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1.  Introduction

The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) was set up in 1994 under the National Lottery Act and distributes money raised by the National Lottery to support projects involving the national, regional and local heritage of the United Kingdom.  

HLF is now operating under its Fourth Strategic Framework: ‘A lasting difference for heritage and people.’  This framework lays out the programmes and criteria for funding projects between 2013 and 2018, along with the process of application, assessment, monitoring and evaluation.  Under its Financial Directions HLF is required to have in place systems to monitor and evaluate the outputs and outcomes of projects it has funded.

HLF is inviting proposals to undertake the delivery of an online survey researching HLF’s customer care for grant recipients and grant applicants for the three financial years of 2015/16, 2016/17 and 2017/18.

The survey has historically been run according to the following criteria:

· Grantees – An anonymous telephone survey of grant recipients whose funded projects have recently been completed.  The survey investigates grantees’ experience of working with HLF following the award of the grant.

· Applicants – An anonymous telephone survey of grant applicants who have recently received a decision about an application for funding to understand their experience of having a grant application assessed by HLF.  The survey is conducted amongst accepted and rejected applicants, across a range of project types.

From the 2015-2017 contract period, HLF would like to migrate both surveys from a telephone to an online methodology.

We at BDRC Continental have significant experience working with HLF, most notably in running the last three years of this Customer Care survey.  Our wider experience also extends to migrating several tracking studies from a telephone to online methodology.  With these factors in mind we feel that we are very well-placed to conduct this work.

2.   Executive Summary
	Key Point
	Description
	Further Detail

	Relevant experience
	· Extensive experience in migrating surveys across methodologies including authoring a journal published in the International Journal of Market Research

· Experience in understanding HLF processes and terminologies, particularly having managed the Customer Care study from 2012-15

· Significant work with other grant-awarding organisations and in large-scale continuous public sector surveys.


	Section 3

	Consistent  project team
	· Executive team continuation from 2012-15 contract

· Experience in migrating survey methodologies including advanced analysts


	Section 4

	Methodology migration best practice
	· Best practice has informed benefits of switching to online from offline including lower cost and more considered responses

· Experience has also outlined key challenges including comparability and response rates


	Section 5

	Key solutions to migration challenges
	· A pilot study to be run during the final wave of the current contract

· Tailored invites

· Option for follow-up telephone calls


	Section 5

	Techniques to maximise response rates


	· Thorough sample audit

· Engaging questionnaire and online interface

· Tailored email invites and reminders for accepted, rejected and duplicate applicants


	Section 6

	Quality control
	· Multiple accreditations to ensure quality control including ISO 20252 and ISO 27001


	Section 7

	Added value reporting
	· Key Driver Analysis to supplement core reporting requirements


	Section 8


3.  BDRC Continental Relevant Experience

Based on our experience of running this project to date, we feel that the following elements are essential to the project’s success:

· An understanding of the challenges in migrating surveys from a telephone to an online methodology
· Experience in working with HLF, particularly in understanding your processes and terminology

· Knowledge and understanding of the issues impacting upon HLF applicants and grantees, as well as understanding of other grant-awarding bodies in the sector

· An ability to engage businesses, particularly small businesses, in online research

· A proven track record in public sector quantitative research

Below, we have outlined our experience that will aid us in meeting each of these objectives.

3.1
Understanding the challenges in migrating surveys between methodologies

· Media Tracker Survey (Ofcom), 2008-13.  Transition in 2012.

Our media team have conducted extensive work comparing matched online and offline samples, analysing the differences in respondents’ answers for the same questions, and reweighting online results so they are representative of what would have been achieved if the interviews were conducted offline. A key example was in conjunction with Ofcom on their Media Tracker survey (which examines usage of and attitudes toward various media) and subsequently on other Ofcom trackers.  

For the Media Tracker survey, we ran a test using both a face to face and online methodology for the same questionnaire, and established what was required to match the results of the two samples.  We presented the findings of this at several conferences including for the MRS, and were approached by the IJMR to submit a paper about our work on this topic.  The full peer-reviewed paper can be downloaded here.  The work was also shortlisted for an MRS Award for Innovation in Methodology.
· Marketing Evaluation  – (Docklands Light Railway) 2006 – 2014.  Transition in 2010.

After four years of face-to-face research (16 consecutive waves) DLR decided to migrate their survey to an online methodology in 2009.  The change in methodology provided DLR with greater flexibility in their questions and extra granularity about their marketing.  The transition involved a pilot study where both methodologies were run at the same time.  This provided DLR with an idea of response changes, and a weighting variable to recalibrate results.
· Inland Waterway Visit Survey (Canal & River Trust), 2003 - present. Transition April 2015
The Inland Waterway Visit Survey is a survey designed to quantify and monitor participation in inland waterway activities, amongst a robust sample of the GB population.  It has been run by BDRC Continental since 2003, and is in the process of being converted to an online methodology from the telephone approach used since its inception.  Telephone omnibus research will run alongside the new online survey to assist with results recalibration.
3.1
Understanding HLF processes and terminology

· Customer Care Research (Heritage Lottery Fund), 2012-2015
We have managed HLF’s Customer Care surveys for the most recent contract period of 2012-2015.  This research has been conducted on a six-monthly basis and we have consistently hit minimum targets of 70% in this period.  In some waves this has been achieved through employing creative techniques such as researching non-responders’ hours of opening, and/or through sourcing alternative telephone numbers.  Linked to the project, we have also conducted additional research amongst ‘new’ applicant groups such as Sharing Heritage and First World War.  

Findings have been presented in a written report, and compared to previous years’ research where appropriate. We have endeavoured to draw comparisons to other relevant grantee research we have conducted.  In 2014, we ran Key Driver Analysis to understand the drivers of overall satisfaction with the HLF service.  Larger base sizes allowed us to provide results according to individual project type.  

Our experience in running this project has provided us with a deep understanding of HLF processes and of the research findings associated with HLF grant application process.

