FRAMEWORK AGREEMENT FOR
THE PROVISION OF GOODS AND/OR SERVICES

Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board
and

IFF Research Ltd

Ref: 2019-399

Framework Agreement for the Provision of
Evaluation Support — Lot One



FORM OF AGREEMENT

THIS FRAMEWORK AGREEMENT IS MADE ON 20™ NOVEMBER, 2020

BETWEEN

Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board, of Stoneleigh Park, Kenilworth,
Warwickshire CV8 2TL (‘AHDB’)

AND

IFF Research Ltd S (‘the Supplier’)
AHDB and the Supplier are the Parties to this Framework Agreement.

WHEREAS

A. AHDB wishes to acquire the provision of Evaluation support for Lot One, as per the
AHDB specification.

B. The Supplier is willing to supply the Goods and/or Services in accordance with this
Framework Agreement.

C. AHDB may enter into substantially similar framework agreements for the supply of the

Goods and/or Services with other suppliers.

IT IS HEREBY AGREED

1.

1.1.

1.2.

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

AHDB agrees to appoint the Supplier as a potential provider of the Goods and/or
Services described in the Specification (see Annex 2).

AHDB may, in its absolute discretion and from time to time during the Term, order the
Goods and/or Services from the Supplier in accordance with the Ordering Procedures
(Annex 3) through a Call-Off Contract based on the template provided in Annex 4.

Subject to the Supplier’'s compliance with this Framework Agreement and the making of
a Call-Off Contract, AHDB agrees to pay the Supplier in accordance with that Call-Off
Contract.

The Supplier agrees to supply the Goods and/or Services in accordance with the
Framework Agreement and the Call-Off Contract.

The Supplier agrees to inform AHDB promptly if the making of a Call-Off Contract would
result in a conflict of interest.

Any supply of the Goods and/or Services shall be completed in accordance with the
relevant Call-Off Contract and in any case not later than two years after the Completion
Date.

In the event of any conflict between these, the terms of this Framework Agreement shall
have precedence over those in a Call-Off Contract.

Unless otherwise specified, the Supplier shall supply the Goods and/or Services to the
Principal Office.

The Supplier acknowledges that:

there is no obligation on AHDB to invite the Supplier to supply any Goods and/or
Services under this Framework Agreement;



3.2.

3.3.

5.1.

5.2.

5.2.1.

5.3.

5.3.1.

5.4.

no form of exclusivity has been conferred on the Supplier in relation to the provision of
the Goods and/or Services; and

no undertaking or any form of statement, promise, representation or obligation by AHDB
exists or shall be deemed to exist concerning minimum or total quantities or values of
Goods and/or Services to be ordered by AHDB pursuant to this Framework Agreement
and the Supplier agrees that it has not entered into this Framework Agreement on the
basis of any such undertaking, statement, promise, representation or obligation.

The Supplier and AHDB agree to comply with AHDB’s Terms and Conditions for the
Purchase of Goods and Services version 2014 (‘AHDB Terms’ - see Annex 5), which
shall further be incorporated as they may reasonably have been amended by AHDB into
any Call-Off Contract.

This Framework Agreement consists of:

e this Form of Agreement,

¢ Annex 1 (Contacts, page 7),

¢ Annex 2 (Specification Details, page 8) read with the Appendix thereto;
¢ Annex 3 (Ordering Procedures, page 86);

¢ Annex 4 (Call-Off Contract Template, page 88);

e Annex 5 (AHDB Terms, page 89)

each of which together with any documents specified therein is incorporated into and
forms part of the Framework Agreement.

In the case of any conflict or inconsistency, documents shall take precedence in the order
in which they appear in Clause 5 above.

References to Clauses are references to the clauses of this Form of Agreement, to
Conditions are references to the terms and conditions of the annexed AHDB Terms and
to paragraphs are references to paragraphs in the referring Annex or Appendix unless
otherwise indicated.

For the avoidance of doubt, references within a Call-Off Contract shall apply
according to that Call-Off Contract.

This Framework Agreement including the Specification may be amended by the Parties
in Writing.
Any amendment including any extension under Clause 7.1 below shall have no effect
unless it is in compliance with public procurement law.

The Framework Agreement and any amendment thereof may be executed in counterpart
and by the Parties to it on separate counterparts, each of which when so executed and
delivered shall be an original, but all the counterparts shall together constitute one and
the same instrument.

In this Framework Agreement the following words and expressions shall have the
meanings given to them below, unless the context otherwise requires:

Word or Meaning
Expression
AHDB Terms AHDB’s Terms and Conditions for the Purchase of Goods and

Services (attached within Annex 5);

Call-Off Contract  a contract for the supply of Goods and/or Services pursuant to
this Framework Agreement



71,

7.2.

8.1.
8.2.
8.3.

8.4.

8.5.

Call-Off Contract  The template that shall be used or deemed to have been used
Template for any Call-Off Contract (attached within Annex 4);

Commencement  The date set out in Clause 7, as it may have been amended;
Date

Completion Date  The date set out in Clause 7.1, as it may have been amended,;

Framework The framework arrangements established by AHDB for the
provision of the Goods and/or Services to AHDB;

Ordering The procedures applicable to the making of a Call-Off Contract

Procedures (see Annex 3);

Specification The specification provided in Annex 2, as it may have been
amended;

Term The period commencing on the Commencement Date and

ending on the Completion Date, the whole day of each Date
being included;

Working Day Any day other than a Saturday, Sunday or public holiday in
England.

The Framework Agreement shall commence or be deemed to have commenced on 15"
January 2021 (‘Commencement Date’).

The Framework Agreement shall terminate on 14" January, 2023 (‘Completion Date’)
unless it has previously been extended, in which case the Completion Date shall be
deemed to have been appropriately amended. There is the option to extend for 3 periods
of 12 months each, should AHDB wish to take up. These will be agreed between AHDB
and the supplier and an extension contract will be drawn up. Therefore there is the
potential for the contract to be extended until January 2026.

Notwithstanding any act of termination or the achievement of the Completion Date, the
relevant provisions of this Framework Agreement shall remain in effect insofar as is
necessary to ensure the performance of all obligations and the satisfaction of all liabilities
and to enable the exercise of all rights under the Framework Agreement in each case as
such shall exist at the time of such act or the Completion Date.

Without prejudice to either Party’s rights or obligations pursuant to law and subject to
Clause 8.4, the aggregate liability of each Party in respect of any claim or series of
connected claims arising out of the same cause in any year whether arising from
negligence, breach of contract or otherwise shall be limited to the amounts set out in
Clauses 8.1 and 8.2.

In relation to AHDB, the amount shall be one million pounds sterling.
In relation to the Supplier, the amount shall be five million pounds sterling.

The amounts above may only be amended in Writing and prior to the event in relation to
which a claim is made.

Where the Supplier is a consortium, each member of the consortium shall be jointly and
severally liable for performance of the Supplier’s obligations under this Framework
Agreement and any Call-Off Contract.

