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ABSTRACT 

Background 
Methicillin-Resistant (MRSA) or Methicillin-Sensitive (MSSA) Staphylococcus aureus skin and 
soft tissue infections (SSTIs) pose serious clinical and public health challenges. Few protocols 
exist for outpatient education, decolonization and decontamination.  
Objectives 
This trial implemented infection prevention protocols in homes via Community Health 
Workers/promotoras.  
Methods 
We engaged clinicians, patients, clinical and laboratory researchers, New-York-based Federally 
Qualified Health Centers and community hospital Emergency Departments. The Clinician and 
Patient Stakeholder Advisory Committee (CPSAC) convened in-person and remotely for shared 
decision-making and trial oversight.  
Results 
The trial consented 186 and randomized 119 participants with SSTIs with MRSA (n=59) or MSSA 
(n=59), completed home visits, obtained surveillance cultures from index patients and household 
members and sampled household environmental surfaces at baseline and three months. 
Lessons Learned 
The retention of the CPSAC during the trial demonstrated high levels of engagement. 
Conclusions 
CPSAC was highly effective throughout design and execution by troubleshooting recruitment and 
home visit challenges.  

DO NOT CITE OR REPRODUCE WITHOUT PRIOR AUTHORIZATION
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 
The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 23, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.15.20147496doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.15.20147496


For Peer Review

BACKGROUND 

Methicillin-Resistant Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA) is a multi-drug resistant infection 

that poses serious clinical and public health challenges. As a main cause of treatment-resistant skin 

and soft tissue infections (SSTIs)1,2, MRSA carries significant morbidity and mortality, and 

impacts patients, families, caregivers, and health-care institutions3,4. While effective protocols for 

hospital-acquired/healthcare-associated MRSA (HA-MRSA) exist5, few have been adapted for use 

in community settings for community-associated MRSA (CA-MRSA6-11) which affects otherwise 

healthy, younger individuals without exposure to healthcare risk factors or contacts12. Little 

research has examined the feasibility and effectiveness of implementing evidence-based infection 

prevention interventions in primary care settings13 and no studies have employed Community 

Health Workers (CHWs) or “Promotoras” to provide home-based education and training in 

decolonization and decontamination. The CA-MRSA Project 2 (CAMP2) was designed to test the 

effectiveness and implementation of an evidence-based intervention tested and shown to be 

effective in the hospital intensive care unit (ICU) setting.5 

One of the most notable features of this patient-centered outcomes research study was the 

engagement of multiple academic and community-based stakeholders in critical phases of the trial. 

The stakeholder partnership was built upon a long-term, multi-year, highly-engaged community-

academic research and learning collaborative that included practicing clinicians, patients, clinical 

researchers, laboratory researchers, several New-York-based Federally Qualified Health Centers 

(FQHCs), and several Community Hospital Emergency Departments (EDs).14 In this article, we 

describe some of the logistical and procedural aspects of the community-based participatory 

research (CBPR) and practice-based research network (PBRN) methodologies that were used in 
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the design and conduct of this trial and further highlight the ways in which stakeholders contributed 

to the CAMP2 trial. 

 

METHODS 

The CAMP2 study was conceptualized by a group of stakeholders during a prior 

observational epidemiologic study, the CA-MRSA Project 1 (CAMP1), which examined the 

correlates, treatments, and outcomes for patients with SSTIs presenting for treatment with 

microbiologically confirmed S. aureus infections (either MRSA or MSSA).  

CAMP2 was the next logical step in this CBPR partnership, where we endeavored to 

intervene upon patient-centered features that we observed in the CAMP1 study. The CAMP2 trial 

tested a community-based intervention to enhance outpatient treatment for CA-MRSA. This 

comparative effectiveness/patient centered outcomes research trial recruited participants at three 

FQHCs and three EDs in New-York City. Eligible participants: (1) were between 7-70 years; (2) 

were fluent in English or Spanish; (3) planned to continue to receive care in the FQHC or ED 

during the next year; (4) presented with signs and symptoms of a SSTI; (5) had a laboratory-

confirmed baseline wound culture positive for MRSA or MSSA (patients who met inclusion 

criteria but whose SSTI culture was positive for S. aureus without antibiotic resistance, or MSSA+, 

were also enrolled because their risk for recurrence is similar to that of patients with MRSA+ 

wound cultures); (6) were willing/able to provide informed consent; and (7) willing to participate 

in the baseline and follow-up home visits.  

