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1. Opportunity

8. Lessons Learned
• Engage early on.
• Take time to build relationships.
• Create safe and inclusive spaces to
exchange ideas and feedback.
• Have pre and post meeting debriefs.
• Have more than two patients!
• Aim for diversity (i.e., sex, religion,
age, income, culture, Indigeneity).
• Be willing to be uncomfortable.
• Move beyond the checklist of
engagement.
• Be flexible.

To increase the quality of health research
partnerships involving patients, we first
need to understand what meaningful
engagement looks like. The Patient
Engagement Evaluation Working Group
aims to develop measures to describe
and assess engagement. These measures
will be used to help research teams know
whether or not they have been successful
in their engagement and why that is
important.

7. Impact

The Working Group has grown since it
was established in November 2016.
Members include patients,
researchers, and representatives from
the Health Quality Council of Alberta,
Alberta Health Services, Heart and
Stroke Foundation, PaCER, Alberta
Innovates, Hotii T’seeda, and the
Centre of Excellence on Partnership
with Patients and the Public.

3. Patient Voices

Our work aims to support research
teams to evaluate their engagement
processes. This information offers an
opportunity to improve the quality of
engagement. When more research
teams are improving engagement, more
patients will be meaningfully engaged.
Meaningful engagement will open the
door to more patients being involved in
research, which supports a culture shift
of patient perspectives influencing
health research.

Patient membership has been critical
to understanding patient experiences
in research, including being engaged
as Patient Partners. The Working
Group was formed with one patient
member, two more joined in May
2016, and two more joined in October
2017. There are currently 6 patient
members on the Evaluation Working
Group and a total of 16
members.

6. Evaluation Matrix
By discussing these two questions the
Working Group will capture (1) outcomes
to assess meaningful engagement and (2)
measures to assess these outcomes.
These outcomes and measures will be
collected in the Evaluation Matrix. An
accompanying “Do It Yourself” guide will
be developed to help research teams use
the information in the Evaluation Matrix
to evaluate and improve their
engagement processes.

2. Working Group
Membership

4. Evaluation Framework

5. Approach
The Working Group now plans to
walk through each intersection of the
Evaluation Matrix and discuss the
following questions: (1) What would
meaningful engagement look like at
this stage of the research cycle and at
this level of engagement?
(2) How would we assess this
engagement and whether or not it
was successful?

The Working Group had previously
developed an overarching Evaluation
Framework, along with a smaller and
simpler framework to guide our
process. This smaller framework
consists of (1) the stages of the
research cycle on one axis and (2)
different levels of engagement on
the other axis. This smaller
framework has been named the
“Evaluation Matrix”