Nothing in this Framework Agreement shall limit either Party’s liability for fraud,
dishonesty, deceit, fraudulent misrepresentation, death or personal injury.

For the avoidance of doubt:



9.1.

9.2.

9.3.

10.
10.1.
11.
11.1.
12.
12.1.
13.
13.1.

13.2.

The Supplier’s standard terms and conditions for the supply of goods or services do not
apply to this Framework Agreement or any Call-Off Contract except as may be
specifically agreed in Writing.

In the event that the Framework Agreement applies only to the provision of Goods, the
provisions relating only to Services in the Framework Agreement or any Call-Off Contract
shall not apply.

In the event that the Framework Agreement applies only to the provision of Services, the
provisions relating only to Goods in the Framework Agreement or any Call-Off Contract
shall not apply.

Amendments to Annex 3

There are no amendments to Annex 3.
Amendments to Annex 4

There are no amendments relating to Annex 4.
Amendments to Annex 5

There are no amendments relating to Annex 5.
Special Conditions

Any conditions specified in this Form of Agreement as Special Conditions shall have
precedence over any other provision in this Framework Agreement.

There are no Special Conditions.

- The remainder of this page is deliberately blank -



Signed for and on behalf of the Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board

Signature:
Name of signatory:
Date:

Signed for and on behalf of the Supplier:

Signature:
Name of signatory:
Date:







Annex 2 Specification Details

1. The Specification relating to this Framework is detailed in this Annex 2 and any
amendments thereto are set out or deemed to be included in the Appendix to this Annex,
page 85.

1.1. The Specification is based on:

o the invitation and/or acceptance by AHDB for the supply of the Goods and/or
Services, by tender, and

o the Supplier’s offer but excluding any of the Supplier’s terms and conditions indicated
to be imposed thereby except insofar as such terms and conditions do not conflict
with any other provision of this Framework Agreement.

1.2. Any amendment to the Specification agreed in accordance with this Framework
Agreement shall be deemed to be included in the Appendix to this Annex.

2.  The information in this Appendix is to be read as having been amended by any
amendments set out or deemed to be included in the Appendix to this Annex.

Evaluation Frameworks at AHDB - Specification

Evaluation of AHDB work programmes

The aim of this competition is to commission two frameworks of suppliers in relation to the evaluation
work of the Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board (AHDB), against the following lots:

Lot One: Evaluation Support
Lot Two: Evaluation Validation

Suppliers may tender for one or both lots. We are open to proposals from individuals or companies as
our contract opportunities will be varied.

Introduction and Background

AHDB is a statutory levy board, funded by farmers, growers and others in the supply chain to help the
industry succeed in a rapidly changing world. We want to create a world-class food and farming industry,
inspired by and competing with the best. We want to unite the whole industry around a common goal
to lift productivity, bringing people together to collaborate, innovate and drive change. The delivery of
services to levy payers and industry stakeholders covers six sectors which account for about 75% of
total agricultural output in the United Kingdom (UK): Beef & Lamb, Cereals & Oilseeds, Dairy,
Horticulture, Pork and Potatoes.

Our farmers, growers and processors expect to see a return on their levy investment, which is why
AHDB is determined to demonstrate good value for money through appraising and evaluating our work,
measuring performance and impact. It is also essential that we regularly evaluate our business
processes to ensure that, as an organisation, we are continually learning and improving what we do.

As part of our Inspiring Success Strategy https://ahdb.org.uk/corporate-strategies we aimed to more
systematically assess the impact of our work and have put in place bottom-up programme level
evaluations of all our levy-payer-facing activities. We are about to move into a new strategy period,
however our approach to evaluation still applies.

During the current strategy, we have identified approximately 65 programmes of work over the next five
years, covering areas such as research, knowledge exchange, market intelligence and market
development. These programmes of work are likely to contain several smaller projects and different
work streams with activities that contribute towards the overall programme objectives. The success of
each of these work programmes needs to be evaluated. So, AHDB Programme Managers in these



areas (with guidance from the AHDB Evaluation Team) are responsible for drafting evaluation plans,
and capturing appropriate data throughout the life of the programme. Various pieces of evaluation work
will then need to be conducted for each overarching programme of work, examples are listed under lot
one below. Some Programme Managers will complete full evaluations themselves and others will utilise
suppliers to complete some or all of the evaluation work depending on individual requirements.

We require the evaluations to take place at the end of the programme or activity, and at suitable interim
points. Many of these evaluations will include a cost-benefit analysis or assessment of return-on-
investment. It is important that the evaluations which are produced are robust and evidence based.

Award of Frameworks by Lot

Lot One - Evaluation Support:

We intend to form a framework made up of more than one supplier; mini competitions will be held for
each new piece of work and go out to all suppliers against this framework that have specified they can
undertake work of that size (small, medium or large pieces of support, detailed below).

Lot Two — Evaluation Validation:

We intend to award to more than one supplier; commission to the framework will be awarded to
potentially a maximum of eight suppliers overall, with a maximum of four suppliers specialising in
agricultural economics and four suppliers specialising in evaluation.

Work will then be offered on a rotating basis to two suppliers per validation piece (one supplier of each
specialism), dependant on availability of suppliers. Direct selection from the framework may be made
for some pieces of validation work, in this instance the rotation will be adjusted accordingly.

Lot One: Evaluation Support

AHDB wish to create a framework to retain suppliers that have the ability to evaluate the impact of our
programmes of work. Work will include undertaking formative and summative evaluation of AHDB
programmes of work, for instance:

- Producing independent evaluation reports

- Data collection and/or analysis using suitable evaluation methods

- Evaluation surveying

- Cost benefit analysis for creation of return on investment figures or similar

- Developing lessons learnt and recommendations for improvement

- Working with programme leads, other AHDB staff and external stakeholders (collecting data,
feedback etc.)

- Developing evaluation plans

- Dissemination of evaluation findings to various audiences

- Interim evaluation techniques such as process mapping

Requirements for evaluation support will be different dependant on the programme of work and flexibility
is required. Evaluation support work may need to be completed independently or in collaboration with
AHDB Programme Managers. Some programmes will already have some evaluation evidence collected
such as survey results, event feedback forms, industry data etc., and will require this evidence to be
analysed and reports created; whereas some programmes will need evaluation support to collate
evidence from scratch. Programmes will typically already have evaluation plans in place, and will have
been through our Investment Test process so will have a business case document which includes
objectives, anticipated return on investment etc. Typically work will involve evaluating the success of
the programme described in the business case, and if the programme of work met its objectives and
desired level of impact. The programmes of work are of different sizes and budgets, so the evaluation



support work required will be varied and successful suppliers will need to be flexible. Two previous
example specifications are included as examples at Appendix One and Two.