Recruitment, informed consent, and baseline clinical assessment were conducted by trained 

CHW/Promotoras, who worked in collaboration with FQHC/ED clinicians and office staff. Data 

collected included clinical laboratory results from microbiological cultures taken from the 
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participants' wound(s), as well as surveillance cultures from the nares, axilla, and groin. Additional 

data collected included a detailed dermatologic assessment, clinical and demographic data 

extracted from the electronic health records (EHRs), molecular epidemiologic characterizations of 

the wound, surveillance and household specimens, environmental assessments obtained by 

CHW/promotoras during baseline and follow-up home visits, as well as responses to patient-

reported surveys (pain, depression, quality of life, satisfaction with care). 

All participants received clinician-directed standard-of-care treatment, including incision 

and drainage (I&D) and/or oral antibiotics. Participants were assessed at baseline and then 

randomized to experimental or control condition.  

Two interventions were compared: (1) CDC-Guidelines directed care (i.e., incision and 

drainage (I&D) and antibiogram-selected oral antibiotics15,16 and an educational pamphlet; (Usual 

Care) versus (2) CDC Guidelines-directed care combined with universal household decolonization 

and environmental decontamination interventions based on the REDUCE MRSA Trial5,15,16, 

provided in the home by CHW/Promotoras (Experimental Group). Specifically, we evaluated the 

comparative effectiveness on SSTI recurrence rates (primary outcome) and secondary patient-

centered outcomes (pain, depression, quality of life, care satisfaction) using a two-arm 1:1 

randomized controlled trial. With the multiplicity of stakeholders’ perspectives in mind17, we 

arrived at the shared research priority of preventing infection recurrence and household 

transmission.  The experimental intervention was designed to enhance participants’ MRSA 

knowledge and encourage self-efficacy, active self-management and preventive health behaviors18 

(Table 1). Participants had follow-up home visits at three months and EHRs were reviewed for 

SSTI recurrence over six months following the index SSTI treatment.  
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CBPR Methodology  

Clinician and Patient Stakeholder Advisory Committee (CPSAC) Composition and Procedures 

The Clinician and Patient Stakeholder Advisory Committee (CPSAC) brought together 

patient stakeholders (i.e., members of the community who were not enrolled in this trial), staff 

from six New York City area FQHCs and EDs, staff from Clinical Directors Network (CDN, 

www.CDNetwork.org), a primary care practice-based research network (PBRN) and AHRQ-

designated Center of Excellence for Practice-based Research and Learning (#1 P30-HS-021667),  

as well as academicians and clinicians from the NIH/NCATS-funded Clinical and Translational 

Science Award (CTSA) (#8 UL-1 TR-000043) at the Center for Clinical and Translational Science 

at The Rockefeller University, and scientists from the Laboratory of Microbiology and Infectious 

Diseases at The Rockefeller University (see Table 2). Patient stakeholders were recruited from 

among previous CAMP1 participants, which included participants in the observational study, focus 

groups and Research Town Hall meetings. In addition, the CPSAC included the designated patient 

representative from an FQHC, and one patient representative from each ED (n=3). CDN recruited 

one additional community representative to serve on the CPSAC, a local businessman and 

barbershop owner from previously conducted MRSA and Hepatitis C CTSA-funded pilot studies 

that developed and tested MRSA and Hepatitis C education with staff working at NYC 

barbershops19. 

The CPSAC met in person or via teleconference, as determined by the participants, with 

logistical and financial support provided by CDN. Meetings were held every 1-2 months, either 

in-person at The Rockefeller University (2-3 hours) or by web/teleconference (1-1.5 hours). A 

total of 25 CPSAC meetings were held throughout the course of the project. CPSAC roles are 

summarized in Table 3. During the CPSAC meetings, the team discussed study conduct and 
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progress, identified barriers and opportunities, recommended strategies to increase recruitment, 

engagement, and retention of study participants, and developed opportunities for dissemination. 

To engage stakeholders outside CPSAC meetings, we also initiated regular communiques 

and encouraged stakeholders to provide ongoing input through emails and phone calls. Thus, there 

were numerous email threads that reflected shared decision-making. This active engagement of 

stakeholders fostered equitable collaboration by focusing on ongoing and multi-level 

communications and ensured transparency at each step. Through all stages of the project, our 

stakeholders shared their perspectives, preferences, and priorities. 

