Assessment task 4 | Complete research plan

Intent: 
Each assessment item is designed and sequenced to support iterative development of the research proposal over the teaching session. This assessment task enables you to further refine your research proposal, based on and marking feedback from previous assessment tasks. This task requires you to further develop and refine the proposal to a level suitable for submission to a Human Research Ethics Committee.
Task:
This assessment requires you to articulate how you would implement this proposal, by producing a more developed and detailed proposal document with the following section headings:
1. Study Title (include study design in title or sub-title) Non-Emergency Use of Ambulances: A Qualitative Study within the EMS Care in Makkah Reigon, Saudi Arabia
2. Study Aim:  ( one short paragraph outlining the study aim ) No more than that, Max 150 words
please modify this part to include one study that has been conducted in Riyadh, and make the research gap clear in only one short paragraph. 

Make the word count fits with other part

3. Methods (≈ 800-1000 words): Use the following sub-headings (as appropriate): Design; Population of interest; Sample and sampling approach; Intervention (if using an interventional design); Data collection approach; Measuring instruments (if using a quantitative design); Data management and analyses (https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4817967/ use this as a base in this section, the study is qualitative using interviewing dispatching members in Makkah region say we sent email invitation and use snowballing sample technique sate its benefits and use a reference. and include other details about the interview: what to ask the dispatching members- time of the interview - recorded-…  refer to the paper to see other details)
4. Ethical considerations (≈ 200-300 words): relevant ethical principles highlighted and directly applied to the proposal; may include information on data management and storage, involvement of vulnerable populations; identify the relevant HREC for this proposal (please see slides and cover all parts. Also find out where should research ethics approval obtained in Saudi Arabia please use reference. State that participating in this research is voluntary and participants may withdrawal at any time with no punishment. Data will be stored in the researcher personal computer with password)
5. Timeline: a clear, feasible timeline, noting all relevant study components adjust timeline for shorter or longer timeframes than 12, Explanatory notes on timeline         (≈ 100-200 words) (see slides and example file “word”)
6. Feasibility / Resources: identify any support required from others; note the budget items and indicative costs, Budget justification               (≈ 100-200 words) (see slides and example file “word”)
7. Reflection: describe how study validity or trustworthiness will be addressed; note the potential implications for practice or policy, and how this research may add to the related body of literature (≈ 100-200 words) (see slides and example file “word”)
8. References
The focus is on more development of item 3, along with completion of items 4-7
Length: 2000 words (maximum of 6 text pages, excluding the reference list); use Arial, Calibri, Cambria or Times New Roman font style in 12-point, with at least 1.5 line spacing and 2.5 cm page margins in Portrait page orientation.
Criteria: 
1-2. Revisions to Study Title, Study Aim: 0%
3. Clarity, accuracy and comprehensiveness of Methods description: 20%
4. Depth of review of Ethical considerations: 5%
5. Articulation of feasible Timeline: 5%
6. Description of feasibility / Resources: 5%
7. Level of Reflection of proposed study: 5%
	Marking rubric

	Criteria
	Ratings
	Pts

	This criterion is linked to a Learning Outcome Clarity, accuracy / comprehensiveness of refined Methods description
Sub-headings may include: Design, Population of interest; Sample and sampling approach; intervention (if applicable); data collection approach (measuring instruments); data management and analyses
		20 to >16.9 pts
High Distinction
Clear and comprehensive description of methods; writing is clear and expressive, with no errors in grammar, flow or logic; subject specific vocabulary is applied with understanding
	16.9 to >15.0 pts
Distinction
Clear and appropriate description of methods, but with minor errors in content detail, grammar, flow or logic; subject specific vocabulary is applied with some understanding
	15 to >12.5 pts
Credit
Appropriate description of methods, with some content errors or omissions; writing has some errors in grammar, flow or logic; developing use of subject specific vocabulary
	12.5 to >9.9 pts
Pass
Adequate description of methods; with frequent content omissions or errors in grammar, flow or logic; beginning use of subject specific vocabulary
	9.9 to >0 pts
Fail
Methods not adequately described in sufficient detail or with errors in logic; subject specific vocabulary is incorrect or missing; writing lacks clarity; sentence structure lacks flow and logic