Evaluation work is new to some areas of AHDB and as such, it is difficult to predict exact requirements
for evaluation support, so a flexible approach will be required. Once the successful suppliers for Lot
One Evaluation Support, are in place, we estimate that suppliers will be given the opportunity to bid for

the following, although this will depend on individual work programme requirements:

Estimated number of | Estimated size of report Estimated | Further information
contracts budget
range

x 10 per year Small evaluation support £5-£25k Such as in Appendix One

x 3 per year Medium evaluation support £25-£40k Such as Appendix Two

x 1 per year Large evaluation support £40K+ This may contain a significant amount of
data collection, such as a sizeable survey
or advanced statistical analysis of industry
datasets (ex: genetics or research
programme work)

Suppliers accepted onto the Evaluation Support framework will already have provided details of their
knowledge and experience via the Bravo Qualification envelope, therefore this will not be a requirement
at the mini competition stage.

Budget

Deliverables and budget will vary and be dependent on the individual mini competition contract
opportunity, as described above.

Proposal Requirements: Within your proposal, please clearly demonstrate the following:

1. Ability to deliver a variety of evaluation support.

2. The proposal should clearly demonstrate the supplier’s suitability for meeting requirements of AHDB
against the evaluation support lot.

3. Suppliers should be able to demonstrate a track record of providing evaluation services.
The UK Evaluation Society’s Framework of Evaluation Capabilities summarises desired
competences around evaluation knowledge, professional practice and qualities and dispositions.

4. Suppliers should be able to demonstrate experience of working in the agricultural sector.

5. The proposal should include the following details:
o0 name and full contact details of the project manager who would be leading any projects
relevant experience of project manager
role and name of key members of proposed staff to be involved in any projects
CVs for key members of staff to be involved with any projects
demonstrating how you will ensure continuation of service at the required level if any key
members of staff leave your company
0 demonstrating, with reference to specific examples, a recent successful track record with
similar contracts
0 a breakdown of hourly/day rates for each staff member

(o}
(o}
(o}
(o}



6. Details and experience of any third party agencies that will be used to deliver any projects. Clearly
indicating the stage in which they would be involved and the expected extent of their involvement.

7. Example methodologies used to achieve the evaluation support must clearly be identified in the
proposal.

8. Aprocess for quality control and adherence to MRS code of conduct where relevant. Higher marks
will be awarded where this information is presented in a way that demonstrates how quality control
processes impact on/are implemented at each stage of relevant projects.

9. Examples of how a project would be planned and typical timescales for work.

Structure of Submissions and Evaluation Methodology

Evaluation of proposals will be undertaken in accordance with the following criteria and weightings:

80% of the evaluation weighting will be based on the quality of the proposal.

Outline a clear approach to different aspects of evaluation support — clearly demonstrating how
the supplier could achieve evaluation objectives for relevant contracts, to deliver clear and
robust evaluation support for AHDB. (30%)

Experience of project manager and supporting team in delivering similar projects in terms of
methodology, location, sector etc. (20%)

Demonstrate a clear strategy for maximising evaluation effectiveness, giving at least two
examples of where contracted evaluation work has improved programme performance. (10%)
Present an objective and well-structured proposal which clearly lays out the required
information and includes a detailed breakdown of costs and example project plans,
identification of any risks to delivery. (10%)

Demonstrate how a process for quality control will be followed at each stage of the process.
Along with adherence to the MRS code of conduct where necessary. (10%)

20% of the evaluation weighting will be based on the cost of the proposal.

To enable comparability of cost of proposals, we require submissions to include example bids
for the proposals in Appendix One and/or Appendix Two. (20%)

If suppliers are interested in providing services for varying sizes of work, example bids for both Appendix
One and Two need to be submitted.

For example, Appendix One gives an example specification of a smaller piece of evaluation
work, and Appendix Two gives an example specification of a medium sized piece of evaluation
work. If selected to be on the framework, suppliers that choose to give an example bid for
Appendix One only, will only be sent specifications for smaller evaluation mini competitions;
suppliers that choose to give an example bid for Appendix Two only, will only be sent
specifications for medium or large evaluation mini competitions; whereas those that choose to
give an example for both Appendix One and Two will be sent specifications for all evaluation
mini competitions.

Suppliers must clearly mark their final lump cost for any example bids against Appendix One
and/or Two. In addition, a breakdown of costs for all stages of each project excluding VAT, and
a breakdown of the number of days and day rates for each stage of the project including both
fieldwork and non-fieldwork stages of the project, should be included to allow for comparison
between suppliers.



The proposal must illustrate how each of the service requirements could be met and describe how the
service requirements could be delivered to AHDB.

Lot Two: Evaluation Validation

AHDB wish to create a framework to retain suppliers that can validate evaluation reports and return on
investment calculations produced internally at AHDB. Work will include reading and analysing internally
produced AHDB evaluation reports and/or return on investment calculations or similar, to provide
scrutiny and suggestions for improvement, and advise on reliability of the reports. In effect validating
the evaluation work we produce in house.

We require two validators to validate each report, one with an evaluation specialism and one with an
agricultural economics specialism. Work will be offered on a rotating basis, dependant on availability of
suppliers. Where any supplier is able to offer both evaluation and agricultural economics specialisms,
AHDB will decide which aspect the supplier should focus on for each validation piece; one individual
may not do both the evaluation and economics validation of the same piece of work. Two individuals
from the same company will not be selected to validate the same piece of work.

The validation work will include completing a two page validation form for each report. This may include
topics such as:

- General questions on the report or return on investment calculation

- Areas of critique

- How can the report/calculations be improved?

- Is evidence reliable?

- Are any assumptions outlined realistic?

- Do you agree that the report/calculations are reasonable? Why?

We envisage that reports to be validated will be on average 30 pages in length. Supporting documents
such as completed cost benefit analysis spreadsheets will also be provided where appropriate.

An initial meeting (via Teams) will be set up with any successful suppliers before any work starts.

Evaluation work is new to some areas of AHDB and as such, it is difficult to predict exact requirements
for evaluation validation. It is likely that we will have a busier period for validation work between January
and March each year, in line with production of our annual Evaluation Summary Report each April. We
estimate that the following may be required:

- 20 to 25 internal evaluation reports and/or cost benefit analysis calculations (or similar) to be
validated per year

- Two suppliers validating each report

- Estimated time to validate each report, half a day

- Turnaround time is likely to be around two weeks from receipt of report

Budget
A day rate of £550 is offered, so £275 per half day. (Fixed price for the duration of the contract).

AHDB will identify the anticipated time required to complete a validation piece of work when each piece
is distributed to suppliers (e.g. half a day, one day, two days etc.), invoices must not exceed this amount
without prior discussion and agreement from AHDB. Work will be shared as equally as possible to all
on the framework.



Proposal Requirements

1. Ability to deliver evaluation validation of internally produced AHDB reports and cost benefit analysis
calculations (or similar), covering a variety of AHDB work functions, such as research, marketing,
market intelligence and knowledge exchange, all relating to the agricultural industry.