Academic, clinician, and CHW stakeholders participated in robust discussions as to 

whether to conduct S. aureus surveillance among CHWs, based on a review of the literature and 

the occupational safety perspective from the CHW standpoint. Stakeholder discussions with 

experts in infectious diseases and infection control resulted in the decision not to conduct routine 

CHW surveillance, given that in settings with higher rates of MRSA exposure, such as the hospital 

ICU, colonization in health care workers is low20-22, and persistent carriage is rare23,24. CHW 

training included guidelines for infection prevention, similar to precautions taken by healthcare 

workers in settings with higher infection exposure and transmission risk.  

 

LESSONS LEARNED 

Value Added by Patient and Community Partners 

The CPSAC and CHWs/promotoras routinely met to provide input and guidance on all 

aspects of the project. Working together, academic, clinician, CHW, and patient stakeholders made 

recommendations for various aspects of the trial, including but not limited to: (a) designing the 

home intervention, (b) selecting the primary outcomes and their measurement, (c) ensuring that 
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patient-centered outcomes were meaningful, without being burdensome to study participants, (d) 

improving patient identification/recruitment, (e) obtaining informed consent, (f) intervention 

delivery (g) methods to improve the scheduling and completion of home visits, (g) retention goals, 

(h) planning dissemination activities, (i) the protocol's burden on participants, and (j) feedback on 

protocol changes. 

In the CAMP1 study, study participants, the research team, and clinicians identified 

important topics that we chose to further explore in CAMP214. For example, stakeholders stressed 

the importance of patient education and support designed to inform participants of how the index 

patient and their household members could work together to implement low-cost hygienic and 

environmental steps to reduce the index patient’s risk of recurrent infections and prevent 

transmission to household members.  

During the design phase of CAMP2, the stakeholders voiced strong concerns that while 

patients with MRSA received excellent decolonization and decontamination practices in-hospital, 

their needs were largely unaddressed once they left the hospital setting. At a series of community 

engagement meetings, stakeholders articulated their perspectives on developing a project to 

address CA-MRSA in the household environment, in response to a case presentation by an FQHC 

clinician of a CAMP1 participant with multiple recurrences.25 The participant was treated with 

I&D and antibiotics, but an SSTI recurred, and MRSA was now present in her sister who was 

visiting her apartment. This case study was subsequently published by one of the FQHC clinicians 

as the lead author25.  

CAMP2 stakeholders and staff also discussed issues related to the conduct of home visits 

during early CPSAC meetings. Meeting attendees voiced concerns that participants might hesitate 

to invite strangers into their homes, or participants might cite “lack of trust” as a reason for failing 
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to enroll or withdrawing from the trial. Another issue included participants’ fears of potential 

shaming and stigmatization about their home being “dirty” or “contaminated”. These concerns 

were addressed through the utilization of CHWs/Promotoras to implement the home visits, as well 

as in engaging the Community Health Worker Network of New York City to train study CHWs. 

Stakeholders also defined the optimal process by which the project team could reach 

community audiences, providing input on discussions of cultural sensitivity, patient autonomy, 

shaming and stigmatization related to potential home contamination, and community health 

priorities. To address these concerns, attendees suggested having two CHWs/promotoras  attend 

each home visit, instituting a warm hand off between clinicians and study staff, employing 

CHWs/promotoras who were trusted members of the community, and by explicitly addressing 

shaming and stigmatization in CHW/Promotora training sessions. The CPSAC also suggested 

additional content for training CHWs/promotoras, outlining the manner by which 

CHWs/promotoras should rehearse and demonstrate their competence. Academic, clinician, 

CHW, and patient stakeholders participated in discussions about improving patient identification 

and consent, methods to improve the scheduling and completion of home visits, and ways to 

improve the consent rate of household members.  

Where approporiate, stakeholder subgroups were asked to provide input on issues germane 

to their expertise. CHW stakeholders tested the data collection application and refined informed 

consent language and assessment procedures to address language, literacy and cultural sensitivity. 