· Contract Compliance and Data Output research (Heritage Lottery Fund), 2012-2015
In the same contract period we have managed the Contract Compliance and Data Output research for HLF Heritage Grants and Your/Our Heritage projects.  Over the course of the project we have interviewed approximately 3,000 grantees, through a combination of online self-completion and telephone follow-up surveys.  Throughout the contract we have regularly hit the minimum targets of 75% completion, averaging 90% for contract compliance.

The project saw us fully convert from a postal/paper-based to an online methodology, developing the questionnaire in the process.  Effective management has ensured a full understanding of HLF processes and terminology – particularly the different requirements according to project type, strategic plan/framework period and the project completion date.  The creation of a help desk, with a dedicated ‘hotline’ and email address, has provided grantees with a consistent support team and the opportunity for us to answer their queries in the future.  We also ensured that all recipients had the opportunity to respond to the survey in either English or Welsh.

Findings are reported quarterly in Microsoft Excel and via a written report at the end of each year.  The report seeks to provide added insight through the provision of comparator data with other lottery funded and grant-awarded organisations such as Arts Council England and Sport England.

· Impact of Funding Study (Heritage Lottery Fund), 2005 - 2010
For a period of five years, we conducted annual research from April to September among visitors to HLF funded projects and local community members around these projects, in order to assess the social and economic impact of HLF funding.  Over the course of the contract a representative sample of over 120 projects were covered, delivering well over 10,000 interviews. This culminated in a final impact report in 2010 which has been used extensively both within HLF and externally.
3.2
Other applicant and grantee research
· Wales Digital Tourism (VisitWales), 2013
VisitWales sought to understand the impact of grants provided through their Digital Business Tourism Framework – an EU-funded project which provided funding for tourism attractions and business in Wales to modernize their IT provision.  The project was run by Steve Mills and Jon Young and involved conducting an online survey amongst grantees, as well as follow-up in-depth qualitative interviews to understand the granularity behind their responses. The qualitative findings furnished the project team with a deep understanding of drivers of grantee satisfaction and associated best practice.   The findings were used extensively to inform the remainder of the project, particularly to redirect the direction of the remaining funding.

· Impact of Grants for Places of Worship (English Heritage), 2011
English Heritage wished to understand the social and economic impact of its grants to listed places of worship under the Listed Places of Worship Scheme and Repair Grants for Places of Worship Scheme in order to assess their impact upon the sector.  300 telephone interviews were conducted among grant recipients, with quotas designed to deliver a representative sample of projects by faith and size of grant.  BDRC Continental was instrumental in the design of the survey and the questionnaire and delivered a full report.

3.3
Engaging businesses
· Tourism Business Monitors (VisitEngland), 2003 to date
Annual Survey of Visits to Visitor Attractions – online/postal survey with reminders by telephone which elicit annual admissions data and other performance-related information from over 5,000 visitor attractions in England.  Outputs are written trend reports and tables published on VE’s website and produced for VE, MLA (now ACE) and English Heritage.  We have run this study since 2003.

Tourism Business Monitor - since 2006 we have run the online quarterly Tourism Business Monitor which elicits visit admissions and business performance/confidence information from c.600 visitor attractions.  In 2012, we extended this to also include accommodation businesses and transferred the data collection method to a telephone approach.
· SME Finance Monitor (Business Finance Taskforce), 2011 to date
BDRC Continental was selected to run this high profile survey to provide credible and robust data on businesses and their access to and attitudes towards financing.  Results are published for all to use within the finance industry.  The research programme comprises 15,000 telephone interviews among small and medium business enterprises, with reports published on a quarterly basis.

· England Occupancy Survey (VisitEngland), 2007-2010
BDRC Continental was responsible for the migration of this formerly postal survey to an online approach, supported by telephone recruitment and retention.  The survey monitored occupancy levels among a regular monthly sample of over 750 serviced accommodation establishments, with results automatically delivered to both the client and establishments themselves through a bespoke website offering full benchmarking capabilities.  The study also incorporated a telephone hotline and email message facility for establishments to contact the team with technical and other queries.

3.4
Large-scale Continuous Public Sector Surveys

· Conservation Areas at Risk Survey (English Heritage), 2008 to date
Since 2008, BDRC Continental has run English Heritage’s Conservation Areas at Risk survey, which monitors individual local authorities’ compliance and activity in almost ten thousand Conservation Areas.  Respondents are invited to complete their survey online with reminders to ensure optimum response rates.
· Inland Waterways Visit Survey (Canal and River Trust), 2003 to date
For the past eleven years, BDRC Continental have successfully designed and managed this quantitative telephone study which measures participation in waterway activities on a monthly basis and monitors visitor satisfaction, perceptions of waterways and communications activity.  11,500 interviews are carried out annually with the total monthly quota of 960 interviews not once being missed during the contract period.  Results are delivered in the form of monthly tracking charts and an annual interpretative report.  We have been proactive in developing the survey in terms of questionnaire design, most recently to incorporate questions to assist with the organisation’s current migration towards charitable status.  This survey is now primed for a switch to an online approach from April 2015.
· National Passenger Survey (NPS) (Passenger Focus), 2002 to date
BDRC Continental are now into its third contract period for this large-scale monitoring study for the passenger regulator.  NPS involves distributing over 150,000 self-completion questionnaires per annum to rail passengers at railway stations, with results used by Passenger Focus and the DfT to reward and penalise train companies against a range of targets built into their franchise agreement.  Sample design and fieldwork procedures and quality for NPS are thus subjected to extensive scrutiny.  An extensive set of graphical reports is produced for each train company, including historic trends, comparisons of current performance with the same period last year, all highlighted in terms of significant improvements or declines.  The charts are produced semi- automatically as each new wave of fieldwork is undertaken, a process which removes most scope for human error and also facilitates fast production.
As a result of our success in managing NPS, we now also run the National Bus Passenger survey and the National Tram Passenger Survey.
4. BDRC Continental Project Team

4.1
BDRC Continental Executive Team

We feel that continuity will play an essential role in successfully delivering this research, and the BDRC executive team has been selected on this basis.
Jon Young, Associate Director
Jon would be responsible for directing the project, including project design, sample-checking, development of the questionnaire, checking data, report writing and running extra analysis.  

