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Executive	Summary	
GET-FACTS	(Genetics,	Environment	and	Therapies:	Food	Allergy	Clinical	Tolerance	Studies)	 is	a	
five	year	research	initiative	working	to	inform	the	food	allergy	research	agenda	in	Canada	and	
beyond.	 A	 Steering	 Committee	 comprised	 of	 key	 stakeholders	 and	 research	 scientists	 was	
created	 to	ensure	 the	 integrity	of	 the	project	 as	 a	whole,	 as	well	 as	 to	 support	 the	project’s	
mandate	for	integrated	Knowledge	Translation	(iKT)	and	the	co-production	of	knowledge.	The	
mission	 of	 the	 Steering	 Committee	 is	 to	 inform	 the	 research	 agenda	 of	 the	 GET-FACTS	 food	
allergy	project,	thereby	contributing	to	research	products	meaningful	in	the	lives	of	Canadians	
affected,	both	directly	and	indirectly,	by	food	allergy.	In	support	of	this,	a	working	group	of	the	
Steering	 Committee	 developed	 a	 Performance	 Measurement	 Framework	 to	 use	 in	 the	
monitoring	 and	 assessment	of	 the	 implementation	of	 iKT	 and	 its	 outcomes	 in	 the	 context	 of	
GET-FACTS.	
	
This	 report	 details	 the	process	 in	developing	 the	Performance	Measurement	 Framework	 and	
presents	the	final	products.	These	are:	
	

a) the	 project	 logic	model	 (a	 broad	 overview	 and	 systematic	 illustration	 of	 the	 program	
showing	the	relationship	between	the	program	activities,	outputs,	and	outcomes);		

b) the	evaluation	matrix	(a	table	organized	according	to	the	logic	model	which	provides	an	
overview	of	 the	 evaluation	 strategy	 including	 how	 the	 outputs	 and	 outcomes	will	 be	
measured);	

c) an	 implementation	 plan	 (a	 summary	 of	 the	 indicators	 in	 the	 evaluation	matrix	 to	 be	
assessed	 through	 each	 of	 the	 proposed	 data	 collection	 tools	 and	 the	 next	 steps	 in	
implementing	the	Performance	Measurement	Framework);	and,	

d) the	data	collection	tools,	as	detailed	in	the	evaluation	matrix.			
	
By	 monitoring	 and	 assessing	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 iKT	 component	 of	 the	 GET-FACTS	
project,	 the	 Performance	Measurement	 Framework	 aims	 to	 ensure	 credibility	 of	 the	 findings	
through	 triangulation	 of	 data;	 feasibility	 through	 decreasing	 response	 burden,	 identifying	
priority	 indicators	and	proposing	alternative	data	collection	 strategies	 to	allow	 for	a	practical	
evaluation	 strategy	 given	 finite	 resources;	 and	 usefulness/relevance	 by	 engaging	 key	
stakeholders	in	the	definition,	prioritization	and	monitoring	of	key	iKT	goals	in	GET-FACTS.	This	
Performance	Measurement	Framework	provides	a	solid	foundation	for	the	evaluation	of	the	iKT	
component	 of	 GET-FACTS.	 However,	 evaluation	 is	 a	 dynamic	 process	 that	 requires	 ongoing	
review	and	revision	to	ensure	continued	relevance	as	the	initiative	evolves	over	time.	
	
The	authors	would	like	to	acknowledge	and	thank	Adele	Iannantuono	(Health	Canada)	and	
Sharon	Lee	(Allergy	Asthma	Information	Association)	of	the	GET-FACTS	Steering	Committee	
PMF	working	group	for	their	extensive	contribution	to	this	work.		
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Introduction	
Background	

Food	allergies	are	a	growing	public	health	concern	in	Canada	and	beyond,	impacting	individuals,	
families,	 schools,	 the	 health	 care	 system,	 etc.	 Many	 food	 allergies	 –	 those	 linked	 with	
anaphylaxis	 –	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 be	 fatal.	 Foods	 are	 the	 most	 common	 triggers	 for	
anaphylaxis	 and	 reactions	 range	 from	mild	 to	 severe.	 Approximately	 7.5%	 of	 Canadians	 (2.5	
million	people)	are	affected	by	food	allergies,	while	50%	of	Canadian	households	are	affected,	
directly	or	indirectly,	by	food	allergies.	
	
GET-FACTS	 (Genetics,	 Environment	 and	 Therapies:	 Food	 Allergy	 Clinical	 Tolerance	 Studies),	 a	
five	year	research	initiative	funded	through	the	Canadian	Institutes	of	Health	Research	(CIHR),	
is	working	to	inform	the	food	allergy	research	agenda.	The	overall	purpose	is	the	co-production	
of	 knowledge,	 an	 increased	 understanding	 of	 the	 science	 and	 a	 greater	 emphasis	 on	 the	
societal	 response	 to	 the	 science	 around	 food	 allergy.	 GET-FACTS	 is	 focused	 on	 four	 areas	 of	
research:	

1. Novel	biomarkers	to	assess	allergy	and	tolerance;	
2. Environmental	influences	on	tolerance	to	foods;	
3. Genetic	influences	on	tolerance	to	food;	and,	
4. Developing	 an	 end-user	 driven	 research	 agenda	 through	 a	 process	 of	 integrated	

Knowledge	Translation	(iKT).	
	
The	GET-FACTS	project	comprises	both	Scientists	and	key	stakeholders	(together	comprising	the	
GET-FACTS	researchers)	from	across	Canada.	A	Steering	Committee	was	created	to	ensure	the	
integrity	 of	 the	 project	 as	 a	 whole,	 as	 well	 as	 to	 support	 the	 fourth	 pillar	 –	 integrated	
Knowledge	Translation	(iKT).		The	mission	of	the	Steering	Committee	is	to	inform	the	research	
agenda	of	the	GET-FACTS	food	allergy	project,	 thereby	contributing	to	research	products	that	
are	meaningful	in	the	lives	of	Canadians	affected,	both	directly	and	indirectly,	by	food	allergy.	
The	specific	roles	of	the	Steering	Committee	are:	

• to	 develop	 an	 end-user	 informed	 basic	 science	 research	 agenda	 for	 food	 allergy	 in	
Canada;		

• to	provide	concrete	deliverables	over	the	life	of	the	project	(2014-2018);	and		
• to	advise	and	facilitate	an	open	dialogue	between	scientists	and	end-users	around	the	

science	agenda.	
	
In	 support	of	 the	 fourth	pillar	of	 the	GET-FACTS	project	 (see	above),	 the	Steering	Committee	
developed	a	Performance	Measurement	Framework	to	use	 in	the	monitoring	and	assessment	
of	the	implementation	of	integrated	Knowledge	Translation	and	its	outcomes	in	the	context	of	
GET-FACTS.	
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Process	to	Develop	the	Performance	Measurement	Framework	

To	support	the	development	of	the	Performance	Measurement	Framework	for	GET-FACTS	iKT,	
Research	Power	Incorporated,	a	consulting	firm	with	expertise	in	research	and	evaluation,	was	
engaged.	The	consultant	worked	closely	with	 lead	 investigators	 for	 the	 iKT	component	of	 the	
project,	Dr.	Susan	Elliott	and	Dr.	Jenna	Dixon,	as	well	as	the	Steering	Committee.	The	process	
for	development	of	the	Performance	Measurement	Framework	included:	

• A	meeting	with	 the	 Steering	 Committee	 to	 brainstorm	 and	 identify	 key	 activities	 and	
outcomes	related	to	iKT;		

• Development	 of	 a	 draft	 logic	model	 summarizing	 the	 key	 elements	 of	 iKT,	 associated	
activities	and	outputs	for	each	element,	and	overall	outcomes;		

• Sharing	 and	 review	 of	 the	 logic	 model	 with	 the	 researchers	 (both	 the	 Steering	
Committee	 and	 Scientists)	 to	 obtain	 input,	 and	modifications	 based	 on	 the	 feedback	
received;		

• Creation	 of	 a	working	 group	 to	 lead	 the	 development	 of	 an	 evaluation	matrix	where	
indicators	were	identified	and	mapped	to	the	outputs	and	outcomes	in	the	logic	model,	
as	well	as	data	collection	methods;		

• Sharing	 and	 review	 of	 the	 evaluation	 matrix	 with	 the	 Steering	 Committee	 to	 obtain	
input	and	make	modifications	based	on	the	feedback	received;		

• Sharing	and	review	of	the	evaluation	matrix	with	the	Scientists	to	obtain	input	and	make	
modifications	based	on	the	feedback	received;	

• Prioritization	of	the	indicators	in	the	evaluation	matrix	by	the	working	group;	
• Development	of	the	Performance	Measurement	Framework	report	compiling	the	 logic	

model	and	evaluation	matrix	as	well	as	an	implementation	plan;	and	
• Development	 of	 data	 collection	 instruments	 for	 use	 in	 applying	 the	 Performance	

Measurement	Framework.		
	
This	 report	 includes	 the	project	 logic	model,	 evaluation	matrix,	 an	 implementation	plan,	 and	
draft	data	collection	tools.	The	Performance	Measurement	Framework	is	intended	to	guide	the	
evaluation	of	the	iKT	component	of	the	GET-FACTS	project.	
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Logic	Model	
Description	

A	logic	model	provides	a	diagrammatic	representation	of	a	program	or	initiative.	Logic	models	
provide	 a	 broad	 overview	 of	 a	 program	 through	 systematically	 illustrating	 the	 relationship	
between	the	program	activities,	outputs,	and	outcomes.		
	
• Activities:	 High	 level	 actions	 that	 the	 program/initiative	 will	 implement	 to	 achieve	 its	

anticipated	goals	including	its	outputs	and	outcomes.		
• Outputs:	The	direct	products/deliverables	resulting	from	the	program/initiative’s	activities.		
• Outcomes:	Outcomes	are	the	changes	resulting	from	the	initiative’s	activities	and	outputs;	

the	outcomes	of	the	GET-FACTS	iKT	Project	include	shorter-term,	intermediate,	and	longer	
term	outcomes.		

	
A	 logic	 model	 organizes	 a	 program/initiative’s	 activities	 according	 to	 broad	 ‘components’.	
Generally,	 the	 intermediate	and	 longer	term	outcomes	of	a	 logic	model	are	not	 linked	to	any	
one	 specific	 component,	 activity,	 or	 output	 but	 are	 the	 result	 of	 the	 program/initiative	 as	 a	
whole.	 The	 various	 activities	 of	 the	 GET-FACTS	 iKT	 project	 are	 contained	 within	 three	
components	including:	

• Communication	and	Education	
• Networking	and	Relationship	Building	
• Evaluation	and	Accountability	

	
The	 GET-FACTS	 iKT	 project	 components	 and	 activities	 and	 their	 associated	 outputs	 and	
outcomes	are	depicted	in	the	logic	model	in	Figure	1.		A	table	with	a	more	detailed	description	
of	the	activities	and	outputs	is	provided	in	Appendix	1.	
	



 

 

	
	

 
 
Figure	1:	Measuring	Performance:	A	Performance	Measurement	Framework	(PMF)	for	Integrated	Knowledge	Translation	(iKT)	
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Evaluation	Matrix	
	

	

Overview	

An	evaluation	matrix	provides	an	overview	of	an	evaluation	strategy	including	how	the	outputs	

and	 outcomes	 will	 be	 measured.	 An	 evaluation	 matrix	 is	 typically	 presented	 as	 a	 table	

organized	 according	 to	 the	 components	 of	 the	 logic	 model.	 Indicators	 and	 data	 collection	

methods	 are	 organized	 in	 the	 table	 by	 the	 outputs	 and	 outcomes	 in	 the	 logic	 model.	 The	

evaluation	 questions	 are	 “answered”	 by	 indicators.	 Indicators	 are	 the	 measures	 used	 to	

determine	 if	 or	 how	 well	 each	 output	 and	 outcome	 has	 been	 achieved.	 Appropriate	 data	

collection	methods	and	tools	are	then	identified	for	each	indicator.		

	

Following	is	the	evaluation	matrix	for	the	GET-FACTS	integrated	Knowledge	Translation	project	

including	 indicators	and	evaluation	methods	 for	 the	outputs	and	 short-term	outcomes	 in	 the	

logic	model.	