Community clinician stakeholders participated in refining and finalizing the study protocol, 

adapting and expanding the clinical workflow, and identifying patient and clinician engagement 

strategies. Academic stakeholders shaped discussions about patient consent and human subjects 

protection, the quality and acceptability of educational materials, the laboratory measures, and the 
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patient-centered and self-reported outcomes assessment battery. They also provided input based 

on recently published literature on CA-MRSA and the home environment/microbiome, and guided 

the discussion of methods to measure intervention fidelity. Academic stakeholders also conducted 

ongoing discussions on building capacity for patient stakeholders to have an influence on the 

health of their communities. Both clinician and academic stakeholders were engaged in the 

development of the study-specific CHW training protocol (see Appendix D), which was 

implemented by an established, well-recognized CHW training organization, Community Health 

Worker Network of New York City (www.CHWNetwork.org). They were also involved in 

planning dissemination activities. Patient stakeholders were engaged in discussions about 

increasing the scope of dissemination venues in the community. They were additionally asked for 

feedback regarding protocol changes (e.g., removal of oropharyngeal surveillance swabs), as well 

as the acceptability of dissemination of information only (but not intervention kits), to usual care 

participants at the end of the study. 

This active engagement of stakeholders fostered equitable collaboration through shared 

decision-making by focusing on ongoing and multi-level communications and ensuring 

transparency at each step. Our stakeholders shared their perspectives, preferences and priorities at 

all stages of the project. For example, in problem-solving recruitment/retention challenges, 

stakeholders suggested a more personalized exchange among the site clinicians, study recruitment 

staff and CHW/Promotoras. As such, we instituted a “warm handoff”, whereby the site clinician 

directly introduced the patient to the study recruiter and CHW/promotora and invited the patients 

to  participate in the study26.  In theory, when a patient has an established relationship with the 

clinician, a warm hand off by the clinician is thought to increase the likelihood that the patient will 

agree to participate in the study (“trust-by-proxy”). This procedure includes the patient as an active 
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team member and engages the patient in the shared decision-making process. We found this added 

step to improve retention. 

In addition, we were particularly eager to understand why one-third of the participants who 

consented to home visits withdrew from the study before they were informed about their 

randomized treatment assignment, and therefore never received the intervention. Home visit 

implementation presented a major challenge due to participants either being unreachable following 

their baseline visit to the FQHC or ED for treatment of their SSTIs, or they were unwilling or 

unable to participate due to subsequent lack of agreement by other members in the household.  The 

perceived and  actual  intrusiveness of home visits proved difficult to overcome. When we shared 

this difficulty of retention of participants who were recruited in clinical settings but refused to 

participate once the project team contacted them at home, the CPSAC was instrumental in 

performing a “leaky pipe analysis” (see Table 4). This analysis examined the flow of patients over 

the study's lifecycle, from presenting for care and informed consent to baseline home visit 

completion, and explored the points at which participants withdrew from the study. We undertook 

this analysis to improve our retention rates and to guide other community-based research projects 

with similar research designs. Based on stakeholder guidance we changed several procedures of 

the study. For example, we began making appointments at the FQHC or ED with each patient who 

provided informed consent (prior to laboratory confirmation), and subsequently cancelled 

appointments if the microbiological assessment showed that patients infection was not due to 

MRSA. 

Continued Engagement of Patient and Community Partners 

Stakeholders were highly engaged as evidenced by their enthusiasm and follow-through 

over the study period. We observed that the retention during the project of the CPSAC community 
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and patient stakeholders was excellent, indicating an extremely high level of stakeholder 

engagement. Among the community partners, 100% remained with the project throughout the 

entire study and continue to collaborate as advisors in new patient-centered outcomes research 

studies (See Table 3). The involvement, input and continued engagement of stakeholders represent 

an important and integral feature of  the design, conduct, and dissemination of CAMP2.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 

CAMP2 aimed to intervene at multiple levels in the patient's ecosystem, including the 

systems, patient, pathogen, and environmental factors associated with MRSA SSTI recurrence and 

household transmission. CAMP2 was designed based on the input of a diverse stakeholder group 

of practicing clinicians, patients, clinical researchers, laboratory researchers, and 

CHWs/promotoras. Convening the CPSAC for regular meetings gained input and guidance across 

all aspects of the project and encouraged sustained involvement of stakeholders in decision-

making processes. 

One limitation of the process evaluation of the CPSAC was the lack of a standardized tool 

to measure engagement and satisfaction. An engagement survey, delivered at regular intervals, 

could have helped quantify stakeholder satisfaction. Future analyses will examine the growth over 

time using network and sociometric methods. 

