedural issues 
demonstrated an expectation for clearer study aims, a 
more detailed description of the collection and analysis of 
data, and a justification of the methods proposed.

Notably, general formatting errors were the fourth 
most common concern and occurred as frequently as 
recruitment issues, accounting for 31% of all comments. 
Committees expected researchers to provide complete 
paperwork, to check applications for grammatical and 
typographical errors, to explain acronyms and to avoid the 
use of overly technical language.

The least common concerns raised by the committees 
related to inadequate data storage or protection of par-
ticipants’ confidentiality and the need to properly clarify 

the research and/or clinical teams. In addition, commit-
tees rarely raised concerns about the physical or social 
burden that research participation would place on partici-
pants and their families (raised in 15/77 and 14/77 appli-
cations, respectively).

Committee concerns specific to children and 
young people
In addition to identifying general concerns for the reviewed 
applications, the committee meeting minutes also identi-
fied a number of concerns specifically relating to the inclu-
sion of children with serious illnesses. One of the key issues 
specific to this population related to the use of child-
friendly language, particularly in participant information 
sheets. Committees expected researchers to ensure that 
the language used in participant information sheets was 
appropriate for the various groups of children in their 
applications. They often requested that researchers sim-
plify the language used and avoid the use of ‘harsh’ or 
clinical terminology. Pictures or diagrams were expected 
for younger children. Ensuring the information supplied in 

Table 2.  Research ethics committees’ opinions by proposal type.

Proposal type Approved at 
first submission

Revisions requested 
at first submission

Rejected Invalid 
application

Approved 
overall

Qualitative (9) 4 (44.4%) 5 (55.6%) 0 0 9 (100%)
Interventional (10) 2 (20%) 8 (80%) 0 0 10 (100%)
Observational (26) 10 (38.5%) 13 (50%) 2 (7.7%) 1 (3.8%) 23 (88.5%)
Drug trial (32) 4 (12.5%) 27 (84.4%) 1 (3%) 0 31 (96.9%)

Table 3.  Review outcomes at first meeting based on intervention type (non-drug trial proposals).

Intervention type Revisions requested Approved Rejected Other

Psychosocial interventions 8 (80%) 2 (20%) 0 0
Interview/questionnaire studies 7 (64%) 4 (36%) 0 0
Invasive study procedures carried 
out during routine care

5 (62.5%) 3 (37.5%) 0 0

Invasive study procedures 
additional to routine care

2 (33%) 1 (16.5%) 2 (33%) 1 – Invalid (16.5%)

Non-invasive study procedures 
carried out during routine care

2 (100%) 0 0 0

Non-invasive study procedures 
additional to routine care

4 (66%) 2 (33%) 0 0

Database formation 0 2 (100%) 0 0

Table 4.  Frequencies of research ethics committees’ decisions at first meeting based on researcher attendance.

Attendance Approved Revisions requested Rejected Total

Present 16 (25%) 47 (73%) 1 (2%) 64
Absent 0 6 (75%) 2 (25%) 8

Data on researcher attendance only available for 72 studies; p-value = 0.4512.
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information sheets was age-appropriate was also noted 
(see Figure 1).

In addition, committees made a number of comments 
relating to consent and assent for children with serious ill-
nesses. Seven applications received comments pertaining 
to the need to gain consent or assent from participating 
children, though there was little consensus noted on an 
appropriate age for consent or assent provision in these 
children. In addition, four committees required researchers 
to clarify what would happen if parents and children disa-
greed on providing consent to participate. Other commit-
tee concerns related to the complexity of consent forms for 
children, with committees often expecting researchers to 
create separate consent forms for different age groups.

Finally, child-specific recruitment concerns were also 
commonly identified by committees, with many commit-
tees expecting researchers to involve the child’s senior 
treating clinicians in the recruitment process, both to 
facilitate appropriate participant identification and to 
minimise potential distress. Yet, when this recruitment 
method was used, two committees commented on the 
potential for coercion. The committee, however, did not 
require a change of recruitment plan.

Researchers’ responses
Researchers’ response letters were available for 27 appli-
cations that required a response (47%) and contained a 
total of 279 responses to the committee comments. On 
average, each letter from a research team contained 
responses to 10 committee comments. Almost 72% of the 
time (200/279 responses), researchers made changes to 
the study application based on the committee concerns 
and expectations; most commonly for issues relating to 
participant information sheets (as shown in Table 5). For 
53/279 committee comments, researchers were only 

required to justify their procedures or methodology, with 
no changes to documentation or study procedure 
required.

