2025 IRB/RCS Survey Results
A Comparison Between 2023 and 2025
A quality assurance survey was conducted in the latter part of November through mid-December of 2025. The purpose of this survey was to solicit input on the Institutional Review Board (IRB) processes and Research Compliance Services (RCS). This activity was part of the on-going quality assurance plan implemented by RCS. This survey was a replication of this survey conducted in spring of 2023. The report compares the change across areas of service and perceptions of services of both the IRB and RCS. 
Participants
In total, sixty-six (66) total number of participants researchers representing the following Colleges, Departments or Research Institutes:
· (26) College of Education: Across multiple departments and research units
· (9) Human Physiology
· (6) Prevention Science institute
· (3) School of Journalism & Communication
· (2) Ballmer Institute
· (2) Psychology
· (2) Northwest Indian Language Institute
· History/Global Health/African Studies
· Anthropology
· Public Planning and Policy
· Economics
· Linguistics
· Yamada Language Center SSLP
· Lundquist College of Business
· OVPRI


Respondents


	 Role
	2023
	2025

	Faculty
	70%
	82%

	Graduate Student
	16%
	17%

	Admin staff
	13%
	2%

	Post Doc
	0%
	2%

	Other
	2%
	0%













Role of Respondents







Respondents who had ever submitted an IRB application
	
	
	2025
	
	2023
	

	
	Yes
	92.4%
	61
	85.5%
	142

	
	No
	7.6%
	5
	14.5%
	24

	
	Total
	100%
	66
	100.0%
	166



	Respondents who interacted with the IRB process in the past year

	
	
	2025
	
	2023
	

	
	Yes
	87.9%
	58
	85.0%
	141

	
	No
	12.1%
	8
	14.0%
	23

	
	Total
	100%
	66
	100.0%
	164



	Currently or have been engaged in sponsored research (research funded by an external organization)

	
	
	2025
	
	2023
	

	
	Yes
	80.3%
	53
	75%
	123

	
	No
	19.7%
	13
	25%
	41

	
	Total
	100.0%
	66
	100%
	164



Descriptive Statistics of Satisfaction Using the UO IRB
	
	M
	SD
	Min
	Max
	N

	Variable
	
	
	
	
	

	2023     Speed of Service
2025
	5.06
2.20
	1.95
1.10
	1
1
	7
6
	144
57

	2023     Helpfulness of Staff
2025
	3.13
1.9
	1.86
1.40
	1
1
	7
7
	144
57

	2023     Knowledge Level of Staff 
2025
	3.17
2.00
	1.91
1.40
	1
1
	7
7
	144
56

	2023     Overall Satisfaction
2025
	4.30
2.40
	1.84
1.50
	1
1
	7
7
	144
54


[bookmark: _Hlk140670103]Note. 7-point scale: 1 = extremely satisfied to 7 = extremely dissatisfied.



Descriptive Statistics of Experiences with the University of Oregon IRB 
	
	
	M
	SD
	Min
	Max
	N

	
	Variable
	
	
	
	
	

	2023

	I know where to find guidelines/instructions on how to interface with IRB
	2.6
	1.5
	1
	7
	144

	2025
	
	2.1
	1.3
	1
	6
	59

	2023
	I understand the purpose and structure of the UO IRB
	2.1
	1.4
	1
	7
	144

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2025
	
	1.6
	0.9
	1
	6
	59

	2023
	When submitting an application, I know who to turn to for help

	3.3
	1.9
	1
	7
	144

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2025
	
	2.1
	1.5
	1
	7
	59

	2023
	I have found that the information on the Research and Innovation pages regarding the IRB process helpful
	3.1
	1.3
	1
	7
	144

	
2025
	
	
2.6
	
1.3
	
1
	
7
	
59

	2023
	I find the IRB system straightforward to navigate
	4.5
	1.9

	1
	7
	144


	2025
	
	3.3
	1.6
	1
	7
	59

	2023
	Typically, I do not need to contact IRB support staff during my IRB application process
	4.7
	1.9
	1
	7
	144

	
2025
	
	
4.0
	
1.6
	
1
	
7
	
59


Note. 7-point scale: 1 = strongly agree to 7 = strongly disagree.


















