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In May of 2008, the Office of the Vice President for Research (OVPR) conducted a survey
 of IRB members.  The purpose of the survey was to better appreciate the time committed to service on the IRB, reasons why members volunteer, and other measures to assist with recruitment and retention of all IRB members. 
46 IRB members were invited to participate in the survey, which was open for a 10-day period, with one reminder sent two days prior to the survey closure date.  The IRB members were identified by the Office for Research Subject’s Protection (ORSP) and limited to VCU-employed IRB members (excluding Chairpersons, community members, and Office of Research staff).  Thirty-three (33) IRB members completed the survey, for a response rate of 72%.
With this survey completed, the OVPR, together with the ORSP and the IRB Leadership, will evaluate the results and utilize summary information immediately for recruiting new IRB members and also for implementation of long-range plans for reward and recognition of IRB members.
Highlighted Respondent Summary Points: 
· Typically, reviewers report spending about 1-2 hours reviewing exempt studies; 2-4 hours reviewing expedited studies; and 2-4 hours reviewing full board studies (in advance of the meeting).
· Each member spends a minimum of one hour reviewing all new protocols, in advance of a full-board meeting, (even when not assigned as the primary or secondary reviewer).

· The greatest contributor to lengthy review times and cycles was identified as the “overall quality of the submission.”

· Outside of meeting and initial review procedures, members report spending:  2-4 hours per month doing additional reviews; 2-3 hours in the panel meeting each month; and 2-4 hours each year in continuing education related to service as an IRB member.

· The top 3 educational opportunities that IRB members report taking advantage of are:  ‘Consultation with chairpersons or other IRB members’; ‘IRB News and other website resources’; and ‘The VCU IRB 5th Thursday tied with the VCU Human Research Protections Bulletin.’
· The top factor influencing service on the IRB:  ‘Value of service to the institution’ tied with ‘Interest in expanding my own training in the area of human research protections.’

· The top two benefits to individuals who serve on the IRB:  ‘Broadens exposure to research in various fields, including techniques’ and ‘Develops aspects of my own research program.’

· The top benefit to the institution, as noted by IRB members: ‘Department has representation and the discipline has appropriate expertise on the IRB.’

· The top two benefits that IRB members would like to see:  ‘Promotion and Tenure Recognition’ and ‘Reimbursement for IRB-related expenses.’
This remainder of this report is divided into the following sections:

Majority Response Profile
Comments
Majority Response Profile:
· Respondent Group Information:

· Years of Service on the IRB:  

· 4 years or more - 48.48% 

· 3-4 years – 18.18%

· 2-3 years – 12.12%

· 1-2 years – 15.15%

· 1 or fewer years – 6.06%

· Degree Profile:  42.86% Ph.D.; 31.43% MD; 25.71% other

· Reviewer Types:  66.67% have conducted Exempt Reviews in the past year; 87.88% have conducted Expedited Reviews in the past year; and 75% have conducted Full Board Reviews in the past year.

· Exempt Review:

· 22 out of 33 respondents (66.67%) have conducted Exempt Reviews in the past year.
· Exempt reviewers report conducting a highly varied number of exempt reviews per year (i.e., 9 respondents reported 1-3 exempt reviews in the past year while 4 respondents reported 12 or more exempt reviews in the past year).

· 51.52% report that exempt reviews take about 1-2 hours for review and preparation of initial response to the PI.

· 48.48% report that exempt reviews take about 1-2 weeks for review completion, including time corresponding with the PI.

· 25% to 50% of the exempt review time is estimated as time waiting for a response from the PI.

· To confidently review as an independent, experienced, Exempt Reviewer respondents report needing to first complete approximately 2-6 reviews, depending upon the individual.
· Expedited Reviews:

· 29 out of 33 respondents (87.88%) have conducted Expedited Reviews in the past year.

· Expedited reviewers report conducting a highly varied number of expedited reviews per year (i.e., 6 respondents reported 1-3 expedited reviews in the past year, 8 reported 3-6 reviews, 7 reported 6-12 reviews, while 8 respondents reported 12 or more expedited reviews in the past year).

· 39.39% report that an expedited review takes about 2-4 hours for complete review and preparation of initial response to the PI.

· 30.3% report that expedited reviews take about 2 weeks for review completion, including time corresponding with the PI.

· 25% to 50% of the expedited review time is estimated as time waiting for a response from the PI (with revisions, clarifications, or other information).
· To confidently review as an independent, experienced, Expedited Reviewer respondents report needing to first complete approximately 3-6 reviews, depending upon the individual.
· General Full Board Reviewer (not serving as primary or secondary reviewer):
· 51.52% report that less than 1 hour is typically needed to complete a review of a new protocol in preparation for general discussion during a full board meeting.