Component	1:	Communication	and	Education	

v Output	1a:	Internal	communication	
 

Indicator	 Data	Collection	Method	 Timeline	

• #	and	type	of	internal	communication	strategies	

(mechanisms	for	connection)	

- Contact	list	of	all	researchers	–	(e.g.,	email	contact	list	to	

facilitate	communication	between	researchers)	

- Protocol	for	Steering	Committee	members	to	reach	

Scientists	and	Scientists	to	reach	Steering	Committee	

members	

- Description	of	central	repository	for	the	project	-	Google	
Docs	drive	

- Use	of	Google	Docs	drive		
- Description	of	Terms	of	Reference	(attendance	guidelines,	

content	of	guidelines	for	communication)		

- #	and	purpose	of	teleconferences	

Project	Tracking	Form	

(PTF)	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017		

Researcher	Survey	 Mar.	2017	

• Effectiveness	of	internal	communication	strategies	 Researcher	Survey	 Mar.	2017	
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v Output	1b:	External	communication	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	Method	 Timeline	

• #	and	type	of	external	communication	strategies	re:	iKT	

- Description	of	website	
- #	and	type	of	scholarly	presentations	and	publications	
- #	and	type	of	community	presentations	

- #	and	type	of	non-peer	reviewed	publications	(e.g.,	
organizational	newsletters	

- Other	

PTF-	Research	

Coordinators	complete	

for	Scientists;	SC	

members;	append	

slides	of	presentations	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	in	Sept	

2017	

	

• #	and	type	of	audiences	of	external	communication	

strategies	

PTF	-	Research	

Coordinators	complete	

for	Scientists	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	in	Sept	

2017	

• #	and	type	of	media	hits	related	GET-FACTS	and	iKT	

TF	-	Google	Alert	

Tracker	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	in	Sept.	

2017	

• Effectiveness	of	external	communication	strategies	

PTF	-	Citation	tracker	

(impact	factor)	–	mid-

term	report	to	CIHR	

Publications	found	–	

word	search	for	iKT	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	in	Sept.	

2017	

Researcher	Interviews	 Jan.	2018	

v Output	1c:	Strategies	to	support	education/training	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	Method	 Timeline	

• #	and	descriptions	of	webinars	planned	and	executed:	
- Frequency	of	webinars	over	time	with	each	stream	of	

Scientists	(#	planned	versus	#	executed)	

- #	and	type	of	participants	of	Webinars	(proportion	of	

Steering	Committee	members)	

- #	and	type	of	questions	during	the	webinars	(changes	over	
time)	–	this	is	also	an	indicator	of	empowerment	

Document	Review	 -Roll	up	in	Sept	

2017	

• Effectiveness	of	webinars	

Document	Review	-	

Feedback	form	from	

Webinar	participants	

-Ongoing	–	

post	webinars	

-Roll	up	in	

Sept.	2017	

Researcher	Interviews	 Jan.	2018	

• #	and	description	of	annual	joint	face	to	face	meetings	

- Proportion	of	Steering	Committee	members	in	attendance	

at	the	meetings	

- Proportion	of	Scientists	in	attendance	at	the	meetings	

- Description	of	agenda	–	agenda	items	–	where	is	iKT?	

- Meeting	outcomes	

Document	review	–	

minutes,	meeting	

materials	

-Roll	up	in	

Sept.	2017	

• Effectiveness	of	annual	joint	face	to	face	meetings	

Document	Review	-	

Feedback	Form		

-At	meetings	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017		
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v Output	1d:	Consensus	building	decision	making	model	and	its	use	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	Method	 Timeline	

• Description	of	consensus	building	decision	making	model	

Document	Review	–	

Terms	of	reference	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

• #	and	type	of	decisions	where	the	model	is	used:	

• Description	of	implement	of	all	6	steps	of	the	decision	

making	model	–	was	the	process	followed?	#	and	type	of	

road	blocks	to	decision	making	process	

Document	Review	–	

meetings	notes	

	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

 

v Output	1e:	Research	disseminated	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	Method	 Timeline	

• #	and	type	of	strategies	to	support	dissemination	of	GET-

FACTS	research	findings	

PTF-	Research	

Coordinators	complete	

for	Scientists;	SC	

members;	append	

slides	of	presentations	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017		

	

• #	and	type	of	research	findings	tailored	to	target	audiences		

PTF-	Research	

Coordinators	complete	

for	Scientists;	SC	

members;	append	

slides	of	presentations	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

 

Component	2:	Networking	and	Relationship	Building	

v Output	2a:	Steering	Committee	and	terms	of	reference	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	Method	 Timeline	

• #	and	type	of	members	of	the	Steering	Committee	

- Are	senior	leaders/	decision	makers/	change	agents	

involved		

- Attendance	at	meetings	

- Gaps	in	membership	

• Document	role	of	SC	members	–	contributions/how	they	are	

supporting	the	project	

Document	Review	–	

meeting	minutes	

	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

Researcher	Interviews		 Jan.	2018	

• Description	of	Terms	of	Reference	including	roles	and	

responsibilities	of	members	

Document	Review	 Mar.	2017	
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v Output	 2b:	 Strategies	 to	 support	 relationship	 building	 among	 Steering	
Committee	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• #	and	type	of	strategies	to	support	relationship	building	
among	Steering	Committee	members	

- #	and	type	of	face	to	face	meetings	

- #	and	type	of	teleconferences	
- #	and	type	of	brainstorming	sessions	

- #	and	type	of	Working	Groups	

- #	and	type	of	networking	events	(lunch,	dinners)	

Tracking	form	

	

Document	Review	–	

meeting	minutes,	

agendas	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

• #	and	type	of	requests	for	collaboration	on	grants	stemming	

from	iKT	involvement	(between	Researchers)		

Researcher	Interviews	 Jan.	2018	

• Effectiveness	of	the	Steering	Committee	in	terms	of	

facilitating	relationship	building	among	end	user	

organizations	

Researcher	Survey	 Mar.	2017	

Researcher	Interviews		 Jan.	2018	

v Output	2c:	Strategies	to	connect	Scientists	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• #	and	type	of	Scientist	meetings	–	between	streams	

[teleconference,	face	to	face]	(research	streams,	individual	

Scientists	or	fill	in)	

- #	and	type	of	participants	
- Documentation	of	key	outcomes	of	meetings	

Document	Review	–	

Agenda,	Meeting	

notes,	slides	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017		

• #	and	type	of	formal	and	informal	connections/networking	

events	within	Scientists	streams	(e.g.,	weekly	

teleconferences	of	Geneticists)	

Document	Review	–	

Agenda,	Meeting	

notes	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

• Perception	of	value	of	connecting	Scientists	 Researcher	Interviews	 Jan.	2018	

v Output	2d:	Strategies	to	build	relationships	among	researchers	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• #	and	type	of	strategies	to	support	relationship	building	
among	researchers	

- #	and	description	of	annual	face	to	face	meetings	

- Webinars	(see	indicators	4.1	and	4.2)	

- Consensus	building	decision	making	model	

- #	and	type	of	joint	membership	working	groups	

Tracking	Form	

	

Document	Review	

(meeting	minutes,	

agenda,	Google	

drive)	into	TF	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

• Effectiveness	of	face	to	face	meetings,	webinars,	etc.	in	

building	relationships	among	researchers	

Researcher	

Interviews	

Jan.	2018	
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v Output	2e:	Capacity	building	strategies	for	dissemination		

Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• #	and	type	of	strategies	to	help	Scientists	engage	policy	
makers	

- Tool	–	who,	what,	when,	where,	why	
- Working	Group	of	Scientists	and	SC	members	to	dialogue	

about	strategies	to	engage	policy	makers;	terms	of	

reference	for	WG	(Dissemination	Working	Group)	

- Identification	of	policy	brokers	–	strategic	element	

- Identification	of	federal,	provincial,	municipal	policy	brokers	

for	food	policy		

PTF	

	

Document	Review	–	

meeting	minutes,	

agenda,	tools	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

 

Component	3:	Evaluation	and	Accountability	

v Output	3a:	Performance	Measurement	Framework	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• Description	of	Performance	Measurement	Framework	

- Schematics	

- Figures	to	document	process	

- Evaluation	matrix	

- Etc.	

Document	Review	 -Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

v Output	3b:	Data	collection	infrastructure	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• #	and	types	of	data	collection	tools	
- Feedback	forms	

- Tracking	Forms	

- Qualitative	interviews	

Document	Review	 -Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

v Output	3c:	Reports,	publications,	presentations	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• #	and	type	of	reports	(working	papers,	reports	at	meetings,	

theses,	etc.)	

Document	Review	 -Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

• #	and	type	of	publications	

TF	–	Citation	

tracking	

	

Document	Review	–	

CVs	–	Common	CV	

PIN#	(CIHR)	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	
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Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• #	and	types	of	audiences	of	reports	and	publications	

TF	–	Citation	

tracking	

	

Document	Review	

-Ongoing	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

• Description	of	how	findings/reports	are	used	to	inform	the	

integrated	Knowledge	Translation	model	

Document	Review-	

Meetings	where	

findings	shared,	

what	was	done	with	

findings,	how	does	

model	change	

-Roll	up	Sept.	

2017	

 
 

Outcomes	

v Outcome	1:	Steering	Committee	members	have	greater	awareness,	
understanding	and	knowledge	about	research	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• Steering	Committee	members	report	increased	

understanding	of	the	scientific	process	

Researcher	

Interviews	

	

Researcher	Survey		

Mar.	2017	

	

	

Jan.	2018	

	

• Steering	Committee	members	report	increased	

understanding	about	the	processes	involved	in	the	co-

production	of	knowledge	

Researcher	

Interviews	

	

Researcher	Survey	

Mar.	2017	

	

	

Jan.	2018	

v Outcome	2:	Steering	Committee	members	feel	more	empowered	to	contribute	
to	the	scientific	process	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• Steering	Committee	members	agree	they	have	shaped	the	

GET-FACTS	research	process	

Researcher	

Interviews	

	

Researcher	Survey		

Mar.	2017	

	

Jan.	2018	

 

v Outcome	3:	Scientists	have	increased	awareness,	understanding	and	knowledge	
about	integrated	knowledge	translation		

Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• Scientists	report	a	better	understanding	of	the	role	of	and	 Researcher	 Mar.	2017	
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Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

importance	of	integrated	knowledge	translation	in	research	 Interviews	

	

Researcher	Survey		

	

	

Jan.	2018	

• Scientists	report	understanding	about	the	processes	
involved	in	the	co-production	of	knowledge	

Researcher	

Interviews	

	

Researcher	Survey		

Mar.	2017	

	

	

Jan.	2018	

v Outcome	4:	Scientists	feel	more	empowered	to	contribute	to	the	integrated	
knowledge	translation	process	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• Scientists	agree	that	they	have	contributed	to	and	helped	to	
shape	the	integrated	Knowledge	Translation	process	

Researcher	Interviews	

	

Researcher	Survey		

Mar.	2017	

	

Jan.	2018	

v Outcome	5:	Strengthened	relationships	between	GET-FACTS	project	Scientists	
and	Steering	Committee	members	

Indicator	 Data	Collection	
Method	 Timeline	

• Effectiveness	of	face	to	face	meetings,	webinars,	etc.	in	

building	relationships	among	researchers	(Indicator	11.2)	

Researcher	Interviews	

	

Jan.	2018	
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Implementation	Strategy	
Overview	

The	 final	 component	 of	 this	 report	 presents	 an	 implementation	 plan	 to	 gather	 data	 and	

information	 to	 monitor	 and	 evaluate	 the	 GET-FACTS	 iKT	 project.	 This	 section	 provides	 a	

summary	 of	 the	 indicators	 in	 the	 evaluation	 matrix	 to	 be	 assessed	 through	 each	 of	 the	

proposed	 data	 collection	 tools.	 This	 is	 followed	 by	 next	 steps	 in	 moving	 forward	 with	

implementing	the	Performance	Measurement	Framework.	

	

Summary	of	Data	Collection	Infrastructure	and	Indicators	

Document	review	
Several	 process	 indicators	 (i.e.,	 indicators	 to	 measure	 outputs)	 in	 the	 Performance	

Measurement	 Framework	will	 be	measured	 through	a	 review	of	 key	project	 documents.	 The	

documents	to	be	reviewed	include:	agendas,	meeting	notes/minutes,	slides,	meeting	materials,	

tools,	terms	of	reference,	and	Google	drive.		The	indicators	to	be	assessed	are:	

	

#	 Indicator	

Component:	Communication	and	Education	

1c	 Output:	Strategies	to	support	education/training	

• #	and	descriptions	of	webinars	planned	and	executed:	

- Frequency	of	webinars	over	time	with	each	stream	of	Scientists	(#	planned	versus	#	

executed)	

- #	and	type	of	participants	of	Webinars	(proportion	of	Steering	Committee	members)	

- #	and	type	of	questions	during	the	webinars	(changes	over	time)	–	this	is	also	an	

indicator	of	empowerment	

• #	and	description	of	annual	joint	face	to	face	meetings	

- Proportion	of	Steering	Committee	members	in	attendance	at	the	meetings	

- Proportion	of	Scientists	in	attendance	at	the	meetings	

- Description	of	agenda	–	agenda	items	–	is	iKT	on	agenda?	