Descriptive Statistics of Perceptions of Using UO IRB By Items
	
	Item
	M
	SD
	Min
	Max

	2023
	Conducts a conscientious and complete review of protocols
	3.0
	1.6
	1
	7

	2025
	
	2.10
	1.0
	1
	4

	2023
	Gives a complete rationale for any required changes or disapprovals of protocols
	3.7
	1.7
	1
	7

	2025
	
	2.7
	1.4
	1
	6

	2023
	Is open to reversing its earlier decisions (i.e., willing to consider investigator appeals)
	4.6
	1.8
	1
	7

	2025
	
	3.7
	1.9
	1
	7

	2023
	Responds in a timely manner to investigators’ inquiries about its processes and decisions
	3.7
	1.8
	1
	7

	2025
	
	1.9
	1.0
	1
	4

	2023
	Works with investigators to find mutually satisfying solutions whenever disagreements exist
	4.0
	1.8
	1
	7

	2025
	
	2.9
	1.9
	1
	7

	2023
	Members do not allow personal biases to affect their evaluation of protocols
	3.2
	2.1
	1
	7

	2025
	
	2.7
	1.6
	1
	6

	2023
	Does a good job of upholding participants’ rights while, at the same time, facilitating the conduct of research
	3.7
	1.9
	1
	7

	2025
	
	2.5
	1.5
	1
	7

	2023
	Can completely distinguish exempt and expedited from nonexempt research
	3.5
	1.9
	1
	7

	2025
	
	2.3
	1.5
	1
	7

	2023
	Offers information to improve the chances of gaining IRB approval
	3.3
	1.8
	1
	7

	2025
	
	2.0
	1.3
	1
	6

	2023
	Members fully understand and act within the scope of their function
	3.8
	2.0
	1
	7

	2025
	
	2.8
	1.7
	1
	7

	2023
	Is allocated sufficient resources to carry out its functions
	5.6
	1.7
	1
	7

	2025
	
	3.6
	1.9
	1
	7

	2023
	Views protection of human subjects as its primary function
	2.7
	1.9
	1
	7

	2025
	
	2.0
	1.2
	1
	6


Note. 7-point scale: 1 = describes UO’s IRB exceptionally well to 7 = definitely does not describe UO’s IRB.






























Open-end Narrative Questions
The following four questions were open-ended, and the survey participants provided narrative responses:
1. Please describe any positive experiences you have had when interacting with the IRB.  
2. Do you have any suggestions regarding how the UO IRB can be more helpful or better serve the UO community? 
3. Please describe any challenging experiences you have had when interacting with the IRB.
4. Please describe what a timely IRB experience would look like to you
The following reflections and themes were identified based on qualitative analysis. 
Overall Reflections Across Questions
· Ongoing refinement of guidance coupled with proactive outreach and education by RCS is essential for the research community.
· New and revised guidance may target topics such as international research, educational research, transferring research studies to the UO after moving institutions, exempt/expedited categories, and observational research. 
· Outreach should include a focused educational effort on human research protections, requirements/best practices, and RAP operations to increase understanding among the research community. 
· RCS should continue to evaluate whether additional improvements can be made to processes and review procedures.    
· Evaluation efforts should include exploring ways to minimize redundancy, options for revisions to the RAP IRB module, and additional reviewer training to enhance consistency. 
· Continued advocacy for additional resources including staffing, expanded IRB membership and RAP enhancements is critical to progress and facilitation of UO’s dynamic human subjects research portfolio. 
Themes and reflections for each question
Question 1. Please describe any positive experiences you have had when interacting with the IRB.  
Themes
· Direct positive feedback (43)
· Staff feedback (positive) (27)
· Successfully achieving a timely review (14)
· Service (13)
· Good rationale provided by staff/reviewers (10)
· Perceived improvement (good trajectory) (9)
· Good expertise (3)
· IRB member feedback (positive) (2)
· Desire for clear expectations and feedback (1)
· Improvements in consistency of review (1)
· Classroom presentations (1)
· Perceived inconsistencies (1)
· RAP (positive) (1)
· Reliance agreements (1)
· New learner (1)
· No direct feedback (1)
Top 3 Themes
· Direct positive feedback (43)
· Staff feedback (positive) (27)
· Successfully achieving a timely review (14)
Reflections
· The feedback about staff and service provided indicates a positive experience for UO researchers.
· Improved turnaround times were noted, and responses demonstrated a general sense of appreciation.
· Comments reflect timelines and processes that are consistent with stated goals.
Question 2: Do you have any suggestions regarding how the UO IRB can be more helpful or better serve the UO community?
Themes
· Request for changes/additions to guidance, training and outreach (11)
· No direct feedback (4)
· Lack of understanding about HSR processes and requirements (4)
· Perceived improvement (good trajectory) (3)
· Staffing levels and resources (3)
· Perceived inconsistencies (3)
· Desire for clear expectations and feedback (3)
· Direct positive feedback (2)
· Lack of understanding of available resources (2)
· RAP related issues/suggestions (2)
· Revisions (2)
· Review timelines (1)
· Proposed use of scheduling software (1)
· Perceived lack of clarity in communications (1)
· Service (1)
· Reliance agreements (1)
· Request for more/different communication about updates (1)
· International research (1)

