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This project gathered perspectives from head and neck R
cancer patients, survivors and family caregivers, e
regarding their experiences participating in an innovative o
approach to stakeholder engagement for this specific
population in a pragmatic research trial.

METHODS AND MATERIALS
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Stakeholder engagement requires concerted design
planning and implementation of processes to ensure
meaningful and respectful involvement by all
stakeholders concerned with specific populations.
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-Evaluation surveys following each meeting
-Summative evaluation survey at two years
-In-depth interviews at two years
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Figure 2. Workflow based on model. “The committee made a serious effort to listen to Correspondence: Marg.i.fitch@gmail.com
stakeholders.”

Quantitative and qualitative analyses were conducted as relevant.
Table 3. lllustrative feedback about experiences from Stakeholders
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