- Meeting	outcomes	

1d	 Output:	Consensus	building	decision	making	model	and	its	use	

• Description	of	consensus	building	decision	making	model	

• #	and	type	of	decisions	where	the	model	is	used:	

- Description	of	implement	of	all	6	steps	of	the	decision	making	model	–	was	the	

process	followed?	#	and	type	of	road	blocks	to	decision	making	process	
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Component:	Networking	and	Relationship	Building	

2a	 Output:	Steering	Committee	and	terms	of	reference	

• #	and	type	of	members	of	the	Steering	Committee	

- Position	within	organization	-	are	senior	leaders/decision	makers/change	agents	

involved		

- Attendance	at	meetings	

- Document	role	of	SC	members	–	contributions/how	they	are	supporting	the	project	

• Description	of	Terms	of	Reference	including	roles	and	responsibilities	of	members	

2b	 Output:	Strategies	to	Support	Relationship	Building	among	Steering	Committee	

	 • #	and	type	of	strategies	to	support	relationship	building	among	Steering	Committee	

members	

- #	and	type	of	face	to	face	meetings	

- #	and	type	of	teleconferences	
- #	and	type	of	brainstorming	sessions	

- #	and	type	of	Working	Groups	

- #	and	type	of	networking	events	(lunch,	dinners)	
2c	 Output:	Strategies	to	Connect	Scientists	

	 • #	and	type	of	Scientist	meetings	–	between	streams	[teleconference,	face	to	face]	

(research	streams,	individual	Scientists	or	fill	in)	

- #	and	type	of	participants	
- Documentation	of	key	outcomes	of	meetings	

• #	and	type	of	formal	and	informal	connections/networking	events	within	Scientists	

streams	(e.g.,	weekly	teleconferences	of	Geneticists)	

2d	 Output:	Strategies	to	build	relationships	among	researchers	

	 • #	and	type	of	strategies	to	support	relationship	building	among	researchers	

- #	and	description	of	annual	face	to	face	meetings	

- Webinars	(see	indicators	4.1	and	4.2)	

- #	and	type	of	joint	membership	working	groups	

Component:	Evaluation	and	Accountability	

3a	 Output:	Performance	Measurement	Framework	

	 • Description	of	Performance	Measurement	Framework	

- Schematics	

- Figures	to	document	process	

- Evaluation	matrix	

- Etc.	
3b	 Output:	Data	collection	infrastructure	

	 • #	and	types	of	data	collection	tools	

- Feedback	forms	(meetings,	webinars)	

- Researcher	surveys	
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- Tracking	Forms	

- Qualitative	interviews	
3c	 Output:	Reports	publications,	presentations	

	 • #	and	type	of	reports	(working	papers,	reports	at	meetings,	theses,	etc.)	

• #	and	type	of	publications	

• #	and	types	of	audiences	of	reports	and	publications	

• Description	of	how	findings/reports	are	used	to	inform	the	integrated	Knowledge	

Translation	model	

	 • Committee	outcomes	

	

	
Project	Tracking	Form	
Several	 process	 indicators	 (i.e.,	 indicators	 to	 measure	 outputs)	 in	 the	 Performance	

Measurement	Framework	will	be	monitored	and	assessed	through	a	project	tracking	form(s)	to	

be	completed	by	those	involved	in	the	GET-FACTS	initiative.	 	The	indicators	to	be	assessed	by	

the	project	tracking	form	are:	

	

#	 Indicator	

Component:	Communication	and	Education	

1a	 Output:	Internal	communication	

• #	and	type	of	internal	communication	strategies	(mechanisms	for	connection)	

- Contact	list	of	all	researchers	–	(e.g.,	email	contact	list	to	facilitate	communication	

between	researchers)	

- Protocol	for	Steering	Committee	members	to	reach	Scientists	and	Scientists	to	reach	

Steering	Committee	members	

- Description	of	central	repository	for	the	project	-	Google	Docs	drive	
- Use	of	Google	Docs	drive		
- Description	of	Terms	of	Reference	(attendance	guidelines,	content	of	guidelines	for	

communication)		

- #	and	purpose	of	teleconferences	and	webinars	
1b	 Output:	External	communication	

• #	and	type	of	external	communication	strategies	re:	iKT	

- Description	of	website	
- #	hits	to	website	
- #	and	type	of	scholarly	presentations	and	publications	
- #	and	type	of	community	presentations	

- #	and	type	of	non-peer	reviewed	publications	(e.g.,	organizational	newsletters)	
- Other	(e.g.	media,	radio,	television)	

• #	and	type	of	audiences	of	external	communication	strategies	
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#	 Indicator	

1e	 Output:	Research	disseminated	

• #	and	type	of	strategies	to	support	dissemination	of	GET-FACTS	research	findings	

• #	and	type	of	research	findings	tailored	to	target	audiences		

Component:	Networking	and	Relationship	Building	

2d	 Output:	Strategies	to	build	relationships	among	researchers	

• #	and	type	of	strategies	to	support	relationship	building	among	researchers	

- Consensus	building	decision	making	model	

2e	 Output:	Capacity	building	strategies	for	dissemination	

• #	and	type	of	strategies	to	help	Scientists	engage	policy	makers	

- Tool	–	who,	what,	when,	where,	why	
- Working	Group	of	Scientists	and	SC	members	to	dialogue	about	strategies	to	engage	

policy	makers;	terms	of	reference	for	WG	(Dissemination	Working	Group)	

- Id	of	policy	brokers	–	strategic	element	

- Identification	of	federal,	provincial,	municipal	policy	brokers	for	food	policy	

	

Researcher	Survey	
A	 survey	 will	 be	 conducted	 with	 GET-FACTS	 researchers	 to	 help	 monitor	 and	 assess	 a	 few	

output	indicators	and	all	of	the	outcome	indicators.	The	indicators	to	be	collected	through	the	

researcher	survey	are	provided	in	the	table	below.	

	

#	 Indicator	

Component:	Communication	and	Education	

1a	 Output:	Internal	communication	

• #	and	type	of	internal	communication	strategies	(mechanisms	for	connection)	

- Contact	list	of	all	researchers	–	(e.g.,	email	contact	list	to	facilitate	communication	

between	researchers)	

- Protocol	for	Steering	Committee	members	to	reach	Scientists	and	Scientists	to	reach	

Steering	Committee	members	

- Description	of	central	repository	for	the	project	-	Google	Docs	drive	
- Use	of	Google	Docs	drive		
- Description	of	Terms	of	Reference	(attendance	guidelines,	content	of	guidelines	for	

communication)		

- #	and	purpose	of	teleconferences	
• Effectiveness	of	internal	communication	strategies	
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Component:	Networking	and	Relationship	Building	

2b	 Output:	Strategies	to	Support	Relationship	Building	among	Steering	Committee	

• Effectiveness	of	the	Steering	Committee	in	terms	of	facilitating	relationship	building	

among	end	user	organizations	

Short	Term	Outcomes	

1	 Outcome:	 Steering	 Committee	members	 have	 greater	 awareness,	 understanding	 and	
knowledge	about	research	
• Steering	Committee	members	report	increased	understanding	of	the	scientific	process	

• Steering	Committee	members	report	increased	understanding	about	the	processes	

involved	in	the	co-production	of	knowledge	

2	 Outcome:	 Steering	 Committee	 members	 feel	 more	 empowered	 to	 contribute	 to	 the	
scientific	process	
• Steering	Committee	members	agree	they	have	shaped	the	GET-FACTS	research	process	

3	 Outcome:	 Scientists	 have	 increased	 awareness,	 understanding	 and	 knowledge	 about	
integrated	Knowledge	Translation	
• Scientists	report	a	better	understanding	of	the	role	of	and	importance	of	integrated	

knowledge	translation	in	research	

• Scientists	report	understanding	about	the	processes	involved	in	the	co-production	of	

knowledge	

4	 Outcome:	Scientists	 feel	more	empowered	 to	contribute	 to	 the	 integrated	knowledge	
translation	process	
• Scientists	agree	that	they	have	contributed	to	and	helped	to	shape	the	integrated	

Knowledge	Translation	process	

	

Researcher	Interviews	
In	 addition	 to	 the	 researcher	 survey,	 interviews	 will	 be	 conducted	 with	 the	 researchers	 to	

gather	data	for	some	of	the	process	 indicators	(i.e.,	 those	measuring	some	of	the	outputs)	as	

well	as	all	of	the	outcomes.	

	

#	 Indicator	

Component:	Communication	and	Education	

1b	 Output:	External	communication	
	

• Effectiveness	of	external	communication	strategies	

1c	 Output:	Strategies	to	support	education/training	
	

• Effectiveness	of	webinars	

Component:	Networking	and	Relationship	Building	

2a	 Output:	Steering	Committee	and	terms	of	reference	
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#	 Indicator	

• #	and	type	of	members	of	the	Steering	Committee	

- Are	senior	leaders/	decision	makers/	change	agents	involved		

- Attendance	at	meetings	

- Gaps	in	membership	

Document	role	of	SC	members	–	contributions/how	they	are	supporting	the	project	

2b	 Output:	Strategies	to	support	relationship	building	among	Steering	Committee	
	

• #	and	type	of	requests	for	collaboration	on	grants	stemming	from	iKT	involvement	

(between	Researchers)	

• Effectiveness	of	the	Steering	Committee	in	terms	of	facilitating	relationship	building	

among	end	user	organizations	

2c	 Output:	Strategies	to	connect	Scientists	
	

• Perception	of	value	of	connecting	Scientists	

2d	 Output:	Strategies	to	build	relationships	among	researchers	
	

• Effectiveness	of	face	to	face	meetings,	webinars,	etc.	in	building	relationships	among	

researchers	

Short	Term	Outcomes	

1	 Outcome:	 Steering	 Committee	members	 have	 greater	 awareness,	 understanding	 and	
knowledge	about	research	

	 • Steering	Committee	members	report	increased	understanding	of	the	scientific	process	

• Steering	Committee	members	report	increased	understanding	about	the	processes	

involved	in	the	co-production	of	knowledge	

2	 Outcome:	 Steering	 Committee	 members	 feel	 more	 empowered	 to	 contribute	 to	 the	
scientific	process	

	 • Steering	Committee	members	agree	they	have	shaped	the	GET-FACTS	research	process	

3	 Outcome:	 Scientists	 have	 increased	 awareness,	 understanding	 and	 knowledge	 about	
integrated	Knowledge	Translation	

	 • Scientists	report	a	better	understanding	of	the	role	of	and	importance	of	integrated	

knowledge	translation	in	research	

• Scientists	report	understanding	about	the	processes	involved	in	the	co-production	of	

knowledge	

4	 Outcome:	Scientists	 feel	more	empowered	 to	contribute	 to	 the	 integrated	knowledge	
translation	process	

	 • Scientists	agree	that	they	have	contributed	to	and	helped	to	shape	the	integrated	

Knowledge	Translation	process	

5	 Outcome:	 Strengthened	 relationships	 between	 GET-FACTS	 project	 Scientists	 and	
Steering	Committee	members		
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#	 Indicator	

	 • Effectiveness	of	face	to	face	meetings,	webinars,	etc.	in	building	relationships	among	

researchers	(Indicator	11.2)	

	

Implementation	Plan		

This	 section	 provides	 an	 overview	 of	 a	 suggested	 implementation	 plan	 for	 the	 Performance	

Measurement	Framework	outlined	in	this	report,	including	development	of	the	data	collection	

instruments,	 data	 collection	 and	 analysis,	 and	 reporting	 on	 findings.	 The	 implementation	

strategy	is	described	below:	

	

Step	 Task	 Proposed	Completion	Date	
Instrument	
Development	

• Develop	data	collection	instruments		 • February	and	March	2017	

Data	
Collection	&	
Analysis	

• Administer	researcher	survey	and	

analyze	data		

• March	2017	(interim)	

• Review	and	analyze	data	from	project	

tracking	from	

• September	2017	

• Review	and	analyze	documents	in	the	

document	review	

• September	2017	

• Conduct	interviews	with	researchers	 • January	2018	

Reporting	
• Interim	evaluation	report			 • August	2018	

• Final	outcome	report	at		 • December	2019	
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Conclusion	
	

The	Performance	Measurement	Framework	presented	 in	this	report	provides	the	opportunity	

to	 monitor	 and	 assess	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 integrated	 Knowledge	 Translation	 (iKT)	

component	of	 the	GET-FACTS	project	as	well	 as	outcomes	associated	with	 iKT.	The	proposed	

strategy	aims	to	ensure:	

	

• Credibility	of	the	findings	through	triangulation	of	data	(i.e.,	using	multiple	data	collection	

methods	and	sources);		

• Feasibility	 through	 decreasing	 response	 burden,	 identifying	 priority	 indicators	 and	
proposing	alternative	data	collection	strategies	to	allow	for	a	practical	evaluation	strategy	

given	finite	resources;	and	

• Usefulness/Relevance	by	engaging	key	stakeholders	in	the	development	of	the	logic	model	

and	Performance	Measurement	Framework.		