2. The proposal should clearly demonstrate the supplier’s capability for meeting requirements of
AHDB against the evaluation validation lot. Suppliers should be able to demonstrate a track record
of providing validation work in either evaluation in the agricultural industry, or agricultural
economics.

3. The proposal should include the following details:

a. name and full contact details of validator

b. whether the validator is suited to evaluation validation and/or agricultural economics
validation

c. relevant experience and knowledge of validator

d. a brief summary of suitability of the validator to meet the validation requirements

e. demonstrating, with reference to specific examples, a recent successful track record with
similar contracts

4. Details and experience of any third party agencies that will be used to deliver any projects. Clearly
indicating the stage in which they would be involved, and the expected extent of their involvement.

5. A process for quality control and consistency with validation work. Higher marks will be awarded
where this information is presented in a way that demonstrates how quality control processes
impact on/are implemented through validation work.

6. Availability for evaluation validation work throughout the year, with the bulk of work in the first quarter
as described.

Structure of Submissions and Evaluation Methodology

100% of the evaluation weighting will be based on the quality of the proposal.

e Experience and knowledge of validator in delivering similar projects in terms of evaluation or
agricultural economics validation; giving relevant examples of research or evaluation projects
conducted on areas such as agricultural productivity, R&D, marketing etc., and evidence of
publications in related areas. (60%)

o Demonstrate a clear strategy for maximising validation effectiveness, giving examples where
possible of where contracted validation work has improved performance. (20%)

e Present an objective and well-structured proposal which clearly lays out the required
information, includes identification of any risks/key dates and demonstrates a process for
quality control. (20%)

Duration of contracts

Contracts for both frameworks will cover a two year period, with the option to extend for a further three
periods of 12 months each if required.

Key personnel and account management



The AHDB'’s Evaluation Manager will be responsible for management and day-to-day running of both
the Lot One Evaluation Support contract and the Lot Two Evaluation Validation contract.

Any queries regarding this specification should be directed through the Bravo portal.
Terms/conditions of participation

AHDB Terms and Conditions for the supply of goods and services shall apply to any contract awarded
as a result of this request for quote. A copy of these can be found on the AHDB website by clicking here.

Submission Guidelines

All proposals should be submitted and received by 12:00 Noon 30t October 2020.

Please respond via the Bravo portal

Please detail within the proposal which lots you are tendering for: Lot One, Lot Two, or Both

Submissions will remain unopened until after the closing date and time has passed.
Any clarifications are to be sent via the Bravo portal, the cut-off period for clarifications being 23
October 2020.

AHDB will review and evaluate tenders after the closing date, and may seek clarifications from suppliers
as part of the selection process. AHDB reserves the right to seek alteration of individual tenders to meet
the exact requirements and to decline all tenders should the requirements not be met.

Timetable
Tender launched — competition published 28.09.2020
Deadline for receipt of responses (12.00 noon) 30.10.2020
Communication of intended awards 24.11.2020
Award of contracts 09.12.2020
Contract commencement 15.01.2021
Lot Two attendance meeting at AHDB main office 04.02.2021

Examples are relevant to Lot One

Appendix One: Example of a smaller piece of evaluation support work - extracts from the Pork
KE Programme Evaluation specification

REQUEST FOR QUOTE (RFQ): Pork Knowledge Exchange Programme Evaluation (June 2019 — June
2021)

Background/Aims

In April 2018, following a successful Investment Test business case, AHDB launched a 3 year
programme of Knowledge Exchange (KE) work through its Pork KE team. This work includes the
coordination of Pork Field Trials, PhD and EUPIG activities in order to generate knowledge and produce
industry tools and resources, as well delivery of Farm Excellence activities such as Strategic Farms,
Technical Events and Pig Clubs/Groups.

This RFQ is seeking a supplier to carry out an interim formative evaluation of the first year of the
programme (set up phase) and then a summative impact evaluation on the success of the programme.
The supplier shall work in partnership with the AHDB, Pork KE and MI Evaluation teams to deliver the
work.

Required outputs



Supplier:

The supplier should be able to demonstrate:

A track record in evaluation consultancy
Experience of working within the agricultural sector
An understanding of GDPR and its compliance

Interim report

The interim report should review the progress made towards
implementing the Investment Test business case and subsequent delivery
in year 1 of the project plan.

Recommendations should be made on how to improve programme
delivery, increase uptake and engagement with the pig industry and its
stakeholders and maximise impact for the remainder of the plan

Resources for
interim evaluation:

The following are available now:

AHDB strategy 2017-2020

Pork KE Investment test business case and feedback

1st year (2018) results from Farm Excellence Impact Survey and cost
benefit analysis from year 1

2018/19 technical events feedback form evaluation

Precision Pig awareness, uptake and benefits/barriers baseline survey
PigPro reports on uptake to date

EUPIG phase 1 report (covering 18mths of delivery)

End of programme
evaluation

The summative impact evaluation should review delivery in years 2 and 3
(building on year 1) of the plan, review uptake and engagement with the
pig industry / stakeholders and assess value for money, cost benefit and
the end results

Recommendations should be made on future KE activity and ways to
improve delivery

Resources for end
evaluation:

The following will become available:

27 and 3 year (2019 and 2020) results from Farm Excellence Impact
Survey and cost benefit analysis

2019-2021 technical events feedback form evaluation

Precision Pig awareness, uptake and benefits/barriers repeat survey
PigPro reports on uptake to date

EUPIG end of programme reports

This isn’t an exhaustive list and other evidence, case studies etc will be available

The successful supplier may wish to contact a small number of producers

?;;%ZT{; Iders and and stakeholders to gain direct feedback. This methodology should be
outlined in the quote
AHDB Staff e Face to face meetings can be undertaken, or attendance at team

meetings to ask questions to help inform the evaluation can be made

Report Template

Please provide a suggested template for the evaluation report

Please provide a project plan, covering the production of the interim and

Project Plan
end of programme report
e The interim report should be done in Jun-Aug 2019 and made available
by end Aug 2019
Timings e The full end of programme evaluation should be carried in April/May 2021

and made available by end June 2021.
Invoicing should be after completion of each report




Relevant to Lot One

Appendix Two: Example of a medium sized piece of evaluation support work - extracts from the
Farm Excellence Platform Impact Survey specification

Research objectives

AHDB requires an outcomes & impact survey of those levy payers and stakeholders who have directly
engaged in its Farm Excellence Platform (FEP). The primary purpose is to deliver an evaluation of the
FEP in terms of its actual impact on the ground at a host, attendee and industry level. The secondary
purpose is to create an effective organisational baseline measurement to inform forward planning and
track performance over time. The survey will determine current levels of perceived benefit and
conversion of learning to reasoned action and improvement. A survey based on around twelve key
metrics will allow AHDB to evaluate its performance in knowledge exchange as one organisation as
well as being able to compare and contrast baseline levels between individual sectors.

