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Infrastructure and Implementation
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e A critical piece of translation that often remains unexamined is the actual
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e Enabling participants from diverse populations to speak directly to the Clinical Response/Completion Rates
Research Enterprise about their experiences helps build trust. . .
e The resulting data provide an evidence-base for hypothesis-generation and ’x Fll;ceers forfcgjzci?ug

testing to drive the development of research processes that are more “No fiter

About the participants:
participant-centered and more effective.
HOW?
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A validated tool for participant feedback:
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About the research study:

Embedded info
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Participants

e Research Participant Perception Survey (RPPS) is participant-centered, free, Inter-Institution Discaseldsorder o enol Did the research team members listen carefully to you? @ L response n, # missing,
. . .. . Dashboard Informed Consent setting 88 a0 a3 g2 87 87 89 83
validated in thousands of participants, and takes 2-3 minutes to complete. Wk SR Swmee #n/a
. cl . . . .. . ake PR sy paa : ; il
e Common institutional challenges to fielding RPPS include missing infrastructure, Forest i it SO Did the research team members treat you with courtesy and respect? @ Lt 96 100 93 96 96 95 96 100 Conditional
. . .- FGMBETS Treat you With COUTEsy 4 onaitiona
StandardS, gUIdance, expertise and benchmarks to facilitate success. During your discussion about the study, did you feel pressure from the research staff .
to join the study? € L 94 100 /9 95 9% 93 94 100 formatting
do everything possible to provide assistance with any language Increases ViSib”ity of

,. 77 75 75 64 78 83 83 50 . .
ght have? @ L hi/lo scores, intergroup

differences

When you fere not at the research site did you know how to reach the research team
if you f? a question? O L Y 79 40 57 75 80 79 80 83

The Innovation: Embedded info
* Empowering the Participant Voice (EPV) is a six-CTSA collaboration to DEVELOP Rochester Fly-over
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