Jon has worked in the Culture and Heritage team since joining BDRC Continental in 2009 from social research consultancy Opinion Research Services where he was a Research Executive for two and a half years.  Jon has run HLF’s Contract Compliance and Output Data survey since 2012. He also manages the Customer Care Surveys and was involved in HLF’s Impact of Funding study.  Jon manages English Heritage’s Conservation Areas Survey and led on VisitWales’ Digital Tourism Grantees survey.  He was the project manager for the MLA’s Renaissance in the Regions study from 2009-2011 and currently takes the lead on visitor research for a range of visitor attractions.

Importantly, Jon has experience in migrating projects across methodologies, having managed the successful Docklands Light Railways transition from face-to-face to online in 2009.  

He has a BA and MA in History from Swansea University, as well as the MRS Advanced Certificate.  Within BDRC Continental he runs the internal training programme and plays an active role on the CSR committee.  He is a member of the MRS, the Visitor Studies Group and The Tourism Society.

Steve Mills, Director

Steve will be project consultant and assist the BDRC Continental executive team throughout the project.  He will input into key areas such as any questionnaire development and reporting.  He will heavily input into the methodology transition.

Steve joined BDRC in 1998 from the English Sports Council (Sport England), where he worked on a range of projects including several for their Lottery division.  He now directs studies for a range of culture, visitor attraction, tourism and leisure clients, including the studies outlined in Section 3 for Canal and River Trust, English Heritage and VisitEngland.  He also directed the HLF’s Impact of Funding study.  He developed his research career with six years at TNS where, he worked on a variety of ad hoc research projects.  
Steve led on the migration of the Canal and River Trust’s migration from a telephone to an online methodology.

He has a BA in Geography and Statistics and is a Member of both the Market Research Society and Tourism Society.

Stefanie Jirsak, Research Executive
Stefanie would support Jon in the day-to-day running of the project by meticulously checking that systems are working and producing accurate survey data for HLF.  Stefanie will be the day-to-day contact for HLF, and also the primary contact for applicants and grantees.  

Stefanie joined the Culture and Heritage team in early 2015. She supports the execution of BDRC’s research, from planning fieldwork to reporting final results. She already has a base understanding of HLF and their processes, having helped monitor fieldwork for wave 4 of the  Contract Compliance and Output Data survey.  She manages projects for Zoological Society of London (ZSL), the Canal & River Trust, and the London Transport Museum.  

Stefanie has a Master of Science in Marketing from Birkbeck, University of London and a Bachelor of Arts in Business Studies from the University of Erlangen-Nuremberg, Germany. Alongside her role at BDRC, she conducts a part-time PhD in Management Research at King’s College London, focussing on how businesses can optimise their customer satisfaction online. Stefanie is fluent in English, German and Czech.

Luke Mantell, Advanced Analytics

Luke would lead on the analytics of the transition from a telephone to an online methodology, providing advice on survey design and implementation.  Luke would be central to deciding how and where we apply the weighting to recalibrate data.

Luke is a graduate from the University of Surrey with a First Class (Bsc) Honours in Mathematics with Business Studies. He has worked with BDRC Continental for two years and has experience in implementing a variety of statistical techniques including: pricing analysis, maximum difference scaling, key driver analysis, conjoint analysis and segmentation. He worked on the award winning Offline to Online methodology, conducting the analysis and liaising with the team presenting a range of options in regards to comparability and the impact on weighting. 

5. 5.
Technical proposal: Migrating to an online methodology
5.1   Benefits of an online methodology

HLF’s decision to migrate from a telephone to an online methodology has clear benefits for both HLF and grantees / applicants.  Broadly speaking, benefits are:

· Lower cost: Online interviews cost significantly less than telephone interviews, removing the labour costs of telephone interviewers.  A by-product of this is that all grantees / applicants can be invited to take part at no extra cost – this has not always been the case in recent waves of the existing contract, where sample has had to be excluded on the basis of affordability.
· More considered responses: In contrast to telephone surveys, an online survey will provide respondents with more time to consider their answers.  Recall of specific details is likely to be more accurate, detailed and frequent.  In the online environment, we would expect recall levels to increase.  Verbatim responses are also likely to be longer and more considered
· More honest responses: Respondents tend to provide more honest responses online, than via telephone or face to face.  Contact with another person (be it face-to-face or on the phone) can lead to respondents ‘whitening’ their opinions and giving a more positive response.  Online research removes this restriction
· A less pressurised environment: In the three years that we have run the Customer Care Survey, each wave has generated respondents who are nervous about giving their opinions over the phone, or unhappy that they are being asked to give up their time.  An online survey allows respondents to complete the survey in their own time, and in an environment they can control
· Greater question flexibility: Online introduces the possibility of a potentially broader range of questioning.  Should HLF wish to test particular questions, this will be easy to implement.
5.2   Challenges

Our experience in this area demonstrates that the transition to another methodology poses a number of challenges.  We have summarised these, and our suggested solutions below.
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1. Comparability
· The benefits of more considered and honest responses outlined above typically produce a shift in ratings of a service.  Without the pressure of personal contact, online respondents are less worried about giving a positive answer, and responses to ratings questions tend to fall.  Given that we cannot be sure whether data changes are driven by the change in methodology or service, comparisons to previous waves are therefore less robust.   HLF’s Customer Care surveys ask a number of ratings questions, most notably their KPI satisfaction questions.  These are presented across the organisation and are used to understand how the service is delivering over time.

· As outlined in Section 5.1 - Benefits, a change to online is also likely to result in greater recall of the detail of applications.  For example, respondents are more likely to remember the guidance notes they used and the experience when they used them.  We see this as a largely positive development, although it may result in an uplift in figures affecting comparability.