In total, 15 of the 27 researchers who provided a 
response letter disagreed with one or more of the com-
mittees concerns or expectations. These disagreements 
usually related to committee concerns for participant 
information sheets or consent forms. These disagree-
ments occurred 29 times (10% of all responses made by 
researchers). For 26 of these 29 comments, researchers 
did not make the changes requested by the committee, 
either because of researcher preference or because of 
non-negotiable requirements of the study (e.g. the inclu-
sion of international phone numbers or specific partici-
pant screening tools).

As revealed in the committee minutes, many of the 
committee concerns which researchers responded to at 
the meeting were not listed in the committees’ decision 
letters and therefore did not require a written response 
from the researcher.

Outcomes of committee review following 
revisions by researchers
In total, 57 applications required changes to meet com-
mittee concerns and expectations. After changes were 
made, 53 (93%) were approved. Of the four applications 
that were not approved, three were rejected because the 
researchers did not make the changes expected by the 
committee, and one was deemed an invalid application 
because of incorrect paperwork.

Overall, the vast majority of the research applications 
reviewed by committees received overall approval to 
conduct the research (94.8%), either at the first committee 
meeting or at a subsequent meeting after an initial request 
for revisions.

Table 5.  Frequencies of researchers’ responses.

Research ethics committees’ 
comments

Agree or justify, 
changes made

Disagree, 
changes made

Disagree, changes 
not made

Justify, no changes 
required

Participant information sheet 121 1 12 3
Consent 23 2 6 1
Formatting 14 0 3 0
Other 11 0 2 7
Physical burden 2 0 0 5
Data safety 5 0 0 4
Methodology 13 0 1 21
Recruitment 4 0 2 7
Post-study follow-up 2 0 0 2
Social burden 1 0 0 1
Confidentiality 1 0 0 1
Research/clinical team 0 0 0 1
Total (279) 162 3 26 53
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Discussion

Main findings
The perception that research ethics committees act as an 
obstacle to research with children at the end of life has 
been evident in the literature for over 15 years.6–8 Despite 
this commonly held belief, this is the first study to empiri-
cally explore whether committees actually are a barrier to 
research with seriously ill children. Our findings suggest 
that while the metaphorical bar to gaining ethical approval 
is indeed high, with many obstacles to meet both before 
and after submission, it is not insurmountable, particu-
larly when researchers are aware of and can address the 
committee’s expectations and key concerns.

What this paper adds?
The process of gaining approval to undertake a research 
study involves two key stakeholders: researchers and the 
committees who review their applications. Although the 
roles, responsibilities and expertise of these stakeholders 
differ, they have a common purpose to conduct high-qual-
ity, ethically sound research.

The primary role of committees is to ensure that all 
research applications, regardless of study or interven-
tion type, are ethically sound, of a high quality, and 
that the dignity, rights and well-being of participants 
are protected.28 However, there is a perception that the 
review process differs depending on the type of study 
being reviewed,22–24 with anecdotal evidence suggesting 
that research applications involving seriously ill children 
are viewed with greater scrutiny than applications for 
research involving other populations, such as adults or 
healthy children. This perception does not appear to be 
supported by our findings. First, the overall approval rate 
for applications included in this study (94.8%) is consist-
ent with the overall approval rate within the United 
Kingdom for all research applications submitted for com-
mittee review within the same time period.30 Second, we 
found that many of the concerns and expectations for 
applications involving seriously ill children were similar to 
those involving adults or healthy children.

The majority of the committee expectations and con-
cerns identified in this study focused on having detailed 
participant information sheets, obtaining informed con-
sent, having justified study methods and procedures and 
ensuring a clear and unbiased recruitment plan. These 
committee expectations and concerns are very similar to 
those identified in studies involving adults and healthy 
children, where the main committee concerns are related 
to informed consent,31–34 confidentiality,31,35–37 scientific 
design31,32,34,35,37,38 and recruitment.31,35,38 These findings 
suggest that the review process is equivalent, at least 
in terms of the types of decisions made and concerns 
and expectations expressed, for applications involving 

seriously ill children as well as applications involving 
other populations.

