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PROtocol Checklist Workshop 2014

EVALUATION

Did this workshop meet your expectations? Please comment.

What sessions or topics of this workshop were most useful?

What sessions or topics of this workshop do you feel could be improved? How?

Would you add any sessions or specific topics to this workshop?

How useful is the PROtocol Checklist resource?

Did you find the real protocol examples (i.e. PLUNG, HPV and OUTBACK) to be useful?

Would you prefer to spend time at the end of each session working on your own protocol (reflect, review,
write) or discussing your and other protocols with other participants?

Who from your Trials Group do you feel would benefit most from attending the PROtocol Checklist
Workshop? (e.g. Lead investigators, central operations staff, etc.....)

Overall rating of the PROtocol Checklist Workshop (1 = poor, 10=excellent)

1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | &6 7 | 8 | o 10




10. How did you find the length of the workshop?

a) Theright length (2 days)
b) Too long — (please specify your preferred length for this workshop) ___ days
c) Too short — (please specify your preferred length for this workshop) _ days

11. Which of the following workshops would you be interested in attending in the future?

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

PRO measures

PRO study design and analysis

Interpretation of PRO measures and results, including the minimally important difference (MID)
CONSORT-PRO - guidelines for preparation of PRO publications

Other QOL/PRO workshop suggestions , please specify:
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