· A further area that limits comparability is the level of prompting provided by specific questions.  The current survey asks a number of questions without providing answer options, which interviewers code according to pre-defined options.  Although an online survey could replicate this through asking respondents to type their responses, this would be an onerous process potentially reducing survey engagement.  It would also add extra coding costs to the project fee.  Therefore, we would recommend answer options are shown throughout the survey.  Again, this may lead to over claim although we do not expect this to be significant. 

The table below outlines where in the questionnaire we expect these three comparability challenges to manifest themselves:

	Applicants 
	Grantees 

	Ratings
	Detail
	Prompts
	Ratings
	Detail
	Prompts

	Q5
	Q2
	Q3
	Q5
	Q21
	Q6

	Q6
	Q3
	Q11
	Q7
	Q22
	Q8

	Q7
	Q11
	Q19
	Q9
	Q37
	Q12

	Q10
	Q13
	Q26
	Q10
	
	Q21

	Q12
	Q15
	Q36
	Q11
	
	Q22

	Q14
	Q16
	Q39
	Q13
	
	Q34

	Q17
	Q51d
	Q43
	Q14
	
	

	Q18
	
	
	Q17
	
	

	Q23
	
	
	Q31
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	Q28
	
	
	Q37c
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	Q32
	
	
	
	
	

	Q34
	
	
	
	
	

	Q37
	
	
	
	
	

	Q38
	
	
	
	
	

	Q46
	
	
	
	
	

	Q49 (KPI)
	
	
	
	
	

	Q51
	
	
	
	
	

	Q51c
	
	
	
	
	


Fig 1.  Questions affected by methodology transition

2. Response rates:

Our experience demonstrates that response rates are typically significantly lower for online surveys.  The personal contact of a telephone interview creates a sense of obligation from the respondent, or will allow an interviewer to book an appointment to call back at a convenient time.  Online surveys lack this persuasion and urgency.  Therefore, we would expect a natural drop from the 70% response rate achieved via the telephone methodology, and falling short of the 75% required in the research brief.

It is very difficult to predict the exact response rate using an online-only approach, but previous experience suggests a realistic response rate of around 30% to 50%, including email reminders.  However, a response rate of 50% in the new contract period would generate achieved volume of responses which are not far short of those achieved within the current contract period – where the absolute number of grantees / applicants eligible for the survey is much lower.  For example:

· Past two waves of Applicant Survey generated c.1,250 responses via telephone

· First two waves of Applicant Survey using online approach would generate c.1,350 responses assuming a 50% response

Whilst higher sample sizes are always desirable, the table below also demonstrates that the extra effort to try to achieve a 70% response rate will not have an overly significant positive impact on the robustness of results.  We would raise the question of whether the extra resource and cost required to reach a 70% response rate per se generates sufficient added value for HLF?  However, should resp0onse rates fall below 50% we would need to consider methods of boosting response.

	Approximate sampling tolerance applicable to percentages at or near these levels
(at the 95% confidence level)

	
	10% or 90%
	30% or 70%
	50%

	Applicants telephone - 70%  (1,890)
	0.7
	1.1
	1.2

	Applicants online - 50% (1,350) 
	1.1
	1.7
	1.9

	
	
	
	

	Grantees telephone - 70% (1,330) 
	0.9
	1.3
	1.5

	Grantees online -  50% (950) 
	1.3
	2.1
	2.2


Fig 2. Margin of error of transition
However, a further potential response issue which does need to be addressed is that respondents are self-selecting in an online survey.  Although the sample population will remain largely the same, there is the potential of a skew by respondent type.  For example, we may observe a high response rate among applicants who wish to continue their relationship with HLF or who had a particularly positive or negative experience with HLF.  Similarly, we might expect a drop in responses within the Applicant Survey among applicants whose grant was rejected – perhaps the more disaffected?  It will be important to put measures in place to ensure that we boost response rates among those who are under-represented using a pure online approach.

5.3   Proposed solution
1.  Pilot survey.  Each research project and survey population is unique, and it is therefore difficult to fully predict the degree to which the challenges listed above will be borne out.  In the majority of cases where we have switched methodologies, we have conducted a pilot study alongside the existing study to evaluate the impact of any switch.  At the most basic level this has enabled us to understand response rates, and to decide whether an online methodology is in the best interests of the project moving forward.  Importantly, pilot surveys have been used to enable our clients to understand the changes in responses across specific questions, particularly the KPIs.  It is essential that the surveys are run simultaneously to ensure that we can attribute changes in responses to the methodology as opposed to any circumstantial developments such as changes in HLF’s service provision.

To achieve this aim, we propose splitting the sample in the final wave of the current Customer Care survey (due to take place in June 2015), so that half are interviewed by telephone and half are interviewed online.  The results will be used to understand response differences and to ultimately produce a weighting figure that will be used to recalibrate results.  This figure will then be used to recalibrate results from the telephone survey, providing a bridge to previous telephone surveys and allowing comparison with previous years.  By weighting retrospectively, there will no requirement to weight ongoing online surveys when the next contract commences.  Using the upcoming June survey will give us 3-4 months to review the process and adjust when we switch completely online in November.  It is also the most cost-effective option, requiring no extra set-up or additional man-power.

Adopting this technique will have limited impact on the final wave of this current contract, and we will still aim to hit an overall target of 70% as contracted.  We would be happy to make up any shortfall through conducting phone calls.  
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To mitigate against the impact of lower response rates and a self-selecting sample we recommend considering conducting follow-up telephone calls to boost response either overall or within specific under-represented sub-groups.