When submitting a proposal for committee review, 
researchers are primarily responsible for ensuring their 
research is methodologically sound and clearly explained, 
and that any associated paperwork, such as information 
sheets or consent/assent forms, are appropriate to the 
specific needs of their potential participants. In addition, 
researchers are also responsible for shouldering the 
administrative burden of the submission, ensuring that 
their submitted applications and the associated paper-
work have been proofread and are submitted in their 
entirety. This way, the committees assessing the applica-
tions can appropriately discharge their responsibility for 
assessing the ethical quality of the research. However, 
31% of all committee comments documented in minutes 
and correspondence with researchers related to format-
ting or administrative matters (e.g. grammatical or typo-
graphical errors, incorrect versions of paperwork), as 
opposed to errors considered to be ethical in nature.

We would suggest that this high percentage of 
requests regarding formatting and administrative mat-
ters contributes to the perception of committees as a 
barrier to research, as researchers become frustrated 
and disheartened when they feel they are constantly 
required to make changes, they perceive to be ‘nit-picky’ 
rather than ethical.33,39 We also wonder if it is possible 
the role of committees, as well as current research 
administration and paperwork requirements, no longer 
meets the needs or contributes to researchers and com-
mittee members shared goal for conducting high-quality 
ethically robust studies. We recommend that future 
research focus on how to move research review and 
approval processes forward to harmonise them with the 
current climate of ethically complex research.

Another important responsibility for researchers in the 
United Kingdom is to attend the committee meeting 
where their proposal is being reviewed. Our findings indi-
cate that no studies were given approval at first commit-
tee meeting if the researchers were not present at this 
meeting. Attendance at this meeting allows for open dia-
logue between researchers and committees, enabling 
many issues to be discussed and resolved then and there 
rather than requiring a formal written statement on behalf 
of the committee and a written response from the 
researchers. In light of this finding, we would recommend 
that countries which do not currently offer researchers 
and committees the opportunity to discuss and resolve 
issues or concerns before a decision is made, offer it.

Improving the dialogue between these two stakehold-
ers might also help to repair the disconnect between what 
researchers feel to be appropriate in terms of consent 
forms and participant information sheets and what commit-
tees perceive to be sufficient or appropriate. For instance, 
committees frequently requested different versions of 



Butler et al.	 421

participant information sheets depending on the child’s 
age and condition. They also commented on the complex-
ity of the language used and the types of information pro-
vided in the children’s information sheets, often suggesting 
that information be simplified or pictures be used to bet-
ter explain what would occur. Similar to their concerns for 
participant information sheets, committees also com-
monly requested that researchers create different con-
sent/assent forms based on the ages of the participating 
children. The requirement of these additional documents 
for research involving seriously ill children, while neces-
sary, likely contributes to the perception that committees 
are a barrier to research with this population.

Although such issues surrounding assent/consent 
forms and participant information sheets are addressed 
by committees in current guidance,40–43 researchers con-
tinue to remain unclear or may disagree with the sugges-
tions offered in the guidelines. It may be that current 
guidance is not fit for purpose or is not available in a for-
mat that is easily accessible for researchers. In addition, 
current guidance may not take into account the experi-
ence and expertise of the researchers, or the fact that 
their information sheets or consent forms have often 
been developed in consultation with seriously ill children 
and their families through a formal or informal process of 
Patient and Public Involvement (PPI). We therefore sug-
gest committees undertake joint workshops with 
researchers to develop guidance that simultaneously 
ensures adherence to evidence-based ethical principles 
while allowing for flexibility to meet the unique needs of 
the children in the study.

Study limitations
There are three limitations to consider when interpreting 
our findings. First, and most significantly, this study 
focused solely on applications submitted to committees 
in the United Kingdom. Having said this, we recognise the 
areas in which the approval process is likely to differ 
between the United Kingdom and other countries and we 
identify possible areas for improvement in those coun-
tries that adopt different systems. Second, given that the 
number of National Institute of Health Research studies 
in this population is small, our ability to reach statistical 
significance was limited. However, all of the applications 
were of high quality, having been competitively funded 
either nationally or internationally. Third, almost all of 
the applications were approved after first resubmission, 
which may reflect a willingness on the part of the chief 
investigators with more positive outcomes to reply. That 
said, 5% of the applications included in this analysis were 
rejected at first meeting. Notably, this rate is similar to 
the percentage of study applications rejected by commit-
tees across the United Kingdom during the study period,30 
so we do not believe this as a significant concern.

Future research could involve surveying or interview-
ing researchers and clinicians conducting research with 
this population to explore in more depth the anecdotal 
accounts suggesting that committees are a barrier to their 
research. Such qualitative enquires could help refine the 
possible sources behind the perception that committees 
are an obstacle to research with seriously ill children and 
allow targeted interventions to overcome them.