Top 3 Themes
· Request for changes/additions to guidance, training and outreach (11)
· No direct feedback (4)
· Lack of understanding about HSR processes and requirements (4)
Reflections
· Suggestions indicate RCS should continue to develop additional guidance and conduct outreach activities to promote availability of resources.
· Responses indicate a general lack of understanding of processes, procedures and HSR regulations which, in turn, could be improved with further outreach and training.
· Suggestions reflect research community support for additional resources for staffing and IRB membership.
Question 3: Please describe any challenging experiences you have had when interacting with the IRB.
Themes
· Lack of understanding of HSR requirements (13)
· Direct positive feedback (8)
· Perceived inconsistencies (8)
· RAP issues/suggestions (8)
· Revisions (8)
· Perceived lack of flexibility (6)
· Review timelines (4)
· Perceived bias (3)
· Lack of understanding of RCS/IRB processes (2)
· No direct feedback (2)
· International research (1)
· Challenges with ethnographic and field-based research (1)
· Lack of understanding of faculty advisor roles and responsibilities (1)
· New learner (1)
· Perceived lack of rationale for IRB requested changes (1)
· Challenges linking funded research with SPS/EPCS to RAP (1)
· Staffing levels and resources (1)
· Lack of appreciation for role of compliance in HSR (1)
· Reliance agreements (1)
Top 5 Themes (4-way tie)
· Lack of understanding of HSR requirements (13)
· Direct positive feedback (8)
· Perceived inconsistencies (8)
· RAP issues/suggestions (8)
· Revisions (8)
Reflections
· Responses indicate some lack of understanding within the research community about processes/purpose of human subjects research review. 
· Resources should be dedicated to exploring ways of describing the role of human subjects research review using the website and other education and communication tools.
· Resources should be dedicated to alternative forms of training and communication designed to better reach the research community. 
· Some suggestions are consistent with RCS/IRB current processes, practices and regulations. 
· Feedback includes indications of inconsistency in human subjects research review clarifications and revisions
· Challenges expressed in comments include a general sense that the RAP is not user friendly. 
· Responses indicate a desire for all human subject review information to be captured within one Smartform rather than supplemental forms uploaded into the RAP.

Question 4: Please describe what a timely IRB experience would look like to you.
Themes
· Review timelines (26)
· Direct positive feedback (9) 
· Successfully achieving a timely review (7)  
· No direct feedback (7) 
· Lack of understanding of RCS/IRB processes (6)
· Desire for clear expectations and feedback (4)
· Redundancy between RAP and forms (3)
· Staff feedback (positive) (3)
· Process (3)
· Perceived improvement (good trajectory) (2) 
· Service (2)
· Good expertise (2)
· RAP related issues/suggestions (2) 
· Lack of understanding of available resources (2) 
· Feedback regarding full board meetings (2) 
· Lack of understanding of HSR requirements (1)
· Website issues/suggestions (1)
· Feedback about personnel mods (1)
· Perceived inconsistencies (1)
Top 4 Themes (2-way tie)
· Review timelines (26)
· Direct positive feedback (9) 
· Successfully achieving a timely review (7)  
· No direct feedback (7)
Reflections
· Feedback offered about timelines overall were consistent with current turnaround times and established goals.
· Responses indicate a general consensus that we should have questions in one Smartform within the RAP rather than in uploaded forms.
· Overall descriptions of an ideal IRB experience are consistent with our processes and practices.
· Comments from respondents suggest that already available tools and resources are not being fully utilized.
I have found information on the Research & Innovation page helpful