We also recommend designing tailored email invites for different samples types.  These proposals are explained in more depth in the next section.  
6. Technical proposal: Process Overview
5.1
Sample provision and response rates

This proposal is written on the assumption that HLF will provide samples according to the following breakdowns:

· Applicants – Approximately 2,700 projects per year
· Grantees – Approximately 1,900 projects per year

The timetable below summarises the breakdown of fieldwork and project completion dates:

	Fieldwork 
Month
	Grantee completions 

dates
	Applicants completions dates

	November 2015
	April 2015 – Sept. 2015
	April 2015 – Sept. 2015

	June 2016
	Oct. 2015 – March 2016
	Oct. 2015 – March 2016

	November 2016
	April 2016 – Sept. 2016
	April 2016 – Sept. 2016

	June 2017
	Oct. 2016 – March 2017
	Oct. 2016 – March 2017

	November 2017
	April 2017 – Sept. 2017
	April 2017 – Sept. 2017

	June 2018
	Oct. 2017 – March 2018
	Oct. 2017 – March 2018


It is very difficult to accurately predict response rates when surveying an audience for the first time and we will be in a better position to do so after a pilot study.  However, we have made an assumption that the following volume of responses will be required for each survey:

· Applicants: c.1350 completes annually (50% response)

· Grantees: c.950 completes annually (50% response)

5.2
Process summary
The diagram overleaf provides a summary of our proposed approach for conducting this research.  It is informed by our experience of running the Customer Care surveys and the Contract Compliance/Output Data surveys since 2012.
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Stages 1 – 2: Sample provision and sample/questionnaire checks 

A complete understanding of the sample file is essential to running this project efficiently and accurately.  From our experience in running the Customer Care survey we are conscious that there are a number of different sample definitions it is essential to get right.   We have already compiled a list of these definitions in previous waves but feel it would be useful to conduct an audit with HLF should we be commissioned to run this project.

We would also suggest a full review of the questionnaire, to ensure all questions are asked of appropriate groups, and to decide on how best to design questions that are likely to be affected by the switch in methodology (see previous section).   Audits would be conducted at the pilot stage and prior to launching the first wave.
Stages 3-5: Bespoke email invites and reminders 

Engaging email invites are essential to ensuring optimal opening and click-through rates.   As is currently the case with the Contract Compliance and Output Data Survey, we would suggest that all invites are sent from our dedicated ‘Heritage Lottery Fund’ email account.  To maximise response rates and to convey authenticity, all emails would be branded with the HLF logo and written according to HLF branding guidelines.  
We would suggest taking the time to design email invites that are succinct and engaging.  Our experience in similar business to business research demonstrates that we get higher response rates when emails sell the benefits of completion.  In this instance we would demonstrate the importance of survey completion in helping HLF to provide funding for future similar projects. We would also mention how easy the survey is to complete, a pertinent point given the effort generally associated with grant-awarding body requirements.

Each email would include the name of the lead contact, their project and any other relevant project detail.  To minimise self-selection, we would create bespoke email designs for each sample type, particularly rejected applicants who may be less inclined to complete the survey.

We recommend sending two email reminders during the course of the fieldwork period, the first one week after and the second two weeks after the initial invite.  Each reminder invite would also be bespoke to the project and project type.

Stage 6: Telephone ‘follow-ups’

Our experience running HLF’s Contract Compliance and Output Data Survey demonstrates the value in conducting telephone follow-up calls to increase response rates.  With this in mind, we would recommend considering adding a telephone follow-up stage to this project.  We would recommend implementing this if we find from the pilot study that response rates will mean that we cannot achieve the 1,350 Applicants and 950 Grantees surveys annually or if we feel that the profile of those responding to the survey will be skewed by type of project e.g. under-representing applicant rejects.

Calls would be conducted on weekdays during the final week of fieldwork by PRS’ dedicated HLF interviewing team, many of whom have worked on various HLF projects for the last three years.  Each call would simply seek to clarify contact details, provide a reminder to take part and offer to resend a link.  To avoid biases, interviews would not be completed over the phone.

The extent to which we provide this option will be driven by response rates and assessments of survey response skews emanating from the pilot study.  We would discuss this with HLF after the June pilot.  We have therefore costed for this outside of the core costs of the project.

Dedicated help desk

To ensure the smooth running of the process, we recommend the provision of a dedicated email and telephone help desk.  This would replicate the system that is in place for Contract Compliance and Output Data surveys, where respondents are provided the option to email a dedicated email account or call a specific number for any help. 

All emails would go to a bespoke HLF inbox of which all members of the project team have access.  The email account would be unique to this project (e.g. hlfapplicants@bdrc-continental.com) to avoid any confusion with Contract Compliance and Data Output queries.  
5.3
Maximising response rates

We are conscious that we have proposed a response rate of 50%, which is lower than the 75% stipulated in HLF’s research brief.  We do not feel these drops in interviews will have a significant impact on data reliability (as demonstrated in section 4), but would like to emphasise that we will employ all possible methods to hit as high a response rate as possible.  Further, should we achieve a 75% response rate, no further costs will be referred to HLF.  

We would also implement the below further steps.
Survey design

To maximise engagement throughout the survey we would create a bespoke online interface.  This can be agreed on commission but we would provisionally suggest:

· Creating a survey design that fits with HLF branding, complete with the HLF logo and pantone (see mock-up below)

· Providing user-friendly ways of completing questions

We would use Aurora Market Research for the survey design and hosting platform.  As an online research specialist, Aurora have a track record in accurate and creative design and so are ideally suited for this project.  We have worked regularly with Aurora over the past five years across over 50 online projects, developing a close relationship whereby they understand our needs implicitly.

Sample duplication

One key barrier to survey completion is that some projects will be invited to complete the Grantee Customer Care survey at approximately the same time as they are being invited to complete the Contract Compliance and Output Data survey.  This can lead to respondent confusion and the incorrect assumption that they have already completed either survey.  Currently, duplicates are flagged at the sample-checking stage, and then reassured at the telephone survey.   With both surveys being completed online, we would suggest a tailored invite to duplicates, outlining early on that this is a separate survey.  Duplicates would also be prioritised in telephone follow-ups.

5.4
Provision for people with disabilities

Our experience in the Contract Compliance and Output Data surveys suggests that there will be minimal requests for surveys that deal with needs for people with disabilities.  Those we have received tend to ask for a large print version of the questionnaires and/or the survey.  As part of the online questionnaire design we will continue to provide a large-print version.  We will also provide large print paper copies, or copies in easy-to-read colours e.g. black text on yellow paper.  We would be happy to read out questions and complete the survey over the phone, should this be necessary.  