· Primary Reviewer – Full Board:

· 25 of the 33 survey respondents report having served as a primary reviewer during the past year.
· The majority of primary reviewers report:

· Serving as a primary reviewer 6-12 times (reviews) per year.

· Spending 2-4 hours reviewing materials for a new protocol submission to the IRB and prepare comments for a full board meeting (time may include advance communication with the PI).
· Greatest contributors to lengthy review time (primary reviewer perspective): 

· #1- Overall quality of the submission.

· #2- Missing information or material.

· #3- Investigator unfamiliarity with IRB requirements.

· Only contacting the secondary reviewer in advance of the meeting if issues arise that warrant discussion.

· 3-4 meetings were needed as experience prior to confidently serving as a primary reviewer (with mentor available for consultation).

· Secondary Reviewer – Full Board:
· 22 of the 33 survey respondents report having served as a secondary reviewer during the past year.

· The majority of secondary reviewers report:

· Serving as a secondary reviewer 3 or fewer times (reviews) per year.  However, 7 reported serving 12 or more times per year as a secondary reviewer.
· Spending 1-3 hours reviewing materials for a new protocol submission to the IRB and prepare comments for the primary review and/or full board meeting (time may include advance communication with the PI, if needed).

· Greatest contributors to lengthy review time (secondary reviewer perspective): 

· #1- Overall quality of the submission.

· #2- Missing information or material.

· #3- Reviewer experience or training

· Only contacting the primary reviewer in advance of the meeting if an issue arises that warrants discussion.

· Additional Responsibilities:
· Other Reviews:  2-4 hours per month (is reported by the majority of respondents) as spent doing additional reviews (i.e., continuing reviews, amendments, unanticipated problems).

· Panel Meeting Time:  2-3 hours per month is reported as spent in the panel meeting.

· Continuing Education:  2-4 hours per year is reported as spent engaged in continuing education related to human research protections and the role of an IRB member.

· IRB Member Education:
·  Top 5 Opportunities taken advantage of within the past year:

· #1- Consultation with Chairpersons or other IRB members
· #2- IRB News and other website resources (WPPs, links to regulations, etc.)

· #3-   VCU Human Research Protections Bulletin and
    - VCU IRB 5th Thursday

· #4- Human Research Protections Journal Articles (literature)

· #5- CITI New/Continuing Education Training

· Write-in suggestions for educational programs/needs:  “Streamline written policies and procedures.”
· Service Incentives:

· Top 3 factors influencing the decision to become an IRB member:
· #1- Value of service to the institution and
  - Interest in expanding my own training in the area of human research protections.
· #2- Chairperson or other nomination for representation on the IRB

· #3- Other:  
· “I enjoy the service and provide capable reviews.”  
· “Logical part of my primary academic role.”  
· “Part of my job expectation.”  
· “Interest in policies and aiding efficiency of the IRB.”

· The top 4 potential individual benefits of IRB membership:

· #1- Broadens exposure to research in various fields, including techniques.

· #2- Develops aspects of my own research program.

· #3- Other: 

· “Much more interesting than any other service role.”

· “Experience in ethics and human subjects protection.”

· “Service to my profession.”

· “For most members, I suspect there are no tangible benefits.”

· “Keeps me informed of current research activities.”
· “Its interesting and I like the board members.”

· “Expands knowledge of VCU.”

· “General education/awareness of ongoing VCU research.”

· #4- Respect of department and/or colleagues.
· The top 2 potential institutional benefits of IRB membership:
· #1- Department has representation and the discipline has appropriate expertise on the IRB (for the review of our department’s research).
· #2- Departmental peers can use me as a consultant on matters related to human research protections (outside of IRB meetings).

· The top 3 potential specialized benefits for IRB members:
· Promotion and Tenure Recognition

· Reimbursement for IRB-related expenses

· Other:  

· “Having a say in revision of policies and forms.”

· “Inclusion of IRB service in workload calculations,”

· “Researchers and divisions should recognize that service is part of the price of being a funded researcher or funded division.”

· “Monetary compensation.”

Comments:

This survey may be replicated in future years in order to update approaches to IRB member recruitment and retention.  Together with VCUeRA IRB module pipeline data, we should be able to better estimate the hours needed for commitment to service on the IACUC and monitor member workload.  Prior to the future use of this survey, we would consider revising questions to ensure clarity and update response options.

This survey was initiated as part of a committee looking at issues related to recruitment and retention of regulatory board members.  This committee was chaired by Dr. Frank Macrina, Vice President for Research, and included Dr. John Clore, Dr. P.J. Coney, Lisa Ballance, and Rosemary Kelso.

This survey activity was not approved by the VCU IRB, as it did not meet the definition of ‘human subjects’ and ‘research’.  Results are shared for internal use only. 
� The survey model was developed at VCU (Ballance/Kelso).
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