	

This	Performance	Measurement	Framework	provides	a	solid	foundation	for	the	evaluation	the	

iKT	component	of	GET-FACTS.	However,	evaluation	is	a	dynamic	process	that	requires	ongoing	

review	and	revision	to	ensure	continued	relevance	as	a	project	evolves	over	time.	
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Appendix	
	

	

	

Appendix	1:	Detailed	Logic	Model		

Appendix	2:	Researcher	Interview	Guides	

Appendix	3:	Researcher	Interview	Theme	Code	Sets	

Appendix	4:	Researcher	Surveys	

Appendix	5:	Written	Feedback	Form	for	Meetings	

Appendix	6:	Written	Feedback	Form	for	Webinars	
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Appendix	8:	Project	Tracking	Form	

	



 

 

	
Appendix	1:	Detailed	Logic	Model	
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Appendix	2:	Researcher	Interview	Guides	
	
Baseline	Interview	-	Scientists	
Introduction:	
	

Thank	you	for	taking	time	to	talk	to	me	about	the	GET-FACTS	Knowledge	Translation	project.		

As	a	partner	on	the	GET-FACTS	team	your	insights	are	very	valuable	to	helping	understand	
the	intricacies	of	this	new	model	of	research!		

We	will	do	an	interview	together	every	year	to	get	a	sense	of	how	you	think	the	project	is	
progressing.	Today,	for	our	first	interview,	I	am	going	to	ask	you	questions	about	your	initial	
thoughts	on	the	joint	scientist-stakeholder	model	that	GET-FACTS	is	employing,	to	use	as	a	
baseline	for	future	interviews.	

I	encourage	you	to	be	as	honest	and	forthcoming	as	possible.	You	have	the	right	to	not	
answer	any	question	or	end	the	interview	at	any	time.	All	information	you	provide	is	
considered	completely	confidential.	I	want	to	assure	you	that	your	name,	your	position,	title,	
or	any	other	indication	of	your	identity	will	never	appear	in	any	publication	or	presentation	
resulting	from	this	study,	however	anonymous	quotations	may	be	used.		

Do	you	have	any	questions	before	we	begin?		

Category	 Questions	 Probes	
Introduction	 Could	you	start	by	telling	me	

briefly	about	how	did	you	
become	involved	in	the	GET-
FACTS	team?		

And	what	specifically	is	your	
research	focus?		

	
	
	
	
	

• Have	you	worked	with	
large	interdisciplinary	
teams	before?		
Tell	me	about	that…	

General	Impressions	of	
Knowledge	Translation	

When	I	say	the	term	
“knowledge	translation”	
what	does	that	mean	to	you?		

CIHR	has	said	that	knowledge	
translation	is	a	fundamental	
part	of	their	mandate.	What	
role	do	you	see	basic	and	
clinical	scientists	having	in	

	
	
	

• Are	there	any	practical	
restraints	on	this?		
(e.g.	workload)	
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knowledge	translation?	

Do	you	have	previous	
experiences	working	with	
stakeholders/non-scientists	
in	the	research	process?	

	

• If	yes,	how	did	you	find	
that	experience?		

• Can	you	tell	me	a	bit	
about	it?	

GET-FACTS	Knowledge	
Translation	

What	do	you	know	(or	
remember)	of	the	knowledge	
translation	model	that	GET-
FACTS	is	utilizing?	
	
Overall/generally,	what	are	
your	impressions	of	the	GET-
FACTS	knowledge	translation	
model?		

What	do	you	think	will	be	
‘successful’	or	positive	in	
trying	to	do	research	in	this	
way?	

What	do	you	think	will	be	
challenging	in	trying	to	do	
research	in	this	way?	

Do	you	anticipate	that	the	
feedback	from	stakeholders	
will	change	or	shape	your	
research?		

Do	you	anticipate	your	
research	will	have	a	greater	
or	faster	impact	because	of	
this	knowledge	translation	
model?			

Do	you	think	the	end-user	
driven	model	of	research	
might	change	the	efficiency	
of	research?	How	do	you	feel	
about	this?		

	

• Fill-in	any	details	that	are	
needed.	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
• Explain.	
	
	
	
	
• Explain.	
	
	
	
• Why/why	not?	
• In	what	ways?	
	
	
• Why/why	not?	
• In	what	ways?	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



 

GET-FACTS	Performance	Measurement	Framework	Report	
August	2018	

25	

 

	
	
We	have	not	yet	had	any	
scientist-stakeholder	joint	
meetings	(that	will	come	in	
October).	Before	that	time,	I	
would	like	to	ask	you:		
What	do	you	think	would	
make	this	a	successful	
collaboration?		

	
	

• For	instance,	can	you	
name	attributes	of	the	
steering	committee	that	
would	be	important	for	
the	success	of	GET-
FACTS?	

• Can	you	think	of	
attributes	from	the	
scientists	that	would	
equally	be	important?	

Conclusion	 Is	there	anything	else	that	
you	would	like	to	add?		

Do	you	have	any	questions	
for	me?		
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Baseline	Interview	–	Steering	Committee	
Introduction:	
	

Thank	you	for	taking	time	to	talk	to	me	about	the	GET-FACTS	Knowledge	Translation	project.		

As	a	partner	on	the	GET-FACTS	team	your	insights	are	very	valuable	to	helping	understand	
the	intricacies	of	this	new	model	of	research!		

I	encourage	you	to	be	as	candid	as	possible.	You	have	the	right	to	not	answer	any	question	or	
end	the	interview	at	any	time.	All	information	you	provide	is	considered	completely	
confidential.	I	want	to	assure	you	that	your	name,	your	position,	title,	or	any	other	indication	
of	your	identity	will	never	appear	in	any	publication	or	presentation	resulting	from	this	study,	
however	anonymous	quotations	may	be	used	in	research	dissemination	tools.		

Do	you	have	any	questions	before	we	begin?	

Category	 Questions	 Probes	
Introduction	 Could	you	start	by	telling	me	

briefly	about	your	
organization	and	your	role	
within	it?	
	
What	role	does	research	play	
in	your	organization?	
	
Has	your	organization	been	a	
part	of	a	research	project	
before?	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
• Have	you?		
• Describe.	
	

Knowledge	about	KT	 When	I	say	‘knowledge	
translation’	what	does	that	
mean	to	you?	

Whose	job	is	it	to	do	KT?	

	

	
What	do	you	think	scientists	
(in	general)	think	about	KT?	

• Is	this	a	new	concept?	
• How	important	is	it	in	

your	organization?	
	

• Your	organization?		
• Other	NGOs?		
• Government?		
• Scientists?	

	
	

GET-FACTS	Knowledge	
Translation	

Overall	/generally,	what	are	
your	impressions	of	the	GET-
FACTS	knowledge	translation	
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model?		
What	do	you	think	will	be	
‘successful’	or	positive	in	
trying	to	do	research	in	this	
way?	
	
What	do	you	think	will	be	
challenging	in	trying	to	do	
research	in	this	way?	
	
Do	you	anticipate	that	the	
communication	link	between	
scientists	and	our	steering	
committee	could	have	an	
impact	on	the	work	that	is	
produced?	
	
How	do	you	think	that	your	
interactions	with	scientists	
will	impact	dissemination	
from	the	GET-FACTS	
research?		

	
• Explain.	
	
	
	
	
• Explain.	
	
	
	
• THEIR	research?	

• YOUR	work?		

• Your	organization?	

• Why/why	not?		

• In	what	ways?	

	
• Faster?	
• Better	quality	research?	
	
	

Going	Forward…	 What	do	you	think	it	will	take	
to	make	the	collaboration	
between	the	steering	
committee	and	scientists	
truly	successful?		
	
How	will	we	recognize	
success	at	the	end	of	5	
years?	

What	would	failure	look	like?		
How	would	we	recognize	it?	

• Attributes/attitudes	of	
scientists?	

• Attributes/attitudes	of	
Steering	Committee?	

	
	
• Outcomes?	
• Indicators?	
	
	
• Outcomes?	
• Indicators?	

Conclusion	 Is	there	anything	else	that	
you	would	like	to	add?		

Do	you	have	any	questions	
for	me?		
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Follow-up	Interview	–	Scientists	

Introduction:	

Thank	you	for	taking	time	to	talk	to	me	about	the	GET-FACTS	Knowledge	Translation	project.	
	
As	a	partner	on	the	GET-FACTS	team,	your	insights	are	very	valuable	to	helping	understand	
this	new	model	of	research!	
	
Researchers	were	interviewed	initially	in	June	of	2014.	Today,	for	our	second	interview,	I	am	
going	to	ask	you	questions	on	your	experiences	within	the	integrated	knowledge	translation	
model	that	GET-FACTS	has	been	using,	and	how	you	think	it	has	shaped	the	research	process.	
We	expect	that	this	interview	should	take	20-30	minutes.	
	
I	encourage	you	to	be	as	honest	and	forthcoming	as	possible.	You	have	the	right	not	to	
answer	any	question	or	to	end	the	interview	at	any	time.		All	information	you	provide	is	
considered	completely	confidential.	I	want	to	assure	you	that	your	name,	your	position,	your	
title,	or	any	other	indication	of	your	identity	will	never	appear	in	any	publication	or	
presentation	resulting	from	this	study,	however	anonymous	quotations	may	be	used.	
	
Do	you	have	any	questions	before	we	begin?	
	
	

Category	 Questions	 Probes	
Identities	 Could	you	start	by	telling	me	

briefly	about	how	you	
became	involved	in	the	GET-
FACTS	team?	
	
What	specifically	is	your	
research	focus?	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

Knowledge	Translation	 When	I	say	the	term	
‘knowledge	translation’,	
what	does	that	mean	to	you?	
	
	
	
	
Whose	job	is	it	to	do	
knowledge	translation?	
	
	
	

• Has	that	changed	as	a	
result	of	GET-FACTS	
involvement?			

• How/in	what	way?	
• Why/why	not?	
• What	changed	your	view?	
	
• Scientists?	
• End-user	organizations/	

NGOs?	
• Government?	
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What	role	do	you	see	basic	
and	clinical	scientists	having	
in	knowledge	translation?	
	
What	do	you	know	of	the	IKT	
process	being	used	as	part	of	
the	GFs	program?	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Tell	me	about	what	you	
would	say	are	the	positive	
aspects	of	trying	to	do	
research	this	way.	
	
Tell	me	about	what	you	
would	say	are	the	negative	
or	challenging	aspects	of	
trying	to	do	research	this	
way.	
	
What	was	the	biggest	
surprise	you	experienced	as	
part	of	the	GFs	process?	
	
The	biggest	disappointment,	
if	any?	
	
	
In	YOUR	view,	what	would	be	
the	BEST	way	for	scientists	
and	end	users	to	work	
together	to	create	new	
knowledge?	

• Has	your	view	of	this	
changed	over	the	course	
of	GFs?	

	
• What	obstacles	exist	to	

participating	in	KT,	if	any?	
	
	
• What/who	does	it	

involve?	
• Good	thing?	Bad	thing?		
• Have	your	views	changed	

over	time?		
• How/in	what	way?	
• Why/why	not?	
• What	have	you	learned	

about	IKT?	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
• Was	anything	

unexpected?	
• What	was	new	for	you?	
	
• What	were	your	

expectations?	
• Were	they	met?	
	
• Is	it	even	possible?	
• What	would	it	take?	
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Networking	and	relationship	
building	

Has	connecting	with	other	
GET-FACTS	scientists	changed	
or	shaped	your	research?	
	
	
	
	
	
Has	GET-FACTS	helped	to	
build	relationships	with	end	
user	organizations?	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Has	feedback	from	the	
steering	committee	changed	
or	shaped	your	research?	
	
	
	
	
	
How	effective	have	face	to	
face	meetings	been	for	
connecting	researchers?	
	