The initial outcomes & impact survey (Y1) will then be required to be repeated annually in order to
measure the progress across the metrics measured in the baseline survey. The successful bidder will
be required to carry out three surveys, one baseline (Y1) plus two follow-up surveys (Y2 to Y3), between
August 2018 and March 2021. It is anticipated that the fieldwork for each year will be carried out
between November and January.

The findings of the initial (Y1) baseline survey will need to be delivered by March 2019.

Bidders should note that 2018 will be the first time that AHDB will carry out an impact survey for its
whole FEP. Previously, surveys have been undertaken and event feedback collated by the individual
sectors. Some AHDB sectors conduct surveys annually while others do so on a less frequent basis.
Inconsistencies in the methodology and sampling approach and timings of the individual surveys have
prohibited meaningful or measurable cross-sector comparisons. However, the individual surveys serve
an Iimportant purpose at sector level, informing strategic plans. AHDB wishes to explore the
opportunities for synergistic collaboration within the scope of the single FEP impact survey from 2018
onwards. Several of the sectors ask very similar questions, examples of which are provided in Appendix
3.

3. Service Requirement
3.1 In 2018, research is required initially to establish a baseline measurement of around
Research twelve predetermined customer metrics to inform future planning and direction. It is
Objectives

anticipated that eight of these will be generic across the sectors with a further four being
sector specific. The generic research metrics chosen need to provide a measure of:
i.  Awareness of FEP




0 How did they find out about the FEP?
o When did they find out?

ii.  Involvement with FEP
o Why did they choose to get involved in the FEP?
o What was their aim for attending?

fii. Uptake of FEP
0 How many FEP events have they attended?
o What has been their uptake of any resulting products/services?

iv.  Learning
o What key messages have they taken from attending FEP events?
o What skills have they improved following attendance at FEP events?

V. Change
0 Have they made any changes following attendance at FEP events?
o Ifyes, what and why?
o Ifno, do they intend to make any change?
o Orif no, why not?

Vi. Benefits (economic, social, environmental)
0 Perceived benefits of making change
0 Realised benefits of making change (economic quantification where

possible and considering timescale of farming year)

o Wil they continue to realise benefits into the future?

Vii. Satisfaction
o Did the FEP events / meetings achieve their objectives?
o0 Changes they think could be made to the FEP

viii. ~ Recommendation

o Would they recommend the FEP (scale 1 - 10)?
o Net Promoter Score

AHDB will be very much guided by the research supplier in terms of setting the pre-
determined baseline metrics.

For the 2019 and 2020 surveys, AHDB would like to consider an opportunity to expand
the research (in addition to the baseline metrics), to include further themed or sector
specific questions.

A final decision on the questions to be included in subsequent surveys for 2019 and
2020 will be decided following the outcome of the 2018 baseline.

3.2
Approach
Sampling

to

The research sample should be broadly representative of commercial growers and
producers in England, Scotland and Wales (but not NI which only applies to cereals and
oilseeds), by size and farm enterprise type.

It is expected that around fifty levy payer respondents for each of the six AHDB sectors
will be surveyed (total approx. 300). AHDB will also require the chosen supplier to survey
about fifty key stakeholders (agronomists, vets, consultants and researchers) who have
engaged in the FEP.

Prospective research providers should advise on the sampling approach with reference
to the following considerations:

I. While the FEP is now a common vehicle for delivering Knowledge Exchange
across all sectors, each sector is at a different stage of development and will




have varying levels of activity in the four key components illustrated in
Appendix 1.

ii. The FEP also consists of a variety of different programmes across the sectors
- there are different products, services and campaigns used within each sector,
examples of which are included at Appendix 2. (Hence, the requirement for a
third of the questions to be sector specific). In creating and undertaking the
survey, it is important to consider that these sector events and activities are
more likely to be how levy payers recognise what they have participated in
than the term FEP.

fi. The FEP is increasingly linked to, or represented by, digital resources, tools &
media which may be the main or only point of access for some levy payers
and stakeholders.

iv. A respondent may also have multiple enterprises qualifying for levy payment,
but should be chosen on the basis of, and asked questions specifically relating
to, the sector activity which they have engaged with the most. (One
respondent = one enterprise).

V. Sampling should be based on producers and growers that have actually
attended FEP meetings & events. In addition, AHDB will ask the chosen
supplier to also conduct a number of interviews with key stakeholders engaged
with the FEP (to be advised once project is awarded).

3.3 Database

In order to carry out the research, the appointed supplier will be provided with a database
of contacts covering England, Scotland and Wales (not NI). The database will be
compiled from those who have engaged directly (attended an event or logged into a
webinar) with the FEP (split into levy payers and stakeholders) and who have provided
the necessary consent to be contacted for the purposes of this survey. Prospective
suppliers are expected to demonstrate a thorough understanding of GDPR requirements
and how they would comply with the regulations at every stage of the survey process.

3.5
Quality Control

The proposal should demonstrate a process for quality control and adherence to MRS
code of conduct.

Higher marks will be awarded where this information is presented in a way that
demonstrates how quality control processes impact on/are implemented at each stage
of the research project.

3.6
Additional
Information

AHDB will provide the research supplier with details of the FEP programmes as well as
examples of past questionnaires. Appendices one to three provide some initial
information.

The successful bidder, once appointed, will have access to the details of previous FEP
surveys including questionnaires and key considerations about timings, contact lists and
sampling frames.

3.8
Deliverables

Questionnaire for Y1 baseline survey.




CAPACITY AND CAPABILITIES

1.5 Introduction

Our partnership combines IFF Research and The Andersons Centre, enabling us to respond to the
full range of evaluation requirements on AHDB’s Evaluation Support Framework. IFF Research is one
of the leading public sector evaluation specialists in the UK, regularly designing and undertaking
evaluations for the likes of Food Standards Agency, Department for Education, MHCLG, Office for
Students, Cabinet Office, BEIS and DWP. IFF works across a variety of sectors but is also familiar
with AHDB having conducted the inaugural stakeholder survey in 2019. Joining IFF is The Andersons
Centre, a specialist agricultural consultancy combining data analysts and agricultural economists.

1.6 Meeting the requirement

In this section we signpost our capacity and capabilities for undertaking the evaluations as
described in the previous section

1. Evaluation Design: We have detailed our approach to planning and conducting evaluations earlier
in this section, and the team selected for this framework bring extensive experience of planning
evaluations (see Project Team). Of particular note is that our lead project manager for this
framework, Kelsey Benninger, is a member of the UK Evaluation Society
(https://www.evaluation.org.uk/). As a member of this society, Kelsey regularly attends seminars,

workshops and conferences to support continuous professional development, gauge the latest
trends in evaluation theory and discuss the practice of evaluations with other members of the
society. Kelsey also leads IFF Research’s internal, Market Research Society accredited training on
evaluations (given to all 70 of our researchers). Furthermore, when we design evaluations this is
led by senior members of the team (commonly the Director or Associate Director), ensuring quality
in design.