Conclusion
There is a perception within the paediatric research com-
munity that research ethics committees act as a significant 
barrier to research with seriously ill children. While our 
findings would suggest that committees review applica-
tions with seriously ill children with the same level of scru-
tiny as they do applications involving adults, the perception 
that committees act as a barrier to research with this pop-
ulation persists. It is possible that this perception arises 
from the high levels of formatting or administrative revi-
sions identified in this study or from the additional study 
requirements needed for research involving children, such 
as multiple versions of consent forms or participant infor-
mation sheets. Moving forward, efforts should be made to 
improve the dialogue between researchers and commit-
tees so to make each stakeholder aware of their own and 
others’ key roles, responsibilities and expertise. In so 
doing, the ethical approval process might be made easier, 
the perception of committees as a barrier to research 
reduced and both stakeholders reunited in their common 
goal of ensuring that research with seriously ill children be 
ethically sound and of the highest quality.

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank Matt Rogerson, Ian Nickson, 
Vanessa Poustie and the Health Research Authority for their 
assistance in the extraction and retrieval of the applications 
included in this analysis.

Author contributions
All listed authors have made a substantial contribution to the 
concept or design of the work; or acquisition, analysis or inter-
pretation of data; drafted the article or revised it critically for 
important intellectual content; approved the version to be pub-
lished; and participated sufficiently in the work to take public 
responsibility for appropriate portions of the content.

Data sharing
Data used in this project are not available for review without 
prior written consent from the Health Research Authority and 
the chief investigators of each study.

Ethical approval and informed consent
Research ethics approval was not required as no participants 
took part in this study. The study was registered with the 



422	 Palliative Medicine 34(3)

Research and Development Department within UCL Great 
Ormond Street Institute of Child Health.

Declaration of conflicting interest
The author(s) declared the following potential conflicts of 
interest with respect to the research, authorship and/or publi-
cation of this article: A.E.B. and K.V. have no conflicts of inter-
est to declare. M.B.-L. is an invited editor for a special edition 
of Palliative Medicine; however, she has recused herself from 
editorial decisions related to this article.

Funding
The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial sup-
port for the research, authorship and/or publication of this arti-
cle: A.E.B. is supported by the National Institute for Health 
Research (project code 540193); K.V. is supported by Great 
Ormond Street Children’s Charity (project code 510858) and 
M.B.-L. is supported by funding from the True Colours Trust 
(grant code G25 511830 2LGA). This research was supported by 
the National Institute for Health Research (NIHR) Collaboration 
for Leadership in Applied Health Research and Care (CLAHRC) 
North Thames at Bart’s Health NHS Trust. The views expressed 
are those of the authors and not necessarily those of the NHS, 
the NIHR or the Department of Health. This research was also 
supported by the Health Foundation and the NIHR Great 
Ormond Street Biomedical Research Centre.

ORCID iDs
Ashleigh E Butler  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8682-2854
Myra Bluebond-Langner  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9281 
-5431

References
	 1.	 Fraser LK, Miller M, Hain R, et al. Rising national prevalence 

of life-limiting conditions in children in England. Pediatrics 
2012; 129(4): e923–e999.

	 2.	 Chambers L. A guide to children’s palliative care: support-
ing babies, children and young people with life-limiting and 
life-threatening conditions and their families, 2018, https://
www.togetherforshortlives.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/ 
2018/03/TfSL-A-Guide-to-Children%E2%80%99s-Palliative 
-Care-Fourth-Edition-5.pdf

	 3.	 Liben S, Langner R and Bluebond-Langner M. Pediatric pal-
liative care in 2014: much accomplished, much yet to be 
done. J Palliat Care 2014; 30(4): 311–316.

	 4.	 Keeley PW. Improving the evidence base in palliative medicine: 
a moral imperative. J Med Ethics 2008; 34(10): 757–760.

	 5.	 Fine PG. Maximizing benefits and minimizing risks in pal-
liative care research that involves patients near the end of 
life. J Pain Symptom Manage 2003; 25(4): S53–S62.

	 6.	 Beecham E, Hudson BF, Oostendorp L, et  al. A call for 
increased paediatric palliative care research: identifying 
barriers. Palliat Med 2016; 30(10): 979–980.