	
Do	you	think	that	the	
connection	between	
scientists	and	our	steering	
committee	has	had	an	impact	
on	the	work	that	is	
produced?	
	
Have	any	research	
opportunities	stemmed	from	
your	involvement	in	GET-

• How	
• Why/why	not?	
• Where/how	did	you	

connect?	
• What	did	you	discuss?	
• How	did	this	impact	your	

research?	
	
• Did	you	form	new	

relationships?		
• Strengthen	existing	

relationships?	
• What	worked	well	in	

facilitating	relationship	
building?	

• If	no,	why	not?	What	
would	have	been	helpful?	

	
	
• How?	
• Why/why	not?	
• Did	you	receive	

feedback?	
• Do	you	see	this	feedback	

as	valuable?	
	
• If	yes,	what	was	

effective?	
• What	was	good/bad?	
• What	could	be	improved?	
	
• YOUR	work?	
• Other	scientists’	work?	
• Work	produced	by	end	

user	organizations?	
• Why	or	why	not?	
	
	
• Collaborations	or	grants	

with	other	scientists?	
• Collaborations	with	end	
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FACTS?	
	

user	organizations?	
• How	has	your	research	

changed?	
Outcomes	 How	do	you	think	that	this	

integrated	knowledge	
translation	model	has/will	
impact	the	dissemination	of	
your	research?	
	
How	will	we	recognize	
success	at	the	end	of	5	
years?	
	

• Faster?	
• Better	quality	research?	
• Easier	for	the	public	to	

understand?	
• More	targeted	research?	
	
• What	are	markers	of	

success?	
• Success	of	the	IKT	model?	
• Success	of	GET-FACTS	as	

a	whole?	
Conclusion	 Is	there	anything	else	you	

would	like	to	add?	
	
Do	you	have	any	questions	
for	me?	
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Follow-up	Interview	–	Steering	Committee	

Introduction:	

Thank	you	for	taking	time	to	talk	to	me	about	the	GET-FACTS	Knowledge	Translation	project.	
	
As	a	partner	on	the	GET-FACTS	team,	your	insights	are	very	valuable	to	helping	us	understand	
this	new	model	of	research!	
	
Researchers	were	interviewed	initially	in	spring	of	2015.	Today,	for	our	second	interview,	I	
am	going	to	ask	you	questions	on	your	experiences	within	the	integrated	knowledge	
translation	model	that	GET-FACTS	has	been	using,	and	how	you	think	it	has	shaped	the	
research	process.	
	
I	encourage	you	to	be	as	honest	and	forthcoming	as	possible.	You	have	the	right	not	to	
answer	any	question	or	to	end	the	interview	at	any	time.		All	information	you	provide	is	
considered	completely	confidential.	I	want	to	assure	you	that	your	name,	your	position,	your	
title,	or	any	other	indication	of	your	identity	will	never	appear	in	any	publication	or	
presentation	resulting	from	this	study,	however	anonymous	quotations	may	be	used.	
	
Do	you	have	any	questions	before	we	begin?	
	

Category	 Questions	 Probes	
Identities	 Could	you	start	by	telling	me	

what	your	role	is	within	your	
organization	(insert	name)?	
	
What	is	your	role	as	a	GET-
FACTS	steering	committee	
member?	

	
	
	
	
• Chair/vice-chair?	
• Working	groups?	
• Were	you	a	member	from	

the	beginning?	
Knowledge	Translation	 When	I	say	the	term	

‘knowledge	translation’	to	
you,	what	does	that	mean?	
	
	
	
Whose	job	is	it	to	do	
knowledge	translation?	
	
	
	
	

• Has	that	changed	as	a	
result	of	GET-FACTS	
involvement?			

• Why/why	not?	
• What	changed	your	view?	
	
• Your	organization?	
• Other	NGOs?	
• Government?	
• Scientists?	
• Has	your	view	of	this	



 

GET-FACTS	Performance	Measurement	Framework	Report	
August	2018	

33	

 

	
	
	
What	do	you	know	of	the	iKT	
process	being	used	as	part	of	
the	GFs	research	program?	
	
	
	
	
	
Tell	me	about	what	you	
would	say	are	the	positive	
aspects	of	trying	to	do	
research	this	way.	
	
Tell	me	about	what	you	
would	say	are	the	negative	
or	challenging	aspects	of	
trying	to	do	research	this	
way.	
	
What	was	the	biggest	
surprise	you	experienced	as	
part	of	the	GFs	process?	
	
The	biggest	disappointment,	
if	any?	
	
	
What	do	you	think	scientists	
thought	about	knowledge	
translation	when	we	first	
started?	
	
What	do	you	think	they	think	
about	it	now?	
	

changed	over	the	course	
of	GET-FACTs?	
	

• Who/what	does	it	
involve?	

• Good	thing?	Bad	thing?	
• Have	your	views	changed	

over	time?		
• How/in	what	way?	
• Why/why	not?	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
• Was	anything	

unexpected?	
• What	was	new	for	you?	
	
• What	were	your	

expectations?	
• Were	they	met?	

The	Scientific	Process	 What	did	you	think	about	the	
scientific	process	when	we	
first	started	working	with	the	
GET-FACTS	researchers?	
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What	do	you	think	about	it	
now?	
	
	
	
	
	
In	YOUR	view,	what	would	be	
the	BEST	way	for	scientists	
and	end	users	to	work	
together	to	create	new	
knowledge?	
	

	
• How/why	do	you	think	

your	views	did/did	not	
change	over	time?	

• What	WOULD	make	you	
change	your	mind	about	
science?	
	

• Is	it	even	possible?		
• What	would	it	take?	

Networking	and	Relationship	
Building	

How	helpful	has	GET-FACTS	
been	in	building	relationships	
among	end-user	
organizations?	
	
	
	
	
	
	
How	effective	have	face	to	
face	meetings	been	for	
connecting	researchers?	
	
	
How	effective	were	webinars	
for	connecting	researchers?	
	
	
	
	
Do	you	think	that	the	
connection	between	
scientists	and	our	steering	
committee	has	had	an	impact	
on	the	work	that	is	
produced?	
	

• Did	you	form	new	
relationships?		

• Strengthen	existing	
relationships?	

• What	worked	well	in	
facilitating	relationship	
building?	

• If	no,	why	not?	What	
would	have	been	helpful?	

	
• If	yes,	what	was	

effective?	
• If	no,	why	not?		
• What	could	be	improved?	
	
• Did	this	improve	your	

understanding	of	the	
scientists’	research?	

• What	was	good/bad?	
• What	could	be	improved?	
	
• THEIR	research?		
• YOUR	work?		
• Your	organization?		
• Why	or	why	not?	
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Outcomes	 How	do	you	think	that	your	

interactions	with	scientists	
has	or	will	impact	
dissemination	of	GET-FACTS	
research?	
How	will	we	recognize	
success	at	the	end	of	5	
years?	
	

• Faster?	
• Better	quality	research?	
• Easier	to	understand?	
• More	targeted	research?	
• What	are	markers	of	

success?	
• Success	of	the	IKT	model?	
• Success	of	GET-FACTS	as	

a	whole?	
	

Conclusion	 Is	there	anything	else	you	
would	like	to	add?	
	
Do	you	have	any	questions	
for	me?	
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Appendix	3:	Researcher	Interview	Theme	Code	Sets	
	
Baseline	Interview	Theme	Code	Set	–	Scientists	
	

1. Research	background	
a) Integration	with	science	team	

i) Well	integrated	into	network	
ii) Periphery	of	network	

b) Research	focus	
i) Basic	scientist	
ii) Clinical	scientist	
iii) Both	basic	and	clinical	science	
iv) Other	

c) Working	in	large	interdisciplinary	teams	
i) Has	experience	
ii) Little	or	no	experience	

d) Evaluation	of	working	in	large	interdisciplinary	teams	
i) Positive	

(1) Interdisciplinary	teams	build	collaboration,	collaborative	networks	
(2) Interdisciplinary	teams	are	critical	to	understanding	health	and	

disease	
(3) Other	

ii) Negative	
(1) Interdisciplinary	teams	are	hard	to	coordinate	
(2) Communication	is	challenging	in	interdisciplinary	teams	
(3) There	is	a	need	for	good	leadership	in	interdisciplinary	teams	
(4) People	involved	in	interdisciplinary	teams	feel	less	personal	

responsibility	
(5) Other	

2. Impressions	of	knowledge	translation	(KT)	
a) What	KT	means	

i) Vague/ambiguous/confusing	
ii) CIHR	emphasis	on	it	is	challenging	
iii) Hard	to	know	how	to	“actually”	do	it	
iv) Burden	
v) Communication	of	science	
vi) Knowledge	belongs	to	the	public	
vii) Idea	to	action	

(1) New	policies	
(2) Change	of	practice	
(3) New	laws	
(4) Knowledge	implementation	
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(5) Action:	other	
b) Role	of	basic/clinical	scientists	in	KT	

i) KT	is	necessary	as	part	of	the	scientific	research	(science	has	no	purpose	
without	KT)	

ii) Collaboration/communication	with	public	associations/organizations	
(1) Health	Canada	
(2) AQAA	
(3) AAIA	
(4) Other	

iii) Collaboration/communication	with	policy	makers	
iv) Communication	with	the	public	
v) Education	of	the	public	
vi) Collaboration/communication	with	other	scientists	
vii) Basic/clinical	scientists	do	not	have	a	role	in	KT	
viii) Basic/clinical	scientists’	role	is	to	understand	mechanisms	of	health	and	

disease	
ix) Time	frame	

(1) Daily	life	
(2) End-of-grant	or	after-the-fact	

c) Restraints	on	scientists’	involvement	in	KT	
i) Financial	
ii) Time	
iii) Communication	skills	
iv) Other	

d) Experience	working	with	stakeholders/non-scientists	in	research	
i) Indicates	limited	or	no	experience	working	with	non-scientists	in	research	
ii) Indicates	previous	experience	working	with	non-scientists	in	research	

(1) Experience	working	with	patients	
(2) Experience	working	with	stakeholder	organizations	
(3) Experience	with	industry	

e) Evaluation	of	working	with	stakeholders/non-scientists	in	research	
i) Positive	

(1) End-user	feedback	informs	research	direction	
(2) Enjoy	doing,	personal	interest	
(3) Other	

ii) Negative	
(1) Industry’s	focus	is	different	from	academic	goals	
(2) End-user	or	stakeholder’s	focus	is	different	from	academic	goals	
(3) Other	

3. Evaluation	of	GET-FACTS	knowledge	translation	
a) Familiarity	with	GET-FACTS	model	of	KT	

i) Indicates	they	are	very	familiar	
ii) Indicates	they	have	some	familiarity	
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iii) Indicates	they	have	no	familiarity	
iv) Explanation	for	level	of	familiarity	

b) Impressions	of	GET-FACTS	model	of	KT	
i) We	just	don’t	know	what	it	will	be	like	(no	impression)	
ii) Group	or	person	is	missing	from	the	steering	committee	(SC)	
iii) Positive	aspects	of	GET-FACTS	model	

(1) Integration	of	scientists	and	SC	is	seen	as	good	
(2) Model	will	create	transparency	in	research	
(3) Model	will	improve	communication	(to	end-users/non-scientists)	
(4) SC	could	help	with	patient	recruitment	
(5) SC	could	help	deal	with	ethical	issues	that	arise	from	research	

a. Genome	study	
b. Other	

(6) End-users	feel	that	their	problems	are	legitimized	
a. End-users	like	to	feel	involved	
b. Awareness	of	study’s	existence	underscores	this	as	an	

important	subject	
iv) Challenges	of	doing	research	with	GET-FACTS	model	

(1) Scientists	may	be	challenged	how	to	communicate	the	science	
(2) SC	may	perceive	no	progress	due	to	slow	pace	of	research	
(3) SC	may	perceive	results	are	not	interesting	
(4) SC	may	perceive	results	are	not	relevant	
(5) SC	may	put	undue	emphasis	on	“the	cure”	and	not	mechanisms	
(6) SC	may	misunderstand	research	results	

c) Impact	of	feedback	from	stakeholders	on	research	
i) SC	impact	on	the	efficiency	of	the	research	process	

(1) Research	efficiency	is	slowed	down	with	continuous	SC	feedback	
(2) Research	efficiency	is	improved	with	continuous	SC	feedback	
(3) No	change	in	research	efficiency	with	the	SC	

ii) SC	impact	on	the	direction	or	focus	of	the	research	process	
(1) Research	could	take	on	new	focus	with	SC	feedback	
(2) No	change	in	research	direction	or	focus	with	SC	feedback	

iii) Change	direction	of	research	
iv) SC	impact	on	how	the	research	is	disseminated	