5.5
Welsh Language Provision

In line with HLF’s statutory obligations we will translate both Customer Care surveys and invites into Welsh.  Invites will be sent out in English, with a clickable option that will enable respondents to transfer to a complete Welsh language option.  This is a technique we currently use on HLF’s Contract Compliance and Output Data surveys.

BDRC Continental has a range of experience in producing Welsh language materials.  Notable  examples include visitor research for National Museums Wales, and the Digital Tourism study for VisitWales.  Any translation would be conducted by certified Welsh translator Vivien Lee who translated the current materials in 2012.  Additionally, they will be spot-checked by Jon Young, who can speak Welsh at a conversational level. 
7. Quality Control
6.1
BDRC Continental

As an organisation that deals with a range of public sector organisations, and a number of high profile financial institutions (such as Lloyds, Santander and HSBC) adherence to strict quality and data security controls is a central philosophy of our work.  To ensure this takes place, we adhere to the following accreditations:

· ISO 20252 – this recognised quality kitemark for the market research industry.  We are audited twice a year.

· ISO 27001 – we are currently working towards accreditation for this security standard.  All staff have been trained in the procedures and we are already working to these standards.
· BDRC Continental Procedures Manual – supports the ISO 20252 accreditation and ensures the effective management of research projects;

· Quality of Service Monitors – client questionnaires sent by BDRC Continental’s CEO at project conclusion to rate service across range of quality dimensions;

· Market Research Society Company Partners – demonstrating our corporate commitment to adhere to the Market Research Society Code of Conduct.

On a day to day basis we would apply rigorous checks to ensure the accuracy of each stage of the process.  Each deliverable will be checked by the project manager and project director, and timetables will be regularly updated in response to any changes.  The team will provide HLF with regular updates on the progress of the project.

Reports compiled by the executive team are also not just subject to thorough review by the Project Director, but the Project Director also sets the framework for the report content and adds market knowledge to implications and conclusions arising from the surveys.

6.2
Wider project team

Aurora Market Research

Aurora will be the external supplier responsible for the design and management of the online survey. We work extensively with Aurora on a range of online projects, and are continually impressed with their accuracy and quality.  
Projected team: Core team of 3 x research executives including project director, project manager and data processor.  Further details on individuals involved can be provided on request.

Perspective Research Services

Perspective Research Services’ telephone interviewers will be used for potential follow-up calls.  We will use a core team of interviewers who have been involved in conducting HLF interviews during the current contract.  Interviewers have been fully trained, and are aware of the challenges they may face. Recruitment and calls will be recorded and monitored on a regular basis.  

Projected team: Fixed team of 5 x telephone interviewers, and 3 x telephone supervisors.  Further information on individual experience can be provided on request.
8. Reporting and Schedule

BDRC Continental will approach output delivery with three overarching objectives:

· To ensure accuracy – by implementing a range of checking processes

· To ensure continuity– by continuing to merge data with previous years

· Reports will be implications and recommendations focused – answering the questions that arise from the data
· Flexibility and added value – reacting to results and research industry developments to provide added insight where appropriate
In line with current reporting and the requirements laid out by HLF within the brief, we propose providing the outputs listed below.  However, we are keen to demonstrate our flexibility in providing HLF with any ad-hoc reporting requests that may be required during the course of the project.  Similarly, we would be happy to come to HLF’s offices to discuss and/or present findings should this be required.  

Six-monthly data provision: Immediately after each fieldwork period we will provide data to HLF in an electronic format.  This can be done in either SPSS or Excel. Within the dataset, results would be broken down according to the following sub-sets:

· Grant Award band

· Programme

· Region/country

· Decision maker

· Heritage area

· Organisation type

· Decision type

· Project monitor

Results will illustrate customer satisfaction scores from both surveys.

Annual report:  Each year we will produce a report which summarises the results of the previous Applicants and Grantees survey results.  We would aim to provide the report within a month of fieldwork completion of the second wave of research each year.

Key Driver Analysis: In 2014, we conducted some Key Driver Analysis (KDA) amongst applicants to understand the key drivers of satisfaction with the overall process.  KDA is an advanced analytical technique which allows organisations to understand which areas of their service are most important in driving overall satisfaction, enabling them to prioritise accordingly.  In 2014 “Helpfulness of HLF staff in preparing the application” was overwhelmingly the key driver of satisfaction, highlighting the importance of applicants having personal contact with staff during the application process. 

We propose conducting KDA if commissioned to run this project, with a view to splitting across project values and types, to see if there are any differences in drivers.
Comparative data: Where applicable we will apply our learnings from research conducted with other grant awarding bodies to add context to results.  We will also contact other organisations to achieve figures on KPIs such as overall satisfaction with the process.  
9. Project Schedules

We would envisage the following schedule for fieldwork and results delivery relating to the 2015/16 contract year.  Subsequent years would follow a similar timetable:

	Action Required
	Responsibility 
	Target Date 

	Project commissioned
	BDRC/HLF
	w/c 16th March

	Set-up meeting
	BDRC/HLF
	w/c 23rd March

	Questionnaire review
	BDRC/HLF
	w/c 30th March

	Pilot set-up
	BDRC
	By 30th April

	Questionnaire scripting
	BDRC
	By 15th May

	Pilot survey launch with wave 2
	BDRC
	1st June

	Pilot survey completed
	BDRC
	30th June

	Migration analysis
	BDRC
	By 14th July

	Migration results/discussion
	BDRC/HLF
	By 31st July

	Wave 1 fieldwork
	BDRC
	November 1st to 30th 

	Wave 1 data to HLF
	BDRC
	w/c December 14th

	Wave 2 fieldwork
	BDRC
	June 2016  1st to 30th 

	Wave 2 data to HLF
	BDRC
	w/c 11th July 2016

	Year 1 written report
	BDRC
	By 29th July 2016

	Please note that June fieldwork and results are driven by fieldwork schedule laid out in the brief, not the reporting schedule.  Please assume the above timings should HLF wish to move fieldwork forward.