Strongly agree	2025	2023	0.20300000000000001	0.36730000000000002	Agree	2025	2023	0.35599999999999998	0.38779999999999998	Somewhat agree	2025	2023	0.23699999999999999	0.11559999999999999	Neither agree nor disagree	2025	2023	0.13600000000000001	4.0800000000000003E-2	Somewhat disagree	2025	2023	3.4000000000000002E-2	4.7600000000000003E-2	Disagree	2025	2023	1.7000000000000001E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	Strongly disagree	2025	2023	1.7000000000000001E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	



I fine the IRB system straightforward 
to navigate

Strongly agree	2025	2023	8.5000000000000006E-2	6.9000000000000006E-2	Agree	2025	2023	0.32200000000000001	0.09	Somewhat agree	2025	2023	0.254	0.221	Neither agree nor disagree	2025	2023	6.8000000000000005E-2	7.5999999999999998E-2	Somewhat disagree	2025	2023	0.13600000000000001	0.20699999999999999	Disagree	2025	2023	0.10199999999999999	0.14499999999999999	Strongly disagree	2025	2023	3.4000000000000002E-2	0.193	



Typically, I do not need to contact IRB support staff during my IRB application process

Strongly agree	2025	2023	8.5000000000000006E-2	6.3E-2	Agree	2025	2023	6.8000000000000005E-2	9.7000000000000003E-2	Somewhat agree	2025	2023	0.28799999999999998	0.13900000000000001	Neither agree nor disagree	2025	2023	0.16900000000000001	0.111	Somewhat disagree	2025	2023	0.13600000000000001	0.153	Disagree	2025	2023	0.22	0.215	Strongly disagree	2025	2023	3.4000000000000002E-2	0.222	



Conducts a conscientious and complete 
review of protocols

Describes exceptionally well	2025	2023	0.33300000000000002	0.16400000000000001	Describes very well	2025	2023	0.314	0.27900000000000003	Describes well	2025	2023	0.27500000000000002	0.21299999999999999	Describes somewhat	2025	2023	7.8E-2	0.20499999999999999	Only slight describes	2025	2023	0	6.6000000000000003E-2	Does not describe	2025	2023	0	1.6E-2	Definitely does not describe	2025	2023	0	5.7000000000000002E-2	



Gives a complete rationale for any required changes or disapprovals of protocols

Describes exceptionally well	2025	2023	0.25	0.105	Describes very well	2025	2023	0.23100000000000001	0.20200000000000001	Describes well	2025	2023	0.23100000000000001	0.16900000000000001	Describes somewhat	2025	2023	0.154	0.22600000000000001	Only slight describes	2025	2023	9.6000000000000002E-2	0.129	Does not describe	2025	2023	3.7999999999999999E-2	9.7000000000000003E-2	Definitely does not describe	2025	2023	0	7.2999999999999995E-2	



Is open to reversing its earlier decisions (i.e., will to consider investigator appeals)

Describes exceptionally well	2025	2023	0.11799999999999999	4.2999999999999997E-2	Describes very well	2025	2023	0.20599999999999999	0.1	Describes well	2025	2023	0.20599999999999999	8.5999999999999993E-2	Describes somewhat	2025	2023	8.7999999999999995E-2	0.3	Only slight describes	2025	2023	0.17599999999999999	7.0999999999999994E-2	Does not describe	2025	2023	0.11799999999999999	0.214	Definitely does not describe	2025	2023	8.7999999999999995E-2	0.186	



Responds in a timely manner to investigators inquiries about its processes and decisions

Describes exceptionally well	2025	2023	0.5	0.13	Describes very well	2025	2023	0.13500000000000001	0.17899999999999999	Describes well	2025	2023	0.28799999999999998	0.16300000000000001	Describes somewhat	2025	2023	7.6999999999999999E-2	0.21099999999999999	Only slight describes	2025	2023	0	9.8000000000000004E-2	Does not describe	2025	2023	0	0.13	Definitely does not describe	2025	2023	0	8.8999999999999996E-2	