(1) Dissemination	of	research	results	is	improved	due	to	SC	
(2) Dissemination	of	research	results	is	hindered	due	to	SC	
(3) Dissemination	of	research	results	does	not	change	due	to	SC	

d) Suggestions	for	a	successful	collaboration	between	scientists	and	SC	
i) Collaborations	will	be	more	successful	if	GET-FACTS	SC	members…	

(1) Have	willingness	to	understand	new	concepts	
(2) Remain	open	minded	throughout	the	project	
(3) Have	a	positive	attitude	towards	the	collaboration	
(4) Are	vocal	about	their	perspectives,	ideas	
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ii) Collaborations	will	be	more	successful	if	GET-FACTS	scientists…	
(1) Remain	open-minded	throughout	the	project	and	have	a	

willingness	to	understand	the	SC	perspective	
(2) Listen	to	SC	(“big	ears,	small	mouths”)	
(3) Have	a	positive	attitude	towards	the	collaboration	
(4) Communicate	well	

iii) Collaboration	will	be	more	successful	if	the	project	as	a	whole…	
(1) Recognizes	the	time	and	engagement	challenges	with	a	large	

group	of	researchers	
a. Provide	SC	questions	to	the	scientists	ahead	of	time	

(2) Recognizes	the	communication	gap	between	scientists	and	SC	
a. Provide	“preamble”	to	all	science	presentations	on	danger	

of	translating	without	full	understanding	
b. Remind	scientists	of	the	ethical	implications	of	their	(“off	

the	cuff”)	comments	
c. Have	scientists	speak	with	clear	messages	
d. Prioritize	some	messages	as	more	important	than	others	

(3) Recognizes	the	communication	gap	between	SC	members	and	
scientists	

a. From	scientists	to	SC	
b. From	SC	to	scientists	
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Baseline	Interview	Theme	Code	Set	–	Steering	Committee	
	

1.	Background	
a) Role	in	organization	
b) Importance	of	research	to	organization	

a. Research	is	important	to	organization	
b. Research	is	not	particularly	important	to	organization	

c) Part	participation	in	a	research	study	
a. Individual	
b. Organization	

2.	Familiarity	and	impressions	of	knowledge	translation	(KT)	
a) What	KT	means	

i) Decode	language,	make	information	useable	
ii) Useable	by	everyday	people	
iii) Idea	to	action	

(1) New	policies	
(2) Change	of	practice	
(3) New	laws	
(4) Action:	other	

iv) There	are	different	understandings	of	KT	
v) Same	concept,	different	words	
vi) Other	
vii) Integrated	KT	(engaging	with	stakeholders)	
viii) 	Make	meaningful	to	people	

b) Who	is	responsible	for	doing	KT	
i) KT	is	industry’s	job	
ii) KT	is	the	responsibility	of	multidisciplinary	teams	(everyone’s	job/shared	

responsibility)	
iii) KT	is	the	job	of	a	KT	specialist	
iv) KT	is	the	policy	makers’	(government’s)	job	
v) KT	is	the	scientist/researcher’s	job	
vi) KT	is	the	stakeholder’s	job	
vii) Context-dependent	

c) Knowledge	translation	in	organization	
i) KT	(of	some	form)	is	currently	an	active	part	of	their	organization	
ii) Previous	experience	with	KT	
iii) KT	is	new	terminology	
iv) KT	has	been	practiced	(though	not	called	KT)	
v) KT	has	been	practiced	(and	also	called	KT)	

d) What	scientists/researchers	think	of	KT	
i) Positive	(scientists	are	engaged	or	excited	for	KT)	
ii) Negative	(scientists	are	generally	not	engaged	or	excited	for	KT)	
iii) Large	variability	in	scientist	engagement	
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iv) Don’t	know	
v) Scientists	would	like	to	engage	but	are	unable	

3.	Evaluation	of	GET-FACTS	knowledge	translation	
a) General	impressions	of	the	GET-FACTS	KT	model	
b) Foreseen	successes	or	positive	impressions	of	GET-FACTS	model	
c) Foreseen	challenges	or	negative	impression	of	GET-FACTS	model	
d) Influence	or	impact	of	model	on	work	

i) Influence	or	impact	on	work	of	the	scientists/researchers	
ii) Influence	or	impact	on	work	of	the	steering	committee	members’	

organizations	
e) Influence	or	impact	of	model	on	dissemination	
f) Suggestions	for	a	successful	collaboration	

i) Suggestions	for	the	scientists	
ii) Suggestions	for	the	steering	committee	
iii) Suggestions	for	the	project	as	a	whole	

g) Markers	of	success	(at	the	end	of	the	project	–	year	5)	
i) Product	
ii) Process	
iii) Outcome	
iv) No	change	

h) Markers	of	failure	(at	the	end	of	the	project	–	year	5)	
i) Product	
ii) Process	
iii) Outcome	
iv) No	change	

i) Timing	of	outcomes	
j) Suggestions:	other	
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Follow-up	Interview	Theme	Code	Set	–	Scientists	
	

1.	Identities	
a) How	they	became	involved	in	GET-FACTS	

i) Primary	investigator	on	grant	
ii) Invited	by	a	primary	investigator	on	grant	
iii) Co-investigator	on	a	related	project	
iv) Other	

b) Research	focus	
i) Basic	scientist	
ii) Clinical	scientist	
iii) Both	basic	and	clinical	scientist	
iv) Other	

c) GET-FACTS	research	team	
i) Novel	biomarkers	to	assess	allergy	and	tolerance	
ii) Environmental	influences	on	allergy	and	tolerance	
iii) Genetic	influences	on	allergy	and	tolerance	
iv) Integrated	knowledge	translation	
v) Don’t	know	
vi) Other	

2.	Awareness,	understanding	and	knowledge	of	KT	
a) What	does	KT	mean	

i) Make	information	understandable,	decoding	language	
ii) Make	information	useable	by	everyday	people	
iii) Make	information	meaningful	
iv) Disseminating	research	results	
v) Idea	to	action	(new	policies,	guidelines	or	changing	practice)	
vi) Obligation/burden	
vii) Researchers	engaging	with	stakeholders	(integrated	KT)	
viii) Not	sure	
ix) Other	

b) Change	in	knowledge/understanding	of	KT	over	time	
i) Yes	–	attributed	to	GET-FACTS	
ii) Yes	–	not	attributed	to	GET-FACTS	
iii) No	change	

c) Whose	job	is	it	to	do	KT	
i) Scientists/researchers	
ii) Clinicians	
iii) End	user	organizations/NGOs	
iv) Government/policy	makers	
v) KT	specialist	
vi) Everyone’s	job	(shared	responsibility)	
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vii) Other	
d) Role	of	basic/clinical	scientists	in	KT	

i) Doing	the	research	
ii) Communicating	information	to	other	scientists/clinicians	
iii) Communicating	information	to	patients	
iv) Communicating	information	to	all	end	users	(one	way	dialogue)	
v) Engaging	with	end	users	(two	way	dialogue)	
vi) Basic/clinical	scientists	do	not	have	a	role	in	KT	
vii) Other	

e) Barriers	to	basic/clinical	scientists	participating	in	KT	
i) Time	
ii) Money	
iii) Communication	skills	
iv) Other	

3.		Awareness,	understanding	and	knowledge	of	GET-FACTS	iKT	
e) Description	of	GET-FACTS	iKT	process	

i) Indicates	they	are	very	familiar	
ii) Indicates	they	have	some	familiarity	
iii) Indicates	they	have	little	or	no	familiarity	
iv) Explanation	for	level	of	familiarity	

f) Positive	aspects	of	iKT	
i) Research	is	more	meaningful	to	end	users	
ii) End	users	receive	more	accurate	information	
iii) Integrates	multiple	perspectives	
iv) None	
v) Other	

g) Negative/challenging	aspects	of	iKT	
i) Takes	more	money	
ii) Takes	more	time	
iii) Difficult	to	integrate	multiple	perspectives	
iv) Scientists	may	be	challenged	with	how	to	communicate	science	
v) SC	may	perceive	no	progress	due	to	slow	pace	of	research	
vi) SC	may	misunderstand	research	results	
vii) None	
viii) Other	

h) Biggest	surprise	during	iKT	process	
i) Biggest	disappointment	during	iKT	process	

4. Best	practices	for	iKT	
a) Best	way	for	scientists	and	end	users	to	work	together	
b) Suggestions	for	improving	the	iKT	model	

5. Networking	and	relationship	building	
a) Impact	of	connecting	with	other	GET-FACTS	scientists	on	research	

i) Changed	or	shaped	research	focus	
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ii) Changed	or	shaped	researcher’s	interest	in	the	area	
iii) Changed	or	shaped	the	research	process	
iv) Did	not	change	or	shape	research	
v) Reasons	why	feedback	did	not	change	or	shape	research	

b) Relationship	building	with	end	user	organizations	
i) Formed	new	relationships	
ii) Strengthened	existing	relationships	
iii) Did	not	build	relationships	
iv) Facilitators	to	relationship	building	
v) Barriers	to	relationship	building	

c) Impact	of	feedback	from	end	user	organizations	on	research	
i) Changed	or	shaped	research	focus	
ii) Changed	or	shaped	researcher’s	interest	in	the	area	
iii) Changed	or	shaped	the	research	process	
iv) Did	not	change	or	shape	research	
v) Reasons	why	feedback	did	not	change	or	shape	research	

6. Mechanisms	for	connection	
a) Face	to	face	meetings	

i) Very	effective	or	essential	
ii) Somewhat	effective	
iii) Not	effective	
iv) Reasons	face	to	face	meetings	were	effective	
v) Reasons	face	to	face	meetings	were	not	effective	

b) Webinars	
i) Very	effective	or	essential	
ii) Somewhat	effective	
iii) Not	effective	
iv) Reasons	webinars	were	effective	
v) Reasons	webinars	were	not	effective	

7. Outcomes	
a) Impact	of	iKT	on	the	work	produced	

i) Impacts	on	scientists’	work	
ii) Impacts	on	the	work	produced	by	end	user	organizations	
iii) Other	

b) Research	opportunities	stemming	from	GET-FACTS	
i) Yes	–	with	GET-FACTS	scientists	
ii) Yes	–	with	end	user	organizations	
iii) No	
iv) Other	

c) Impact	of	iKT	on	dissemination	of	research	
i) Faster	dissemination	
ii) Research	is	more	relevant/useful	
iii) End	users	receive	more	accurate	information	
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iv) There	has	been	no	impact	on	dissemination	
v) We	don’t	know	yet	
vi) Other	

d) Markers	of	success	at	the	end	of	the	project	(Year	5)	
i) Traditional	markers	of	success	(publications,	presentations,	etc.)	
ii) Relationships	built	between	scientists	and	end	users	
iii) An	iKT	model	for	use	in	future	research		
iv) Other	
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Follow-up	Theme	Code	Set	–	Steering	Committee	
	

1.	Identities	
a) Type	of	organization	represented	

i) Food	allergy	information/advocacy	NGO	
ii) Other	NGO	
iii) Government/policy	
iv) Public	health	
v) Other	

b) Position	in	organization	
i) Executive	director	
ii) Scientist/researcher	
iii) Consultant	
iv) Other	

c) Role	in	organizations	
i) Providing	information	about	food	allergy	
ii) Connecting	with	patients	and	families	
iii) Community	outreach/raising	awareness	
iv) Fundraising	
v) Conducting	research	
vi) Policy	maker	
vii) Other	

d) Role	as	a	GET-FACTS	steering	committee	member	
i) Attending	meetings	
ii) Developing	the	Performance	Measurement	Framework	
iii) Providing	input/feedback	to	scientists	
iv) Member	of	PMF	working	group	

2.	Awareness,	understanding	and	knowledge	of	KT	
a) What	does	KT	mean	

i) Make	information	understandable,	decoding	language	
ii) Make	information	useable	by	everyday	people	
iii) Make	information	meaningful	
iv) Disseminating	research	results	
v) Idea	to	action	(new	policies,	guidelines	or	changing	practice)	
vi) Researchers	engaging	with	stakeholders	(integrated	KT)	
vii) Other	

b) Change	in	knowledge/understanding	of	KT	over	time	
i) Yes	–	attributed	to	GET-FACTS	
ii) Yes	–	not	attributed	to	GET-FACTS	
iii) No	change	

c) Whose	job	is	it	to	do	KT	
i) Scientists/researchers	
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ii) Clinicians	
iii) End	user	organizations/NGOs	
iv) Government/policy	makers	
v) KT	specialist	
vi) Everyone’s	job	(shared	responsibility)	
vii) Other	