	Year 1 review
	BDRC/HLF
	August 2016


10. Fees

Based on the assumptions stated, our total fees for the three year research detailed within this proposal would be £81,000 excluding VAT (£97,200 including VAT). All prices are including expenses.  These fees also exclude any ad-hoc, additional reporting requests.
Costs do not include provision for follow-up telephone calls.  Follow-up calls will be charged at a rate of £1,000 per 200 successful calls (calls where we speak to the named contact).  We have assumed that 50% of calls will result in a survey completion.  We would be happy to provide a revised cost including follow-up calls should the pilot survey indicate that this may be necessary.
Year 1
	Project stage
	Cost 

	Project set-up and survey re-design, including pilot 
	£5,000

	Fieldwork
	£13,000

	Analysis/Reporting including migration analysis
	£7,000

	Management and administration 
	£4,000

	YEAR 1 TOTAL (EXC. VAT)
	£29,000

	YEAR 2 TOTAL (INC. VAT)
	£34,800


Year 2
	Project stage
	Cost 

	Project set-up and survey re-design, including pilot 
	£3,000

	Fieldwork
	£13,500

	Analysis/Reporting 
	£7,000

	Management and administration 
	£4,500

	YEAR 1 TOTAL (EXC. VAT)
	£28,000

	YEAR 2 TOTAL (INC. VAT)
	£33,600


Year 3
	Project stage
	Cost 

	Project set-up and survey re-design, including pilot 
	£3,000

	Fieldwork
	£14,000

	Analysis/Reporting 
	£7,250

	Management and administration 
	£4,750

	YEAR 1 TOTAL (EXC. VAT)
	£29,000

	YEAR 2 TOTAL (INC. VAT)
	£34,800


Daily Rates for BDRC Continental Execs as follows:

· Steve Mills (Director, BDRC Continental)


£1,000 per day

· Jon Young (Associate Director, BDRC Continental)

£700 per day

· Stefanie Jirsak (Research Executive, BDRC Continental)
£400 per day

· Luke Mantell (Advanced Analytics)



£700 a day

Attention is drawn to our Standard Conditions of Contract appended, although we would be happy to discuss alternative terms with HLF.

Conditions of Contract

1.
DEFINITIONS

In these conditions:-

1.1
“the Client” means the person, firm, company or organisation to whom the proposal is addressed.

1.2
“the Company” means BDRC Continental Ltd (and any of its subsidiaries) whose registered office is at Kingsbourne House, 229-231 High Holborn, London WC1V 7DA.

1.3
“the Contract Date” means the date of confirmation of contract.

1.4
“the Information” means all data produced pursuant to the provision of the Service, including but not limited to completed questionnaires, electronic media, the findings of the survey and the survey report or presentation.

1.5
“the Service” means the provision by the Company to the Client of the research and the information, details of which are set out in the proposal.
2.
FORMATION OF THE CONTRACT

2.1
These conditions shall form the basis of the contract between the Company and the Client.  Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in the Client’s standard booking conditions, these conditions shall apply except so far as expressly agreed in writing by a person authorised to sign on behalf of the Company.  Any variation to this contract in terms of techniques or sample shall not affect any of the other terms of this contract.

2.2
No servant or agent or the Company has power to vary these conditions orally.

2.3
Unless otherwise expressly stated in writing, all quotations and estimates by the Company are invitations to treat.  The Client’s confirmation of commissioning is an offer which will be accepted by the Company posting its confirmation of contract.

2.4
The signature of the Client or its representative of this confirmation of contract shall constitute acceptance by the Client of these conditions.  In the absence of signature by or on behalf of the Client of these conditions, the agreement of the Client by e-mail will constitute acceptance by the Client of these conditions.

2.5
The Company will provide the Service to the Client at the request of any representative of the Client unless otherwise instructed in writing by the Client.

2.6
The construction, validity and performance of these conditions and this contract shall be governed by English Law.

2.7
These conditions supersede all previous terms and conditions of contract issued by the Company.

2.8
These general conditions shall be subject to such special conditions as may appear in the letter.

2.9
In the event of any conflict, or apparent conflict, between the special conditions and these general conditions, the special conditions shall prevail.

2.10
All notices to be served hereunder shall be served by first class pre-paid post, facsimile message or e-mail at the registered office or principal trading address of the intended recipient.


Notices shall be deemed served when they would ordinarily have been received in normal business hours according to the means of transmission of such notices.



2.11
All proposals and fees are valid for a period of three months unless otherwise stated. If after this period no major part of the project has started, the Company reserves the right to reappraise the fees.

3.
CANCELLATION

3.1
The consent of the Company to cancellation or variation of the contract shall not in any way prejudice the Company’s right to recover from the Client full compensation for any loss or expense arising from such cancellation or variation on an indemnity basis.

3.2
Subject to any special conditions appearing in the proposal, the Client may terminate the contract by giving not less than 1 month's prior notice of termination.

3.3
In the event of termination of the contract prior to completion of the Service, the Client will be liable to pay that proportion of the fees (as set out in the survey confirmation email) as represents all work carried out, expenses incurred and financial commitments entered into by the Company as at the date of termination of the contract in accordance with clause 3.2 above, such proportion to be calculated by the Company at its sole discretion.

4.
PRICE

4.1
The fees set out in the proposal shall apply only in relation to the techniques and sample description set out therein.  Any alterations to techniques or sample proposed by the Client may, at the sole discretion of the Company, result in increased fees being payable.

4.2
The provision by the Client of inaccurate information in relation to the Service may result in an increase in the fees set out in the proposal.

4.3
The fees are quoted exclusive of VAT which will be added to all invoices at the rate applying at the appropriate tax point, except as varied for export clients.