2.

Questionnaire and sampling design: Evaluations often require the collection of primary
data, necessitating questionnaires/surveys design, and the creation of a sample structure.
At IFF we have been responsible for the design of a range of questionnaires, over a number
of platforms with a variety of audiences. We regularly undertake bespoke cognitive studies
to aid questionnaire development, for the likes of OfS, HEFCE, DfE and FSA, further
cementing our understanding of what questions work in what contexts. We are
methodologically agnostic; therefore all our research staff are equally trained in and capable
of designing both quantitative surveys and qualitative discussion guides for one-to-one
depths or focus groups. The Andersons Centre will support questionnaire design where
appropriate, bringing expert knowledge of the sector to help in focussing topics and ensuring
appropriate language is utilised. Complementing our questionnaire design work, we
regularly design sample structures, and indeed have done so for some of the most
prominent business surveys in the UK, such as the Employer Skills Survey (c. 90,000
interviews for the DfE).



Respondent recruitment: WWhenever primary data is collected a key requirement is the
ability to reach, and encourage participation, among the core audience. Low response rates
reduce the statistical reliability of the data and increase the changes of biases affecting
research outcomes. IFF has a dedicated team of recruiters who have many years’
experience recruiting stakeholders for qualitative interviewers. Meanwhile The Andersons
Centre are widely known throughout the farming industry. This will prove invaluable where
we seek to promote evaluation work, engage respondents, and maximise response rates.
Their branding on written correspondence alone will increase the likelihood of respondents
engaging with research. Furthermore — depending on the particular requirement of the
evaluation — we will be able to leverage their extensive network of contacts in the sector to
increase engagement in our evaluation work (where this is suitable to the requirement).

Conducting surveys: With a panel of 1,000+ interviewers IFF Research has one of the
largest CATI centres in the UK. Operating a homeworker network set up we are able to
quickly upscale resource as required by each project, and conduct a sizeable number of
interviews in a short space of time. Our fieldwork capabilities were recently recognized in
September 2020 when IFF was awarded the prestigious Best Operational Excellence
accolade in the Market Research Society’'s (MRS) Operations Awards, demonstrating our
ability to deliver high quality research in challenging times. We also have an internal Data
Services team who script all our CATI surveys, as well as scripting online surveys to a
bespoke template, and running data files and tables to specifications set by the research
team.

Conducting qualitative interviews: All IFF’s research team are trained to undertake and
analyse both qualitative interviews and focus groups. In addition we have our own viewing
facility, and boardroom in our London office, which can be used for focus groups or
workshops as required. Furthermore if there is a requirement for a substantial qualitative
interviewing exercise we can draw upon our specialist executive interviewers who provide
additional interviewing support across our research studies. We can also confirm we have
geographic reach across the UK for conducting face to face interviews.

Secondary data analysis: Both IFF and The Andersons Centre have the capacity to
process, manipulate and analyse secondary data collected from other sources. Where the
data relates to farming or economic measures this work will be undertaken by The
Andersons Centre.

Economic analysis: The Andersons Centre team combines an unparalleled knowledge of
the UK agriculture industry with economic expertise. Qualified agricultural economists, the
team regularly undertakes agricultural market analysis, industry forecasting, and cost benefit
analysis.

Reporting and dissemination: A key component of any research study is the ability to
report findings in a concise and engaging manner, and raise awareness across the range of
stakeholders. Both IFF Research and The Andersons Centre regularly write reports, and we
ensure that all our outputs are prepared to a publishable standard. In advance of any report
we shall agree a report ‘blueprint’ with AHDB, which formulates around a structure that
meets the evaluation objectives and contains key findings. All reports are signed off by
directors, who also lead on key chapters of the report. Furthermore The Andersons Centre
can assist AHDB promoting any findings they wish to make public from the research,
disseminating this to their network of contacts in the industry.









¢ |IFF Research are experts in evaluation and public sector research, including clients
such as AHDB and the Food Standards Agency, with a host of in-house facilities. Since
being founded by Lord Mclntosh of Haringey in 1965, IFF has become a trusted partner of
numerous public and private sector organisations. As an ad-hoc agency our operation is
particularly well designed to support framework-based contracts, fully equipped to respond to
incoming briefs and project requirements quickly and efficiently. Additionally, we have the vast
majority of necessary skills and resources contained in-house, all of which are relevant to
various evaluation needs and requirements; we employ over 100 people in our research team
alone and offer a full portfolio of research services, including a CATI telephone centre and
remote telephone interviewing network, specialist qualitative and quantitative fieldwork teams,
a dedicated data services and coding team and our own in-house focus group facility. This
has supported us in the successful delivery of over thirty evaluations over the last three years.

e The Andersons Centre: sector specialists who provide economic and business advice,
research and analysis to the agricultural, rural and food sectors across the UK, Ireland
and beyond. The Andersons Centre traces its origins back to 1973 when Andersons the
Farm Business Consultants started providing business advice to British farmers. Today, our
consultants support around 2,000 farmers across the UK, advising on a range of issues
including managing costs, financial planning, joint ventures and succession planning to
maximise profitability and performance. In addition to our strong presence in the farm
business consultancy market, we have expanded to offer services to businesses and
organisations throughout the food and farming industry both domestically and internationally.
We have also undertaken evaluation work directly on behalf of AHDB and HGCA. In 2014, we
produced an excel-based Cost Benefit Analysis tool, for example, designed to be used to test
the performance of all projects undertaken by the HGCA.

1.9 We provide an overview of the team structure, experience and roles and responsibilities below,
with full CVs contained subsequently.

1.10 Team and experience

For this framework we have pooled together a large group of individuals from whom we will select
specific project teams depending on any particular tender requirement within the framework.
Overseeing all our contracts will be Kelsey Beninger, IFF Associate Director and Contract Manager
for this framework. She will be on all project teams to ensure consistency and embed learnings and
knowledge. Of particular note is that she will oversee a post project review within the appointed project
team, and disseminate learnings across the consortium, to ensure we continue to knowledge build
across the whole team. Within projects, day-to-day management responsibilities will typically fall to one
of IFF’'s Research Managers or a consultant at The Andersons Centre.

IFF will act as the lead contractor for the vast majority of projects, save any that solely require economic
analysis. In this scenario, the economic expertise of The Andersons Centre will see them lead.



1.13 Mitigating staff turnover

The partners are proud of our ability to attract and (critically) to retain high quality researchers. It is vital
to plan for unexpected absences and for staff turnover however and have a number of procedures and
measures in place to meet this end:

e Large team: The size of our ‘core’ team will ensure continuity. As noted, we have ample
representation at the Director/Partner level (four colleagues in total) and at the Research
Manager / consultant level (five colleagues in total). Should any need to step away from a
given project (either unexpectedly or due to annual leave) others will be able to step in and
pick things up with ease.