3.	Awareness,	understanding	and	knowledge	of	GET-FACTS	iKT	
a) Description	of	the	GET-FACTS	iKT	process	

i) Indicates	they	are	very	familiar	
ii) Indicates	they	have	some	familiarity	
iii) Indicates	they	have	little	or	no	familiarity	
iv) Explanation	for	level	of	familiarity	

b) Positive	aspects	of	iKT	
i) Research	is	more	meaningful	to	end	users	
ii) End	users	receive	more	accurate	information	
iii) Integrates	multiple	perspectives	
iv) None	
v) Other	

c) Negative/challenging	aspects	of	iKT	
i) Takes	more	time	
ii) Takes	more	money/resources	
iii) Difficult	to	integrate	multiple	perspectives		
iv) None	
v) Other	

d) Biggest	surprise	during	iKT	process	
e) Biggest	disappointment	during	iKT	process	
f) What	scientists	thought	about	KT	when	we	started	

i) Positive	(scientists	were	engaged	or	excited	for	KT)	
ii) Negative	(scientists	were	generally	not	engaged	or	excited	for	KT)	
iii) Scientist	engagement	was	variable	
iv) Scientists	would	like	to	engage	but	are	unable	
v) Scientists	feel	obligated	to	engage	in	KT	
vi) Don’t	know	
vii) Other	

g) What	scientists	think	about	KT	now	
i) Positive	(scientists	are	engaged	or	excited	about	KT)	
ii) Negative	(scientists	are	generally	not	engaged	or	excited	for	KT)	
iii) Scientist	engagement	is	variable	
iv) Scientists	would	like	to	engage	but	are	unable	
v) Scientists	feel	obligated	to	engage	in	KT	
vi) Don’t	know	
vii) Other	

4.	Awareness,	understanding	and	knowledge	of	the	scientific	process	
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a) Initial	thoughts	about	the	scientific	process	
b) Thoughts	about	the	scientific	process	now	

5.	Best	practices	for	iKT	
a) Best	way	for	scientists	and	end	users	to	work	together	
b) Suggestions	for	improving	the	iKT	model	

6.	Networking	and	relationship	building	
a) Relationship	building	among	end	user	organizations	

i) Formed	new	relationships	
ii) Strengthened	existing	relationships	
iii) Did	not	build	relationships	
iv) Facilitators	to	relationship	building	
v) Barriers	to	relationship	building	

7.	Mechanisms	for	connection	
a) Effectiveness	of	face	to	face	meetings	

i) Very	effective	or	essential	
ii) Somewhat	effective	
iii) Not	effective	
iv) Reasons	face	to	face	meetings	were	effective	
v) Reasons	face	to	face	meetings	were	not	effective	

b) Effectiveness	or	webinars	
i) Very	effective	or	essential	
ii) Somewhat	effective	
iii) Not	effective	
iv) Reasons	webinars	were	effective	
v) Reasons	webinars	were	not	effective	

c) Connection	outside	of	GET-FACTS	meetings	
8. Outcomes	

a) Impact	of	iKT	on	the	work	produced	
i) Impacts	on	scientists’	work	
ii) Impacts	on	the	work	produced	by	end	user	organizations	
iii) Other	

b) Impact	of	iKT	on	dissemination	of	research	
i) Faster	dissemination	
ii) Research	is	more	relevant/useful	
iii) End	users	receive	more	accurate	information	
iv) Other	

c) Markers	of	success	at	the	end	of	the	project	(Year	5)	
i) Traditional	markers	of	success	(publications,	presentations,	etc.)	
ii) Relationships	built	between	scientists	and	end	users	
iii) An	iKT	model	for	use	in	future	research	
iv) Similar	research	is	being	conducted	using	an	iKT	model	
v) Other	
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Appendix	4:	Researcher	Surveys	
	
Researcher	Survey	-	Scientists	
Category	 Number	 Questions	 Answer	Choices	
	
Communication	
with	GET-FACTS	
Scientists	

1.	 In	the	past	12	months,	how	many	times	did	
you	communicate	with	(e.g.	email,	phone	all,	
meet	up	at	conference	or	other	event)	a	GET-
FACTS	Scientist	within	your	own	theme?	

0	times	
1-2	times	
3-5	times	
6-9	times	
10+	times	

2.	 When	you	communicated	with	other	GET-
FACTS	Scientists	within	your	own	theme	
outside	of	GET-FACTS	meetings,	what	
mode(s)	of	communication	did	you	typically	
use?	Please	check	all	that	apply.	

Face	to	face	
Email	
Phone	call	
Skype	
Teleconference	
Not	applicable	(N/A)	
Other	(specify)	

3.	 In	the	past	12	months,	how	many	times	did	
you	communicate	with	(e.g.	email,	phone	call,	
meet	up	at	a	conference	or	other	event)	a	
GET-FACTS	Scientist	(not	including	GET-FACTS	
meetings)	from	a	theme	other	than	your	
own?	

0	
1-2	times	
3-5	times	
6-9	times	
10+	times	

4.	 When	you	communicated	with	other	GET-
FACTS	Scientists	from	a	theme	other	than	
your	own	outside	of	GET-FACTS	meetings,	
what	mode(s)	or	communicate	did	you	
typically	use?	Please	check	all	that	apply.	

Face	to	face	
Email	
Phone	call	
Skype	
Teleconference	
Not	applicable	(N/A)	
Other	(specify)	

5.	 Overall,	how	satisfied	are	you	with	your	
communication	with	other	GET-FACTS	
scientists?	

(1)	Not	at	all	satisfied	
(2)	
(3)	Somewhat	satisfied	
(4)		
(5)	Very	satisfied	

6.	 Have	your	expectations	for	communications	
with	GET-FACTS	Scientists	been	met?	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	

	
Communication	
with	GET-FACTS	
Steering	
Committee	
members	

7.	 In	the	past	12	months,	how	many	times	did	
you	communicate	with	(e.g.	email,	phone	call,	
meet	up	at	a	conference	or	other	event)	a	
GET-FACTS	Steering	Committee	member	(not	
including	GET-FACTS	meetings)?	

0	
1-2	times	
3-5	times	
6-9	times	
10+	times		

8.	 When	you	communicate	with	GET-FACTS	
Steering	Committee	members	outside	of	GET-
FACTS	meetings,	what	mode(s)	of	
communication	did	you	typically	use?	Please	
check	all	that	apply.	

Face	to	face	
Email	
Phone	call	
Skype	
Teleconference	
Not	applicable	(N/A)	
Other	(specify)	

9.	 Overall,	how	satisfied	are	you	with	your	
communication	with	GET-FACTS	Steering	

(1)	Not	at	all	satisfied	
(2)	
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Committee	members?		 (3)	Somewhat	satisfied	
(4)		
(5)	Very	satisfied	

10.		 Have	your	expectations	for	communications	
with	GET-FACTS	Steering	Committee	
members	been	met?	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	

	
Understanding	of	
IKT	and	the	GET-
FACTS	IKT	process	

11.	 Prior	to	participating	in	the	GET-FACTS	
research	process,	how	would	you	rate	your	
understanding	of	the	role	of	Integrated	
Knowledge	Translation	(IKT)	in	research?	

(1)	Poor	
(2)	
(3)		
(4)		
(5)	Good	
(6)		
(7)	
(8)		
(9)		
(10)	Excellent	

12.	 How	would	you	rate	your	current	
understanding	of	the	role	of	Integrated	
Knowledge	Translation	(IKT)	in	research?	

(1)	Poor	
(2)	
(3)		
(4)		
(5)	Good	
(6)		
(7)	
(8)		
(9)		
(10)	Excellent	

13.	 “GET-FACTS	Scientists	have	helped	to	shape	
the	GET-FACTS	Integrated	Knowledge	
Translation	(IKT)	process.”	

(1)	Not	at	all	
(2)	
(3)		
(4)		
(5)	Somewhat	
(6)		
(7)	
(8)		
(9)		
(10)	Very	much	

14.	 “I	personally	have	helped	to	shape	the	GET-
FACTS	Integrated	Knowledge	Translation	(IKT)	
process.”	

(1)	Not	at	all	
(2)	
(3)		
(4)		
(5)	Somewhat	
(6)		
(7)	
(8)		
(9)		
(10)	Very	much	

15.	 How	have	you	personally	helped	to	shape	the	
GET-FACTS	research	process?	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	

16.	 Do	you	have	any	other	comments	on	GET-
FACTS	communication	and/or	Integrated	
Knowledge	Translation	(IKT)	that	you	would	
like	to	add?	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	
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Webinars	

17.		 Are	you	a	scientist	who	gave	a	webinar	to	the	
Steering	Committee	

Yes	
No	

18.	 (If	yes	to	Q17)	Did	the	webinar	meet	your	
expectations?	Why	or	why	not?	

(1)	Did	not	meet	expectations	
(2)	
(3)	Met	expectations	
(4)		
(5)	Exceeded	expectations	
	

19.	 Did	participation	in	the	webinar	change	your	
thinking	or	allow	you	to	think	differently	on	a	
specific	issue?	If	so,	please	describe.	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	

20.	 Did	you	find	the	questions	from	the	Steering	
Committee	to	be	challenging?	Why	or	why	
not?	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	

21.	 Did	your	participation	in	the	webinar	lead	to	
any	further	communication	with	Steering	
Committee	members?	If	so,	please	describe	
your	communication.	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	

22.	 Do	you	have	any	additional	comments	
regarding	your	participation	in	the	webinar?	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	

	
	
Researcher	Survey	–	Steering	Committee	
Category	 Number	 Questions	 Answer	Choices	
	
Communication	
with	GET-FACTS	
Scientists	

1.	 In	the	past	12	months,	how	many	times	did	
you	communicate	with	(e.g.	email,	phone	all,	
meet	up	at	conference	or	other	event)	a	GET-
FACTS	Scientist?	

0	times	
1-2	times	
3-5	times	
6-9	times	
10+	times	

2.	 When	you	communicated	with	other	GET-
FACTS	Scientists	outside	of	GET-FACTS	
meetings,	what	mode(s)	of	communication	
did	you	typically	use?	Please	check	all	that	
apply.	

Face	to	face	
Email	
Phone	call	
Skype	
Teleconference	
Not	applicable	(N/A)	
Other	(specify)	

3.	 Overall,	how	satisfied	are	you	with	your	
communication	with	GET-FACTS	Scientists?	

(1)	Not	at	all	satisfied	
(2)	
(3)	Somewhat	satisfied	
(4)		
(5)	Very	satisfied	

4.	 Have	your	expectations	for	communications	
with	GET-FACTS	Scientists	been	met?	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	

	
Communication	
with	GET-FACTS	
Steering	
Committee	
members	

5.	 In	the	past	12	months,	how	many	times	did	
you	communicate	with	(e.g.	email,	phone	call,	
meet	up	at	a	conference	or	other	event)	a	
GET-FACTS	Steering	Committee	member	(not	
including	GET-FACTS	meetings)?	

0	
1-2	times	
3-5	times	
6-9	times	
10+	times		

6.	 When	you	communicate	with	GET-FACTS	
Steering	Committee	members	outside	of	GET-
FACTS	meetings,	what	mode(s)	of	
communication	did	you	typically	use?	Please	

Face	to	face	
Email	
Phone	call	
Skype	
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check	all	that	apply.	 Teleconference	
Not	applicable	(N/A)	
Other	(specify)	

7.	 Overall,	how	satisfied	are	you	with	your	
communication	with	GET-FACTS	Steering	
Committee	members?		

(1)	Not	at	all	satisfied	
(2)	
(3)	Somewhat	satisfied	
(4)		
(5)	Very	satisfied	

8.	 How	effective	have	you	found	the	GET-FACTS	
Steering	Committee	to	be,	in	terms	of	
relationship	building	with	other	end-user	
organizations?	

(1)	Not	at	all	effective	
(2)	
(3)	Somewhat	effective	
(4)		
(5)	Very	effective	

9.	 Have	your	expectations	for	communications	
with	GET-FACTS	Steering	Committee	
members	been	met?	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	

	
Understanding	of	
IKT	and	the	GET-
FACTS	IKT	process	

10.	 Prior	to	participating	in	the	GET-FACTS	
Steering	Committee,	how	would	you	rate	
your	understanding	of	the	scientific	process?	