	 7.	 Peake JN, Beecham E, Oostendorp LJM, et  al. Research 
barriers in children and young people with life-limiting 
conditions: a survey. BMJ Supportive & Palliative Care. 
Epub ahead of print 31 July 2018. DOI: 10.1136/bmjspcare 
-2018-001521.

	 8.	 Lee S and Kristjanson L. Human research ethics commit-
tees: issues in palliative care research. Int J Palliat Nurs 
2003; 9(1): 13–18.

	 9.	 World Health Organization (WHO). Research ethics commit-
tees: basic concepts for capacity-building, https://www.who 
.int/ethics/Ethics_basic_concepts_ENG.pdf (2009, accessed 
22 May 2018).

	10.	 World Health Organization (WHO). Standards and operational 
guidance for ethics review of health-related research with 
human participants, https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream 
/handle/10665/44783/9789241502948_eng.pdf;jsessionid 
=1A5068A003E4167E6F7E147515C3013C?sequence=1 
(2011, accessed 15 July 2019).

	11.	 Jamrozik K. Research ethics paperwork: what is the plot we 
seem to have lost. BMJ 2004; 329(7460): 286–287.

	12.	 Stewart PM, Stears A, Tomlinson JW, et al. Regulation – the 
real threat to clinical research. BMJ 2008; 337: a1732.

	13.	 Wald DS. Bureaucracy of ethics applications. BMJ 2004; 
329(7460): 282–284.

	14.	 Hicks SC, James RE, Wong N, et al. A case study evaluation 
of ethics review systems for multicentre clinical trials. Med 
J Aust 2009; 191: 280–282.

	15.	 Whitney SN and Schneider CE. Viewpoint: a method to esti-
mate the cost in lives of ethics board review of biomedical 
research. J Intern Med 2011; 269(4): 396–402.

	16.	 Silberman G and Kahn KL. Burdens on research imposed 
by institutional review boards: the state of the evidence 
and its implications for regulatory reform. Milbank Q 2011; 
89(4): 599–627.

	17.	 Hearnshaw H. Comparison of requirements of research eth-
ics committees in 11 European countries for a non-invasive 
interventional study. BMJ 2004; 328(7432): 140–141.

	18.	 Edwards SJ, Stone T and Swift T. Differences between 
research ethics committees. Int J Technol Assess Health 
Care 2007; 23: 17–23.

	19.	 Lux AL, Edwards SW and Osborne JP. Responses of local 
research ethics committees to a study with approval 
from a multicentre research ethics committee. BMJ 2000; 
320(7243): 1182–1183.

	20.	 Maskell NA, Jones EL and Davies RJ. Variations in experi-
ence in obtaining local ethical approval for participation in 
a multi-centre study. QJM 2003; 96(4): 305–307.

	21.	 Redshaw ME, Harris A and Baum JD. Research ethics com-
mittee audit: differences between committees. J Med 
Ethics 1996; 22(2): 78–82.

	22.	 Cutcliffe JR and Ramcharan P. Leveling the playing field? 
Exploring the merits of the ethics-as-process approach for 
judging qualitative research proposals. Qual Health Res 
2002; 12(7): 1000–1010.

	23.	 Mapedzahama V and Dune T. A clash of paradigms? 
Ethnography and ethics approval. SAGE Open 2017; 7: 
1–8.

	24.	 Shaw SE, Petchey RP, Chapman J, et  al. A double-edged 
sword? Health research and research governance in UK pri-
mary care. Soc Sci Med 2009; 68(5): 912–918.

	25.	 Hain R, Devins M, Hastings R, et  al. Paediatric palliative 
care: development and pilot study of a ‘Directory’ of life-
limiting conditions. BMC Palliat Care 2013; 12(1): 43.

	26.	 Hsieh H-F and Shannon SE. Three approaches to qualitative 
content analysis. Qual Health Res 2005; 15(9): 1277–1288.