Works with investigators to find 
mutually satisfying solutions whenever disagreements exist

Describes exceptionally well	2025	2023	0.375	0.08	Describes very well	2025	2023	0.15	0.16	Describes well	2025	2023	0.17499999999999999	0.17	Describes somewhat	2025	2023	0.05	0.2	Only slight describes	2025	2023	0.1	0.15	Does not describe	2025	2023	0.1	0.1	Definitely does not describe	2025	2023	0.05	0.14000000000000001	



Members do not allow personal biases to affect their evaluation of protocols

Describes exceptionally well	2025	2023	0.29699999999999999	0.26900000000000002	Describes very well	2025	2023	0.24299999999999999	0.23899999999999999	Describes well	2025	2023	0.16200000000000001	7.4999999999999997E-2	Describes somewhat	2025	2023	0.13500000000000001	0.11899999999999999	Only slight describes	2025	2023	8.1000000000000003E-2	0.104	Does not describe	2025	2023	8.1000000000000003E-2	0.09	Definitely does not describe	2025	2023	0	0.104	



Does a good job of upholding participants' rights while, at the same time, facilitating the conduct of research	

Describes exceptionally well	2025	2023	0.30599999999999999	0.13400000000000001	Describes very well	2025	2023	0.26500000000000001	0.214	Describes well	2025	2023	0.184	0.14299999999999999	Describes somewhat	2025	2023	0.16300000000000001	0.161	Only slight describes	2025	2023	0.02	0.152	Does not describe	2025	2023	4.1000000000000002E-2	7.0999999999999994E-2	Definitely does not describe	2025	2023	0.02	0.125	



Can competently distinguish exempt and expedited from nonexempt research

Describes exceptionally well	2025	2023	0.375	0.13400000000000001	Describes very well	2025	2023	0.25	0.214	Describes well	2025	2023	0.25	0.14299999999999999	Describes somewhat	2025	2023	2.1000000000000001E-2	0.161	Only slight describes	2025	2023	2.1000000000000001E-2	0.152	Does not describe	2025	2023	6.3E-2	7.0999999999999994E-2	Definitely does not describe	2025	2023	2.1000000000000001E-2	0.125	



Offers information to improve the chances of gaining IRB approval

Describes exceptionally well	2025	2023	0.51	0.16400000000000001	Describes very well	2025	2023	0.184	0.254	Describes well	2025	2023	0.184	0.19700000000000001	Describes somewhat	2025	2023	6.0999999999999999E-2	0.123	Only slight describes	2025	2023	4.1000000000000002E-2	0.115	Does not describe	2025	2023	0.02	6.6000000000000003E-2	Definitely does not describe	2025	2023	0	8.2000000000000003E-2	



Members fully understand and act within the scope of their function

Describes exceptionally well	2025	2023	0.2	0.129	Describes very well	2025	2023	0.35599999999999998	0.215	Describes well	2025	2023	0.222	0.161	Describes somewhat	2025	2023	6.7000000000000004E-2	0.151	Only slight describes	2025	2023	2.1999999999999999E-2	9.7000000000000003E-2	Does not describe	2025	2023	8.8999999999999996E-2	6.5000000000000002E-2	Definitely does not describe	2025	2023	4.3999999999999997E-2	0.183	



Is allocated sufficient resources to carry out
 its functions 

Describes exceptionally well	2025	2023	0.16700000000000001	2.5999999999999999E-2	Describes very well	2025	2023	0.13300000000000001	5.1999999999999998E-2	Describes well	2025	2023	0.23300000000000001	3.9E-2	Describes somewhat	2025	2023	0.13300000000000001	0.13	Only slight describes	2025	2023	0.13300000000000001	0.16900000000000001	Does not describe	2025	2023	0.1	0.156	Definitely does not describe	2025	2023	0.1	0.42899999999999999	



Views protection of human subjects 
as its primary function

Describes exceptionally well	2025	2023	0.44700000000000001	0.31	Describes very well	2025	2023	0.27700000000000002	0.30099999999999999	Describes well	2025	2023	0.17	0.115	Describes somewhat	2025	2023	6.4000000000000001E-2	7.0999999999999994E-2	Only slight describes	2025	2023	2.1000000000000001E-2	0.106	Does not describe	2025	2023	2.1000000000000001E-2	1.7999999999999999E-2	Definitely does not describe	2025	2023	0	0.08	



