The Review Process: What happens to your application

I. Minimum risk research

A. Initial review (usually 2-4 weeks)

1. Application details are recorded (title, researcher, date of application) and the application is assigned a number

2. Application sent to 2 REB members (reviewers): the selection of reviewer is by (i) availability (they aren't currently reviewing an application) & (ii) general area of expertise

3. Reviewers read the application, and assess how the described procedures deal with the 8 Tri-Council Policy (TCP) principles:

1. Respect for Human Dignity  (P)

2. Respect for Free & Informed Consent  (P)

3. Respect for Vulnerable Persons  (P)

4. Respect for Privacy & Confidentiality (P)

5. Respect for Justice & Inclusiveness (P)

6. Balancing Harms & Benefits (C)

7. Minimizing Harm (C)

8. Maximizing Benefit (C)

C: Relative principle (likely consequences)

P: Absolute principle 

4.  Reviewers indicate their assessment by ticking one of the four evaluation options (acceptable, minor revisions, major revisions, unacceptable) and writing detailed comments about their reasons for their assessment

5.  The REB chair reviews the application and the comments of the 2 reviewers, decides on an overall assessment, and writes a summary memo to the researcher.  The assessment is recorded in the REB's records.

6. The chair's assessment, and all reviewer comments are returned to the researcher.

7.  If the comments indicate that complex issues may need to be addressed to ensure compliance with the TCP principles, the chair usually convenes a meeting of the researcher and the reviewers to clarify the issues and communicate what changes to the project would enable the research to be done ethically.

B. Revisions (assessment of minor or major revisions; usually 1-2 days)

1.  When the researcher submits the memo describing the changes in procedure in response to the REB comments, the chair reviews the memo and determines whether the changes satisfy the concerns.  If so (i.e., in most cases), the approval form is sent to the researcher

2.  If the responses to the comments do not address an important issue, the chair telephones the researcher to clarify what is needed, and discuss the issues from the researcher's prospective.

C. Reapplication (assessment of unacceptable)

1.  The researcher needs to rethink the procedures of their study as indicated by the comments (e.g., often include safeguards that were not originally considered) and resubmit the application.  The project is then treated as a new application, and goes through the review process as described above.

II. Above minimum risk (as assessed by the researcher, the REB chair, or either reviewer)

A. Initial review: 

1. The same procedure for REB review as with minimum risk projects (see above)

2. Scholarly review: two experts in the particular area of research, one internal and one external to the university, review the application for scholarly merit (i.e., is the method adequate to accomplish the research goal).  Scholarly reviewers submit their comments in writing.

3.  The Chair reviews both sets of reviews (REB and scholarly), and presents the application at an REB meeting.  The board decides on an overall assessment.  The chair then writes a summary memo to the researcher.  The board's assessment, and all reviewer comments (both REB and scholarly) are returned to the researcher

B. Revisions

1. The same procedure as for minimum risk projects (see above)

