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redundant material within the forms has been considered, and where possible, the redundant 
material has been removed. However, certain questions are necessary to address various federal 
and institutional requirements.  The ORC has revamped the FAQ’s and has identified IRB 
members by expertise that can be contacted to assist researchers, which will hopefully provide 
clarity and guidance to researchers along the way. The IRB member expertise information can be 
found on the IRB webpage.     

 

Satisfaction with the IRB Process 

The rest of the survey questions focused on the degree of satisfaction with aspects of the IRB 
process. Over 60% of respondents were satisfied with the response time and another 20% were 
somewhat satisfied (mean-4.23, sd=1.17).  Only 13% of respondents indicated any 
dissatisfaction with response time. The overall satisfaction was reflected in the specific 
comments as well.  Of the 83 comments that were received, 67% were positive noting quick 
response time, the helpfulness of ORC staff, and improvement over previous years. The small 
percentage that was dissatisfied included comments on the inconsistency in response time 
(sometimes fast and other times slower) and others noted missing proposals or email 
notifications.  Similarly, the overall proficiency of the IRB process was rated positively by 88% 
of respondents, which rated the process as good to excellent. Also, 88% of respondents rated the 
quality of interaction with the initial reviewer as good to excellent. Next, the quality of service 
received from the ORC was rated positively. This included approximately 32% of respondents 
that indicated good quality of service from the ORC, 39% indicated very good quality of service, 
and 17% indicated excellent quality of service. Likewise, the overall review process was rated 
positively (32% selected good, 38% selected very good, and 13% selected excellent). 

There were a few themes in the comments across this section. These ranged from total time of 
review, investigator ability to check protocol status, protocol review consistency, clarity in 
requirements, and options for communicating with the investigators. Although total protocol 
review time has decreased, there are certain protocols that take a little more time due to either 
protocol complexity/incompleteness, the availability of the investigator(s) for clarification, or 
routing issues.  Since the ORC does not currently have an online system, we encourage 
investigators to feel free to contact our office to check the status of their protocol(s) whenever 
they desire.  The IRB strives to consistently follow the same review process, which is 
streamlined and use series of checklists that meets both federal and institutional requirements.  
For review clarification, the ORC has posted its Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), which 
the IRB follows in protocol review and in decision-making on approval criteria.  The SOPs and 
the related linked documents are the basis for protocol review.  In some cases, research protocols 
include details that surface in uncharted waters and the IRB uses its best judgment along with 
research within the compliance arena to conduct ethical reviews.  Currently, the IRB 
communicates to investigators primarily through email. Therefore, the ORC database receives 
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