(1)	Poor	
(2)	
(3)		
(4)		
(5)	Good	
(6)		
(7)	
(8)		
(9)		
(10)	Excellent	

11.	 How	would	you	rate	your	current	
understanding	of	the	scientific	process?	

(1)	Poor	
(2)	
(3)		
(4)		
(5)	Good	
(6)		
(7)	
(8)		
(9)		
(10)	Excellent	

12.	 Prior	to	participating	in	the	GET-FACTS	
Steering	Committee,	how	would	you	rank	
your	understanding	of	the	role	of	Integrated	
Knowledge	Translation	(IKT)	in	research?	

(1)	Poor	
(2)	
(3)		
(4)		
(5)	Good	
(6)		
(7)	
(8)		
(9)		
(10)	Excellent	

13.	 How	would	you	rank	your	current	
understanding	of	the	role	of	Integrated	
Knowledge	Translation	(IKT)	in	research?	

(1)	Poor	
(2)	
(3)		
(4)		
(5)	Good	
(6)		
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(7)	
(8)		
(9)		
(10)	Excellent	

14.	 “Steering	Committee	members	have	helped	
to	shape	the	GET-FACTS	research	process.”	

(1)	Not	at	all	
(2)	
(3)	Somewhat	
(4)		
(5)	Very	much	
	

15.	 How	have	Steering	Committee	members	
helped	to	shape	the	GET-FACTS	research	
process?	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	

16.	 “I	personally	have	helped	to	shape	the	GET-
FACTS	Integrated	Knowledge	Translation	(IKT)	
process.”	

(1)	Not	at	all	
(2)	
(3)	Somewhat	
(4)		
(5)	Very	much	

17.	 How	have	you	personally	helped	to	shape	the	
GET-FACTS	research	process?	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	

18.	 Do	you	have	any	other	comments	on	GET-
FACTS	communication	and/or	Integrated	
Knowledge	Translation	(IKT)	that	you	would	
like	to	add?	

Please	provide	comments	in	
the	box	provided.	
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Appendix	5:	Written	Feedback	Form	for	Meetings	
 

Written Feedback Form 
To be completed after each partner meeting and mailed back to [insert email address]. 

 
Thank you for taking time to give feedback on the research project. As a partner on the GET-
FACTS team your insights are very valuable to helping understand both the successes and 
challenges of this new model of research. We encourage you to be as honest and forthcoming 
as possible:  
 

Check One Answer for Each Statement: Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly  

Agree 
N/A or 
 Don’t 
know 

      
1. The team (includes community partners) 

has developed clear goals and objectives 
     

2. The team has agreed how to govern itself 
and make decisions 

     

3. There is a high degree of structure over 
the team meetings 

     

4. The leadership has a clear vision for the 
community partners on the team 

     

5. Everyone adheres to decision-making 
procedures 

     

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

N/A or 
 Don’t 
know 

6. Team members work very hard      

7. This is a highly efficient, work oriented 
team 

     

8. There’s lots of time wasted because of 
inefficiencies  

     

9. The meeting was organized and efficient      

10. The group is able to move from talk to 
action  

     

11. The team rarely has anything concrete to 
show for its efforts 

     

 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

N/A or 
 Don’t 
know 

12. The meeting organizers asked you to 
assist with specific tasks 

     

13. The meeting organizers intentionally seek 
out your views  

     

14. The team uses the abilities of all, not just a 
few 

     

15. Everyone is involved in the discussion, not 
just a few 

     

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

N/A or 
 Don’t 
know 
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16. There is not much group spirit among the 
partners  

     

17. It is difficult to develop a sense of trust 
with other members of the team 

     

18. There is a sense of unity and cohesion in 
our meetings 

     

19. People involved with the team come to the 
meetings 

     

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

N/A or 
 Don’t 
know 

20. The way that this research is being 
conducted is different than other research 
projects 

    
 

21. The outcomes of this research will be 
better suited for end-users      

22. I believe that we are “asking the right 
questions”       

23. There are specific elements of this 
research which will benefit end-users      

24. Together, we have made a difference       

25. The team is in the process of realizing its 
goals       

26. The team has realized its goals       

      

Other Comments:  
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Appendix	6:	Written	Feedback	Form	for	Webinars	
 

Written Feedback Form 
Please communicate your opinion on this form with an ‘x’; email responses back to [insert email address]. 
 
Thank you for taking time to give feedback on the research project. As a partner on the GET-
FACTS team your insights are very valuable to helping understand both the successes and 
challenges of this new model of research. We encourage you to be as honest and forthcoming 
as possible:  
 

Check One Answer for Each Statement: Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly  

Agree 
N/A or 
 Don’t 
know 

      
27. The team (includes community partners) 

has developed clear goals and objectives 
     

28. The team has agreed how to govern 
itself and make decisions 

     

29. There is a high degree of structure for 
the team meetings 

     

30. The leadership has a clear vision for the 
community partners on the team 

     

31. Everyone adheres to decision-making 
procedures 

     

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

N/A or 
 Don’t 
know 

32. Team members work very hard      

33. This is a highly efficient, work oriented 
team 

     

34. There’s lots of time wasted because of 
inefficiencies  

     

35. The meeting was organized and efficient      

36. The group is able to move from talk to 
action  

     

37. The team rarely has anything concrete to 
show for its efforts 

     

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

N/A or 
 Don’t 
know 

38. The meeting organizers asked you to 
assist with specific tasks 

     

39. The meeting organizers intentionally 
seek out your views  

     

40. The team uses the abilities of all, not just 
a few 

     

41. Everyone is involved in the discussion, 
not just a few 

     

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

N/A or 
 Don’t 
know 



 

GET-FACTS	Performance	Measurement	Framework	Report	
August	2018	

57	

 

42. There is not much group spirit among the 
partners  

     

43. It is difficult to develop a sense of trust 
with other members of the team 

     

44. There is a sense of unity and cohesion in 
our meetings 

     

45. People involved with the team come to 
the meetings 

     

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

N/A or 
 Don’t 
know 

46. The way that this research is being 
conducted is different than other 
research projects 

    
 

47. The outcomes of this research will be 
better suited for end-users      

48. I believe that we are “asking the right 
questions”       

49. There are specific elements of this 
research which will benefit end-users      

50. Together, we have made a difference       

51. The team is in the process of realizing its 
goals       

52. The team has realized its goals       

      

 
During today’s GET-FACTS webinar specifically…  

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly  

Agree 
N/A or 
 Don’t 
know 

      
53. I have increased my knowledge of the 

GET-FACTS integrated knowledge 
translation process  

     

54. I feel that researchers’ opinions/feedback 
were heard by the GET-FACTS iKT team  

     
 

 Not at all   Somewhat  Very  
N/A or 
 Don’t 
know 

       
55. Were your expectations for today’s 

webinar met? (please expand below) 
      

56. How satisfying did you find today’s 
communication (via the webinar) to be?   

      

57. How likely would you have been to 
personally contact this scientist prior to 
the webinar? 

      

58. How likely are you to personally contact 
this scientist after participating in the 
webinar? 

      

Other Comments:  
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Appendix	7:	Document	Review	
	
Component:	Communication	and	Education	
	 Output	 Indicator	 Number	 Description	 Change	over	Time	
1c	 Strategies	to	support	

education/training	
Number	of	annual	and	joint	face	
to	face	meetings	

	 	 	

	 	 Webinars	planned	 	 	 	
	 	 Webinars	executed	 	 	 	
	 	 Frequency	of	webinars	over	time	 	 	 	
	 	 Participants	of	webinars	 	 	 	
	 	 Questions	during	webinars	 	 	 	

	
Component:	Communication	and	Education	
	 Output	 Meeting	 Proportion	of	

SC	in	
attendance	

Proportion	of	
scientists	in	
attendance	

Description	
of	agenda	

Meeting	
outcomes	

Documented	
use	of	decision	
making	model	

1c	 Strategies	to	support	
education/training	

	 	 	 	 	 	

1d	 Consensus	building	
decision	making	
model	and	its	use	

	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
Component:	Networking	and	Relationship	Building	
	 Output	 Indicator	 Member	

Name	
Organization	 Position	

within	
organization	

Time	
served	

Attendance	
at	meetings	

Role/	
Contributions	

2a	 Steering	
Committee	
and	Terms	of	
Reference	

Members	
of	Steering	
Committee	

	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
Component:	Networking	and	Relationship	Building	
	 Output	 Indicator	 Status	
2a	 Steering	Committee	and	

Terms	of	Reference	
Description	of	Terms	of	Reference	(including	
roles,	responsibilities)	

	

	 	 Documentation	of	key	outcomes	of	meetings	 	
1d	 Consensus	building	decision	

making	model	and	its	use	
Consensus	building	decision	making	model	 	
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Component:	Networking	and	Relationship	Building	
	 Output	 Indicator	 Number	 Description	 Participants	 Research	streams	

(Scientists	only)	
2b	 Strategies	to	support	

relationship	building	
among	Steering	
Committee	

Face	to	face	meetings	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Teleconferences	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Brainstorming	sessions	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Working	groups	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Networking	events	

(lunches,	dinners)	
	 	 	 	

2c	 Strategies	to	connect	
Scientists	

Face	to	face	meetings	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Teleconferences	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Brainstorming	sessions	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Working	groups	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Networking	events	

(lunches,	dinners)	
	 	 	 	

2d	 Strategies	to	build	
relationships	among	
researchers	

Annual	face	to	face	
meetings	

	 	 	 	

	 	 Webinars	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Joint	membership	

working	groups	
	 	 	 	

	
Component:	Evaluation	and	Accountability	
	 Output	 Indicator	 Status	
3a	 Performance	measurement	

framework	
Description	of	performance	measurement	framework	 	

	 	 Schematics	 	
	 	 Figures	to	document	process	 	
	 	 Evaluation	matrix	 	
3c	 Reports,	publications,	

presentations	
Description	of	how	findings/reports	are	used	to	inform	the	
integrated	knowledge	translation	model	

	

	
Component:	Evaluation	and	Accountability	
	 Output	 Indicator	 Number	 Type	
3b	 Data	collection	

infrastructure	
Meeting	feedback	forms	 	 	

	 	 Webinar	feedback	forms	 	 	
	 	 Researcher	surveys	 	 	
	 	 Tracking	forms	 	 	
	 	 Qualitative	interviews	 	 	
3c	 Reports,	publications,	

presentations	
Reports	(working	papers,	reports	at	
meetings,	theses,	etc.)	

	 	

	 	 Publications	 	 	
	 	 Audiences	of	reports	and	publications	 	 	
	 	 Committee	outcomes	 	 	
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Appendix	8:	Project	Tracking	Form	
	
Component:	Communication	and	Education	
	 Output	 Indicator	 Status	 Location	 Accessibility	 Date	in	

place	
Date	of	
update(s)	

Source	

1a	 Internal	
communication	

Contact	list	of	all	
researchers	

	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Protocol	for	SC	to	reach	
scientists	and	vice	versa	

	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Description	of	central	
repository	(Google	drive)	

	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Use	of	Google	drive	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Terms	of	Reference	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Description	of	website	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Number	of	hits	to	website	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
Component:	Communication	and	Education	
	 Output	 Indicator	 Title	 Date	 Number	 Type/	

Purpose	
Date	of	
update(s)	

Source	

1a	 Internal	
communication	

Teleconferences	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Webinars	 	 	 	 	 	 	
1b	 External	

communication	
Scholarly	presentations	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Publications	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Community	presentations	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Non-peer	reviewed	publications	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 Other	(media,	radio,	TV)	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
Component:	Communication	and	Education	
	 Output	 Indicator	 Number	 Description	 Related	

documents	
Date	in	
place	

Date	of	
update(s)	

Source	

1e	 Research	
disseminated	

Strategies	supporting	
dissemination	of	research	
findings	

	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Research	findings	tailored	to	
target	audiences	

	 	 	 	 	 	

	
Component:	Networking	and	Relationship	Building	
	 Output	 Indicator	 Status	 Location	 Accessibility	 Date	in	

place	
Date	of	
update(s)	

Source	

2d	 Strategies	to	build	
relationships	
among	researchers	

Agreed	upon	decision	
making	model	

	 	 	 	 	 	

2e	 Capacity	building	
strategies	for	
dissemination	

Tool	–	who,	what,	
where,	when	and	why	

	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Number	and	type	of	
strategies	to	help	
Scientists	engage	policy	
makers	

	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Working	group	of	
Scientists	and	Steering	
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Committee	members	to	
dialogue	about	
strategies	to	engage	
policy	makers	

	 	 Terms	of	reference	for	
working	group		
(see	above)	

	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Identification	of	policy	
brokers	–	strategic	
element	

	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 Identification	of	
federal,	provincial,	
municipal	policy	
brokers	for	food	policy	

	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	
	