¢ Knowledge sharing: All members of the team will be kept up to date on project progress and
specifics, regardless of whether they are appointed as the lead project manager or even part
of the core project team. Consequently, the impact of anyone leaving would be very short
term.

e Workload planning/ resourcing processes: a considered and detailed forecast of
resourcing requirements is essential. Each partner has specific mechanisms for ensuring the
management of workload, built in to standard business operations. For example, at IFF all
members of the research team are required to log their projects and assignments for the
upcoming months and to update this on a weekly basis. This log also includes planned
holidays or absences. Using this, we can spot any potential issues well in advance, leaving
plenty of time to devise and appropriate strategy.



APPENDIX 1 - PORK KNOWLEDGE EXCHANGE PROGRAMME EVALUATION (JUNE 2019-JUNE 2021)

1.15 Pork Knowledge Exchange Programme (Pork KE)

Knowledge Exchange is a key mechanism for accelerating innovation and productivity growth to achieve AHDB’s purpose of inspiring its farmers,
growers and industry to success in a rapidly changing world.

The Knowledge Exchange Pork Programme (Pork KE) operates in England only, using the pork levy to address some challenges facing the pork
industry, like the impact of Brexit on trade. Funding for Pork KE increased from 31% to 33% between 2016 and 2019, showing AHDB’s commitment to
invest in supporting the pork industry.! Eight AHDB staff? coordinate pork knowledge exchange, both identifying the key skills required and signposting
solutions to the pork industry. The Pork KE team help producers find the support their businesses need in a range of ways:

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Help pig producers find tried-and-tested best practice from fellow producers across Europe by supporting the coordination of EUPig and sharing
all new knowledge in one place;

Deliver information to and collect feedback from levy payers, both physically and digitally, through the Farm Excellence Network, a vast
operation, with almost 100 host farms and over 200 discussion groups;

Provide locally representative case studies for pork businesses to follow in real time by attracting host farms and demonstration sites to deliver
Strategic Farms. This engaged from 20-100 people and involves 3-6 meetings per year;

Coordinate Pork Field Trials;

Support levy payers to understand the detailed workings of farm business by hosting detailed technical discussions in smaller groups like a
breakfast meeting or through larger conferences, about business and technical topics and benchmarking; and

1 https://projectblue.blob.core.windows.net/media/Default/About%20AHDB/Corporate%20strategies/CorporateStrategy updateJune2017.pdf
2 https://ahdb.org.uk/meet-the-team#h



16. Coordinate smaller groups of 5-15 people to meet through pig clubs or groups, anywhere from monthly to once a year.

1.16 Evaluation objectives

Evaluation is crucial for AHDB to understand what works, why and in what way to deliver effective programmes. It is also essential for demonstrating
good value for money to levy payers, without which the levy-payer-facing activities in the Pork KE programme would not be possible.

To understand how Pork KE was implemented and is working in its first year (2018/19), and the reasons it has or has not worked, you need an interim
formative evaluation.

To decide to sustain or scale up the programme you need to understand the impacts of Pork KE — positive and negative, intended and unintended,
direct and indirect; you need a summative impact evaluation after the three years of the programme (June 2021).

IFF are well placed to deliver this evaluation. We are a known specialist in evaluation, with a live portfolio of c. 15 evaluations at any given moment,
including evaluation scoping and feasibility studies. Our current portfolio includes multiple major evaluations for Department for Education, Department
for Work and Pensions, the Construction Training Industry Board, the Health Education England, the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government, and the Money and Pensions Service.

Evaluation considerations

To design an evaluation that meets your needs we reflected on your objectives and our methodological expertise. In doing so we identified key
considerations that informed our proposed design, summarised below.

1.

Breadth vs. depth — The programme involves lots of components of varying audiences and scale, and in different stages of development. Budget will
not allow for us to go in depth with all activities (nor do we need to, to produce a robust evaluation).

To strike the right balance and answer your objectives, we recommend a mixed-method approach to leverage the strengths of both quantitative and
qualitative evidence. We recommend secondary analysis of existing surveys and synthesis of strategic and operational reports coupled with targeted
discussions with AHDB staff and pork industry stakeholders.

Leveraging existing evidence — AHDB has measured the performance of Pork KE through four surveys.3 Our proposed approach builds on accessing
and analysing this insight. We assume the surveys capture core measures needed and have a sufficient sample size to do aggregate analysis, and
possibly some sub-group analysis by activity type and/or audience type. At the start of the evaluation we will review the available data against the
evaluation objectives and confirm how we will analyse it and what insight it will provide, working with AHDB to revise the evaluation approach if required

3 Pork KE Investment test business case and feedback, 1°* year (2018) results from Farm Excellence Impact Survey and cost benefit analysis,
2018/19 technical events feedback form evaluation and Precision Pig awareness, uptake and benefits/barriers baseline survey



(see more details later in this proposal). From the information provided in the brief, it is unclear if data is available for each activity within Pork KE (e.g.
strategic farms and field trials), so during this mapping exercise we will flag what gaps exist and what the options are for either expanding or reducing
the scope of the evaluation.

3. Robust within budget — The volume of activities over multiple years means evaluation could be quite resource intensive just to collect and analyse
data. Our proposed approach has accepted some necessary trade-offs but we feel it will provide a level of robustness we believe is needed to meet
your objectives within budget.

1.17 Evaluation approach

The table below explains how our proposed approach meets your research objectives and key research questions. We feel this approach offers the best
value for your requirements.

N° | Evaluation Research questions Proposed approach
objectives
1 Provide formative | a. What progress has been made
feedback on the towards implementing the
implementation of Investment Test business case?
the programme in | b. What changes have been made to
its first year the programme compared to the
(interim formative business case, and the reasons for
evaluation) this?

c. How is the pig industry and key
stakeholders engaged in the
programme, including barriers to
engagement and opportunities to
improve engagement?

d. What is uptake to the programme,
including barriers to uptake and
opportunities to improve uptake?

2 Provide summative | e. What progress has been made

feedback on the since year 1 (in years 2 and 3),

success of the including pig industry and key

programme




(summative stakeholder engagement and

impact uptake to the programme?

evaluation) f.  What effect has programme
participation had on the pig industry
and key stakeholders?

g. What is the value for money of
Farm Excellence?*

3 Provide h. What strategic, operational and
proportionate and contextual factors have facilitated or
relevant hindered:
recommendations - The implementation of the
on  future KE programme
activities and ways - The impact of the
to improve delivery programme

i. What are the lessons learned for
improving delivery of the
programme?