	20 pts

	This criterion is linked to a Learning Outcome Ethical considerations
Depth of review of ethical considerations: data management and storage; involvement of vulnerable populations; identifies relevant HREC for this proposal
		5 to > 4.2 pts
High Distinction
Clear, focused and comprehensive description of the study’s ethical considerations; relevant ethical principles correctly applied to the study
	4.2 to > 3.7 pts
Distinction
Clear and focused description of the study’s ethical considerations; relevant ethical principles applied to the study
	3.7 to > 3.2 pts
Credit
Understandable description of the study’s ethical considerations; some content omissions or lack of logic when ethical principles applied to the study
	3.2 to > 2.45 pts
Pass
Ethical considerations stated, but with some lack of clarity; content omissions or lack of logic when ethical principles applied to the study
	2.45 to > 0 pts
Fail
Ethical considerations not clear; lack of application of ethical principles to the study; writing lacks clarity



	5 pts

	This criterion is linked to a Learning Outcome Timeline
Articulation of feasible timeline
		5 to >4.2 pts
High Distinction
Timeline is clear, appropriate and comprehensive, with logical links to the study methods, and supported by previous sections
	4.2 to >3.7 pts
Distinction
Timeline is clear, with logical links to the study methods, and supported by previous sections; some minor errors / omissions
	3.7 to >3.2 pts
Credit
Timeline is clear with links to the study methods, and supported by previous sections; some limited detail, errors or omissions
	3.2 to >2.45 pts
Pass
Timeline is adequately described; links with the study methods demonstrate minor errors in logic; limited detail and/or consistent errors / omissions
	2.45 to >0 pts
Fail
Timeline is not applicable based on above sections; lack of appropriate rationale; inadequate detail; frequent errors / omissions



	5 pts

	This criterion is linked to a Learning Outcome Feasibility / Resources
Identify any support required; note the budget items and indicative costs; provide a justification for budget items
		5 to >4.2 pts
High Distinction
Demonstrates a clear and comprehensive description of the study’s feasibility and justification for the required resources
	4.2 to >3.7 pts
Distinction
Demonstrates a clear description of the study’s feasibility and justification for required resources; some minor errors / omissions
	3.7 to >3.2 pts
Credit
Demonstrates a relatively clear description of feasibility and justification of resources; some errors / omissions
	3.2 to >2.45 pts
Pass
Feasibility and justification of resources is adequate; consistent errors / content omissions and / or lack of logic
	2.45 to >0 pts
Fail
Description of study feasibility lacks suitable detail; content omissions or lack of logic evident in justification for the required resources



	5 pts

	This criterion is linked to a Learning Outcome Reflection
Describe how study validity or trustworthiness will be addressed; note the potential implications for policy and / or practice, and how this research may add to the related body of literature
		5 to > 4.2 pts
High Distinction
Comprehensive and thoughtful reflection on the study proposal; clear and complete statements on validity / trustworthiness, policy / practice implications and the addition of this research to the evidence base; writing is clear and expressive, with no errors in grammar, flow or logic
	4.2 to > 3.7 pts
Distinction
Clear and relatively thoughtful reflection on the study proposal; relatively complete statements on validity / trustworthiness, policy / practice implications and the addition of this research to the evidence base; writing is mostly clear and expressive, with some minor errors in grammar, flow or logic
	3.7 to > 3.2 pts
Credit
Relatively thoughtful reflection on the study proposal, some omissions in content; limited response on validity / trustworthiness, implications and / or link to literature; writing demonstrates some errors in grammar, flow or logic
	3.2 to > 2.45 pts
Pass
Adequate personal reflection, but minimal or no statement on validity / trustworthiness, implications and/or link to literature; consistent errors / omissions and / or lack of logic
	2.45 to > 0 pts
Fail
Lack of a clear reflection on the study proposal; lack of logic or appropriate rationale; frequent errors / omissions



	5 pts