The members of the CPSAC were instrumental from design through implementation of 

this comparative effectiveness/patient-centered outcomes research study. They contributed to 

hypothesis development and study design, as well as identified potential areas of concern during 

the conduct of the study, represented the patient and community-clinician points of view, and 

identified remedies for various study challenges (e.g., recruitment and retention). CPSAC 
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members remained highly engaged throughout the project and were effective at strengthening the 

project as a whole. 
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Table 1. PCORI Patient-Centered Questions Addressed by CAMP2 Trial 

PCORI Patient-Centered Questions 
examined during CAMP117 

CAMP1 Stakeholder Feedback Addressed in CAMP2: 
Patient-Centered Features Incorporated 
into the CAMP2 Design 

1) “Given my personal characteristics, 
conditions, and preferences, what 
should I expect will happen to me?” 

78% of CAMP1 patients rated reducing the spread of MRSA in 
their household as “very important” to them. Moreover, 84% rated 
preventing their MRSA infection from coming back as “very 
important”. One of the goals of this project was to reduce future 
recurrence and uncertainty. Patient education and self-efficacy 
were crucial to the implementation of this intervention. 
CHW/Promotoras collaborated in developing the home visit 
scripts and protocol to address the cultural, socioeconomic, and 
medical needs of patients. 

2) “What are my options and what are 
the potential benefits and harms of 
those options?”  

The CAMP2 study compared the effectiveness of two 
interventions to prevent MRSA recurrence. If effective when 
implemented in the community-based settings, the intervention 
could help reduce the spread of MRSA infection and reduce future 
morbidity and suffering. Given the patients who received care in 
the health systems settings that provide care to an urban, multi-
ethnic low income population, many of whom have been 
disenfranchised by the health care system, all protocols were 
highly sensitive to participants’ autonomy and their role as the 
ultimate decision-maker. 

3) “What can I do to improve the 
outcomes that are most important to 
me?”  

Qualitative results demonstrated that patients were most concerned 
about recurrence, pain, and ability to perform functions. 
CAMP2 intervention aims to empower patients to play a more 
active role in reducing the burden of recurrent MRSA infections 
through tools and methods to decolonize themselves and 
household members and to disinfect their households18. 

4) “How can clinicians and the care 
delivery systems they work in help me 
make the best decisions about my health 
and healthcare?”  

Through close relationships with the communities they serve, 
clinicians in FQHCs and community hospital emergency 
departments, worked with study-supported staff, including onsite 
study recruiters. To minimize impact on practice workflow, 
research staff were present and obtained informed consent in a 
collaborative style, to ensure that each participant understood 
that the project was designed to help them make the best 
decisions for themselves, and to take active steps to reduce the 
possibility of infection recurrence and household transmission. 
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Table 2. Community and Patient Stakeholder Advisory Committee Roles and Composition 
Stakeholder 
Type Description of Role # FQHCs # EDs TOTAL 

Clinicians 

· Conducted patient screening and recruitment 
· Obtained informed consent 
· Assessed dermatological symptoms, collected specimen, 
treated wounds, among other activities during Baseline 
Study Visit 
· Assisted with follow-up of “warm handoff” protocol 
· Participated in stakeholder meetings 

4 5 9 

CHW/ 
Promotoras 

· Conducted patient screening and recruitment 
· Obtained informed consent 
· Participated in “warm handoff” protocol 
· Conducted home visits 
· Conducted telephone assessments 
· Participated in stakeholder meetings 

2 4 6 

Patients/ 
Community 
Members 

· Determined acceptability of education materials and 
home visit protocol elements 
· Proposed community-based dissemination opportunities 
· Reviewed assessment measures and home visit schedule 
· Participated in stakeholder meetings 

1 4 5 

TOTAL 7 13 20 
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Table 3. Retention/Turnover CAMP2 Research Team 

TYPE OF STAKEHOLDER # Beginning 
of study # End of study % Retention 

FQHC/HOSP ED* 23 13 57% 
ACADEMIC/MEDICAL CENTER 24 19 79% 
PBRN 17 9 53% 
PATIENT/ COMMUNITY PARTNER 5 5 100% 
PRIVATE/CORPORATE PARTNER 4 2 50% 
FUNDER 3 3 100% 
TOTAL 76 51 67% 

*FQHC/HOSP ED=Federally Qualified Health Center/Hospital Emergency Department 
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Table 4. “Leaky Pipe” Model for Evaluating Recruitment and Home Visits Completion 
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