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8682-2854
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9281-5431
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9281-5431
https://www.togetherforshortlives.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/TfSL-A-Guide-to-Children%E2%80%99s-Palliative-Care-Fourth-Edition-5.pdf
https://www.togetherforshortlives.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/TfSL-A-Guide-to-Children%E2%80%99s-Palliative-Care-Fourth-Edition-5.pdf
https://www.togetherforshortlives.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/TfSL-A-Guide-to-Children%E2%80%99s-Palliative-Care-Fourth-Edition-5.pdf
https://www.togetherforshortlives.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/TfSL-A-Guide-to-Children%E2%80%99s-Palliative-Care-Fourth-Edition-5.pdf
https://www.who.int/ethics/Ethics_basic_concepts_ENG.pdf
https://www.who.int/ethics/Ethics_basic_concepts_ENG.pdf
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/44783/9789241502948_eng.pdf;jsessionid=1A5068A003E4167E6F7E147515C3013C?sequence=1
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/44783/9789241502948_eng.pdf;jsessionid=1A5068A003E4167E6F7E147515C3013C?sequence=1
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/44783/9789241502948_eng.pdf;jsessionid=1A5068A003E4167E6F7E147515C3013C?sequence=1


Butler et al.	 423

	27.	 Elo S and Kyngäs H. The qualitative content analysis pro-
cess. J Adv Nurs 2008; 62: 107–115.

	28.	 Health Research Authority (HRA). Governance arrangements 
for NHS Research Ethics Committees. London: HRA, 2001.

	29.	 DH Research and Development Directorate (England), 
National Institute for Social Care and Health Research 
(Wales), Chief Scientist Office (Scotland), et al. Governance 
arrangements for research ethics committees: a harmonised 
edition, 2011, https://www.gov.uk/government/publica-
tions/health-research-ethics-committees-governance 
-arrangements

	30.	 Health Research Authorty (HRA). Research summaries. 
London: HRA, 2017.

	31.	 Angell E, Jackson C, Ashcroft R, et al. Is ‘inconsistency’ in 
research ethics committee decision-making really a prob-
lem? An empirical investigation and reflection. Clin Ethics 
2007; 2: 92–99.

	32.	 Hemminki E, Virtanen JI and Regushevskaya E. Decisions by 
Finnish Medical Research Ethics Committees: a nationwide 
study of process and outcomes. J Empir Res Hum Res Ethics 
2015; 10(4): 404–413.

	33.	 Clapp JT, Gleason KA and Joffe S. Justification and authority 
in institutional review board decision letters. Soc Sci Med 
2017; 194: 25–33.

	34.	 Jones JS, White LJ, Pool LC, et  al. Structure and practice 
of institutional review boards in the United States. Acad 
Emerg Med 1996; 3(8): 804–809.

	35.	 Happo SM, Halkoaho A, Lehto SM, et al. The effect of study 
type on research ethics committees’ queries in medical 
studies. Research Ethics 2017; 13: 115–127.

	36.	 Martin-Arribas MC, Rodriguez-Lozano I and Arias-Diaz 
J. Ethical review of research protocols: experience of a 
research ethics committee. Rev Esp Cardiol (Engl Ed) 2012; 
65(6): 525–529.

	37.	 Dixon-Woods M, Angell E, Tarrant C, et al. What do research 
ethics committees say about applications to do cancer tri-
als. Lancet Oncol 2008; 9(8): 700–701.

	38.	 Angell EL, Bryman A, Ashcroft RE, et al. An analysis of deci-
sion letters by research ethics committees: the ethics/
scientific quality boundary examined. Qual Saf Health Care 
2008; 17(2): 131–136.

	39.	 Angell E and Dixon-Woods M. Do research ethics com-
mittees identify process errors in applications for ethical 
approval. J Med Ethics 2009; 35(2): 130–132.

	40.	 National Health and Medical Research Council, Australian 
Research Council and Universities Australia. National state-
ment on ethical conduct in human research 2007. Canberra, 
ACT, Australia: National Health and Medical Research 
Council, 2018.

	41.	 Shaw C, Brady L-M and Davey C. Guidelines for research with 
children and young people. London: National Children’s 
Bureau, 2011.

	42.	 New Zealand Ministry of Health. Consent in child and youth 
health: Information for practitioners. Wellington: New 
Zealand Ministry of Health, 1998.

	43.	 Medical Research Council (MRC) Regulatory Support Centre 
and HRA. Principles of consent: children and young people 
(England, Wales and Northern Ireland), 2018, http://www 
.hra-decisiontools.org.uk/consent/principles-children 
-EngWalesNI.html

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-research-ethics-committees-governance-arrangements
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-research-ethics-committees-governance-arrangements
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-research-ethics-committees-governance-arrangements
http://www.hra-decisiontools.org.uk/consent/principles-children-EngWalesNI.html
http://www.hra-decisiontools.org.uk/consent/principles-children-EngWalesNI.html
http://www.hra-decisiontools.org.uk/consent/principles-children-EngWalesNI.html