The remainder of the proposal discusses our approach in more detail.
1.18 Scoping

4 Cost benefit analysis (CBA) appears to only be available for Farm Excellence, and the evaluation budget does not stretch to cover CBA for all Pork KE
activities



In our experience of successful evaluations, a robust scoping stage including an inception meeting is critical as the foundation for finalising clear
objectives and approaches, understanding stakeholders and building effective relationships, and establishing clear and regular points of feedback.
During the inception we will work closely with AHDB to establish a clear set of requirements and documents to steer the evaluation. We will attend a
virtual evaluation inception meeting at Year 1 to discuss and agree practicalities of delivering the evaluation effectively and efficiently, to map the key
stakeholders and audiences for this evaluation, and for the research team to gain a deep understanding of the programme to design a fit for purpose
evaluation and deliver actionable insights. The meeting would be held via Teams or Zoom, as you prefer, typically lasting an hour for a project of this
type. We will also establish clear expectations and templates for project management and formative feedback.

We would agree an agenda with you in advance, but would expect to use this meeting to introduce you to our team, obtain a full briefing on the study
background and an update on Pork KE progress, including any KPlIs, review the project approach and timings (including Q&A and working through any
concerns), and agree our joint ways of working and project management processes. This will also include discussing any key decisions that need early
discussion (such as identifying documents and stakeholders for the next phase, format and focus of the deliverables, and process for transferring the
survey data).

After this meeting, we will provide confirmation of everything agreed, any changes to the evaluation plan, and provide an updated project timetable, as
well as schedule regular project catch-up calls.

We also suggest having an inception meeting at Year 3, to restart the evaluation, catch up on key programme developments and agree our intended
approach still remains appropriate.

1.19 Strategic document review

Following the inception meeting, we will begin a short phase of work to better understand the programme, its activities, and its intended impacts from
different perspectives. This is both for our purpose, to ensure we have a solid grounding in the programme, and to begin synthesising evidence to
answer the interim formative evaluation questions. We will review strategic and delivery programme documentation. It is unclear from the brief the length
and format of some of these documents, so for the purposes of costs we have allocated two days of time to collect, review and analyse documents for
this purpose, or about three long documents. Relevant documents are likely to include the AHDB strategy 2017-2020, the PigPro report on uptake to
date and the EUPIG phase 1 report.

To help understand the impact of the programme, we will review a further selection of documents at year 3. As above, we have allocated two days of
time to collect, review and analyse documents for this purpose, or about three long documents. Documents are likely to include the PigPro report on
uptake to date, the EUPIG end of programme report and another document key for understanding the impact of the programme’s components.

Key information from these documents will be added to a bespoke framework, organised around the information needed to answer evaluation
objectives.

In an ideal world, our evaluation would include a detailed programme logic model to ensure the evaluation measures the right things, in the right way.
There is insufficient budget to develop a logic model here however. Evaluation design will need to be fluid and we may need to change the suggested
approach once we understand more about what data is available. Any changes will be discussed with you and reflected in a revised evaluation
framework.

1.20 Evidence review and secondary analysis of surveys






AHDB Board and Pork ¢ Importance of Pork KE for AHDB and the

Sector Chair or a Pork sector

Board member** o Expectations for Pork KE in Year 1, 2 and 3
1 teledepth, up to 30 e Opportunities and challenges of establishing
minutes and delivering Pork KE

*Some members are
producers and could also
be asked about the
discussion points for the
stakeholders interview at
Year 3, below

AHDB’s Head of ¢ Rationale for business test case, and

Knowledge Exchange - expectations of what Pork KE would achieve

Pork e Pork KE’s key components, and how these

1 teledepth, up to 45 are managed and organised

minutes e Changes made to programme design and
delivery since business case, and the

AHDB’s Knowledge reasons for this

Exchange Managers o Approaches to engaging with pig industry and

1 mini group, up to 60 key stakeholders, early successes and
challenges

minutes e Programme uptake to date and expectations

going forward

Pork industry depth interviews

To better understand how pork industry stakeholders are engaging with the programme, the factors influencing take-up and the effect the programme has on
them, we recommend interviews with pork industry representatives engaging with the programme. Given evaluation parameters, we think resource is best
allocated to conduct these at the end of the evaluation, allowing sufficient time for impacts to emerge among individuals, while also allowing us to support



individuals to ‘look back’ on all Pork KE activities involved in, to understand what worked well and less well. We propose the following composition of interviews
and interview focus (see table below).

Audience and approach Interview focus
Time 1 Time 2 (end of evaluation)
(interim)
Pork industry stakeholders delivering NA
KE activities with AHDB
e.g. a host farm, speaker at a discussion
or group

3 teledepths, c. 30 minutes

Levy payers directly supported by KE NA
activities e.g. visited a host farm,
attended a discussion/group

5 teledepths, c. 30 minutes

Our in-house team of specialist qualitative interviewers would engage stakeholders, arranging an appointment time most appropriate for them. We do
not think an incentive for participation is necessary, given the relatively small ask on people’s time, and the numbers we are seeking to engage. We
would explore with AHDB at the inception meeting how best to identify individuals willing to take part. It may be survey respondents have consented to
be recontacted for further research, or possibly we could advertise the opportunity through one of AHDB’s communication channels to relevant
individuals.

Qualitative analysis

All interviews will be recorded with consent, and interviews written up thematically by the researcher using a consistent template. Our qualitative analytical
approach is structured by the research questions but builds upwards from the views of participants. To uncover key insights, we propose an analytical



approach firstly comprising a process-driven element using our framework analysis technique. We will also conduct Director-led analysis sessions involving
the full team, to consider the implications of the underlying factors that influence programme delivery and outcomes, and to reflect on opportunities for
AHDB to affect change.
1.22 Communicating your insights
This evaluation is pivotal to understanding how the Pork KE programme has been implemented and the impact it has had on the users of its activities and
resources. Any deliverables need to do more than tell you facts. To support your strategic and operational work we will provide engaging and accessible
findings reports (interim and final), integrating all findings and their implications on your work. To ensure we’ve got the structure and flow of the reports right,
we will agree a report structure in advance. Our initial thinking for the reports includes:

17. Executive summary: Around 2 pages, summarising the main, top level content from the remaining chapters
18. Introduction: Pork KE context, evaluation objectives and evaluation approach summary

19. Pork KE implementation: How the programme intended to be delivered (business case), how it was actually delivered (including progress made
against the business case), reasons for delivery journey, the challenges faced and overcome, concluding with the lessons learned for improving
delivery and increase uptake and engage the pig industry

20. Pork KE effectiveness: An overall look at the effectiveness of Pork KE against its aims, including levels of uptake and engagement from the pig
industry and stakeholders

21. Activity effectiveness: Chapters for each element of the programme, going into more detail about what was achieved, and what is working well
and less well

22. Conclusions: A short summary of the main takeaways from the findings

23. Implications and recommendations: A discussion about what the findings mean for AHDB's strategic objectives, Pork KE’s delivery and the effect
on key audiences (e.g. levy payers), concluding with recommendations on how to strengthen the programme to best support achieving impacts.

We anticipate an interim report of around 15 pages and a final report, building on the interim report, of around 25 pages in Word, each with a 2-page executive
summary. We intend to use charts and verbatim quotes to bring the findings to life. We are happy to use an AHDB template and brand guidelines for these
reports, or our IFF templates.




































