4.4
If, through any currency fluctuation, the sterling equivalent of the cost to the Company of any obligations incurred in respect of overseas work for the Client exceeds the cost reflected in the proposal, the Company shall be entitled to charge for such obligations at the exchange rate which is in operation at the time remittance is made abroad.

5.
PAYMENT

5.1
Unless the proposal makes specific provision for phased payments, the fees payable in respect of the Service will be invoiced as [50% upon commissioning and 50% upon delivery of the information][1/3 within 7 days of the contract Date, 1/3 at the start of work and 1/3 upon delivery of the information].
5.2
Invoices in respect of the Service are payable within 30 days of the date of the invoice.

5.3
The Company reserves the right to charge interest on overdue invoices at 3% per annum above the base rate from time to time in force of HSBC PLC.
5.4
The Client shall not be entitled to set off against any amount payable under this contract any amount due by the Company to the Client under any other agreement.

5.5
Without prejudice to any other rights of the Company, if the Client shall fail to make punctual payments of any monies due under any agreement between the Company and the Client, the Company may at its option, either withhold the provision of the Service and/or the information, until the total indebtedness of the Client to the Company has been discharged, or cancel this contract.

5.6
The Company reserves the right at any time at its discretion to demand security for payments before continuing with the provision of the Service or delivering any of the information to the Client, notwithstanding any subsisting agreement to provide credit to the Client or any provision to the contrary contained in these conditions.

6.
COPYRIGHT AND CONFIDENTIALITY

6.1
The copyright in the information and research design shall be and shall remain owned by the Company.
6.2
All of the information is confidential to the Company.  To the extent that the information is given to the Client, the Client undertakes to take all reasonable precautions to maintain the confidentiality of the information and not to allow access to the information other than to:-


6.2.1
those of the Client’s employees who have reasonable need to have access to same; and


6.2.2
professional advisers to the Client (such as advertising agencies and P.R. Consultants) but only on the specific understanding that such professional advisers do not pass on or use any of the information for clients of theirs other than the Client. 

6.3
In the event of the Client wishing to publish all or any part of the information, the Client must obtain the prior written approval of the Company and must acknowledge the Company as the source of the published material, such approval not to be unreasonably withheld.

6.4 The information (in whatever form) shall at all times remain the property of the Company which may, at its discretion, destroy all or part of same after one year following the date of delivery of the information.

6.5 Any Research Plan or Research Proposal submitted to the Client by the Company before contract is agreed, is submitted on the understanding that it is for the Client's consideration only and that it will not be shown to any third party.  The Client shall not be entitled to use such plan or proposal if the contract is not awarded to the Company.

6.6 Where the Company's name is associated with any public presentation or with any widely circulated document relating to the information, the Client agrees that the Company shall have the right to publish relevant results and information about the research with its own interpretation, if the Company considers such publication necessary to correct a misleading impression or to protect its reputation.  
7.
CARRYING OUT OF THE SERVICE

7.1
In the event that the Company shall be commissioned to conduct a survey requiring interviewees to examine or use any products, the Client shall indemnify the Company against any action by any interviewee or third party relating to the description, presentation or use of such products whether or not the Client is the manufacturer, distributor or agent for such products.

7.2
Any alteration to techniques or sample sizes from those set out in the proposal, proposed or acquiesced to by the Client, may result in the delivery of the Information being delayed.

7.3
The Company reserves the right to sub-contract all or any part of the Service, including but not limited to the research described in the proposal, to recognised suppliers, but subject to the appropriate quality controls and to the prior notification to the Client of the intention to sub-contract.

7.4
If the Company is required by the Client to sub-contract any part or parts of the Service to a named sub-contractor or one or more named sub-contractor, no warranty can be given by the Company as to the quality of accuracy of such part or parts of the Service.

7.5
The Company will use its reasonable endeavours to deliver the information on or before the date stated as the Delivery Date in the proposal but time of delivery of the Information shall not be of the essence unless otherwise specifically stated.
8.
TUPE 

8.1
The Client will endeavour to ascertain whether there is any potential obligation under TUPE (Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment)) for staff engaged in any service coming under this contract to transfer across to the Company.

8.2
Should a potential TUPE responsibility become apparent, the Client will inform the Company before this contract is agreed.  The Company then reserves the right to renegotiate the quoted fee in order to take account of TUPE costs.

9.
NON-SOLICITATION

9.1
The parties each undertake with the other that during the period commencing on the Contract Date and ending six months following the date of delivery of the Information, neither party shall canvass, or solicit for direct or indirect employment, any personnel of the other party, or proceed with any approach made by or on behalf of any such personnel, unless the prior written consent of the employing party is obtained.

10.
QUALITY OF SERVICE

10.1
The Information will contain material derived from sample surveys carried out in accordance with accepted market research methods and as such, are subject to limits of statistical error.

10.2
The Company shall use all reasonable endeavours to ensure the accuracy of the Information, but no warranty is given as to the accuracy of any data provided by interviewees. 

10.3
All warranties or other terms implied by statute or otherwise shall not apply to this contract, including but not limited to those implied by the Supply of Goods and Services Act 1982 and the Consumer Protection Act 1987.

10.4
The Company shall not be liable for any consequential or indirect loss suffered by the Client or any third party in relation to the contract and the Client shall indemnify the Company in respect of any claim of any person in respect of such consequential or indirect loss.

10.5
The entire liability of the Company under this contract shall not in any event exceed the fees payable under this contract, save in respect of the Company’s liability for death or personal injury resulting from negligence, where liability shall not exceed the company's insured limit.

11.
FORCE MAJEURE

11.1
The Company shall not be liable for any delays in or failure to provide the Service arising from circumstances outside its control, including but not limited to changes in government policy (in the country where the research is undertaken), lockouts, fire, accident, adverse weather conditions, war, terrorism, civil unrest, or postal or railway strikes.

12.
WAIVER

12.1
The failure by a party to enforce in any instance the performance by the other of any provision of the contract shall not be construed as a waiver of the first party’s rights to future performance of such or any other provision of the contract.
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