Role of Respondent

2023	Faculty	Graduate Student	Admin staff	Post Doc	Other	0.7	0.16	0.13	0	0.02	2025	Faculty	Graduate Student	Admin staff	Post Doc	Other	0.82	0.17	0.02	0.02	0	



Level of Satisfaction

Extremely satisfied	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	Speed of service	Helpfulness of staff	Knowledge level of staff	Overall satisfaction	0.316	5.7000000000000002E-2	0.54390000000000005	0.25	0.5	0.20899999999999999	0.33329999999999999	4.7E-2	Satisfied	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	Speed of service	Helpfulness of staff	Knowledge level of staff	Overall satisfaction	0.35099999999999998	9.9000000000000005E-2	0.2631	0.20599999999999999	0.26790000000000003	0.27300000000000002	0.31480000000000002	0.16300000000000001	Somewhat satisfied	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	Speed of service	Helpfulness of staff	Knowledge level of staff	Overall satisfaction	0.22900000000000001	0.106	8.7999999999999995E-2	0.16900000000000001	0.125	0.158	0.22220000000000001	0.19400000000000001	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	Speed of service	Helpfulness of staff	Knowledge level of staff	Overall satisfaction	5.2999999999999999E-2	7.0999999999999994E-2	5.2999999999999999E-2	0.11799999999999999	5.3600000000000002E-2	0.108	1.8499999999999999E-2	0.13200000000000001	Somewhat dissatisfied	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	Speed of service	Helpfulness of staff	Knowledge level of staff	Overall satisfaction	3.5000000000000003E-2	0.128	1.7999999999999999E-2	0.11	0	0.10100000000000001	3.6999999999999998E-2	9.2999999999999999E-2	Dissatisfied	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	Speed of service	Helpfulness of staff	Knowledge level of staff	Overall satisfaction	1.7999999999999999E-2	0.21299999999999999	0	9.6000000000000002E-2	3.5700000000000003E-2	0.05	5.5599999999999997E-2	0.248	Extremely dsisatisfied	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	2025	2023	Speed of service	Helpfulness of staff	Knowledge level of staff	Overall satisfaction	0	0.32600000000000001	3.5000000000000003E-2	5.0999999999999997E-2	1.7899999999999999E-2	0.10100000000000001	1.8499999999999999E-2	0.124	



I know where to find guidelines/instructions on how to interface with the IRB 

Strongly agree	2025	2023	0.42399999999999999	0.2109	Agree	2025	2023	0.30499999999999999	0.37409999999999999	Somewhat agree	2025	2023	0.16900000000000001	0.24490000000000001	Neither agree nor disagree	2025	2023	1.7000000000000001E-2	3.4000000000000002E-2	Somewhat disagree	2025	2023	3.4000000000000002E-2	6.1199999999999997E-2	Disagree	2025	2023	5.0999999999999997E-2	2.7199999999999998E-2	Strongly disagree	2025	2023	0	4.7600000000000003E-2	



I understand the purpose and structure of the 
UO IRB

Strongly agree	2025	2023	0.59299999999999997	0.36599999999999999	Agree	2025	2023	0.32200000000000001	0.39300000000000002	Somewhat agree	2025	2023	3.4000000000000002E-2	0.11700000000000001	Neither agree nor disagree	2025	2023	3.4000000000000002E-2	4.1000000000000002E-2	Somewhat disagree	2025	2023	0	4.8000000000000001E-2	Disagree	2025	2023	1.7000000000000001E-2	1.4E-2	Strongly disagree	2025	2023	0	2.1000000000000001E-2	




When submitting an application, I know who to turn to for help

Strongly agree	2025	2023	0.441	0.17899999999999999	Agree	2025	2023	0.27100000000000002	0.24099999999999999	Somewhat agree	2025	2023	0.153	0.221	Neither agree nor disagree	2025	2023	6.8000000000000005E-2	6.2E-2	Somewhat disagree	2025	2023	3.4000000000000002E-2	0.14499999999999999	Disagree	2025	2023	1.7000000000000001E-2	6.9000000000000006E-2	Strongly disagree	2025	2023	1.7000000000000001E-2	8.3000000000000004E-2	



