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THE PROJEC

A To investigate the relationship between response rates,

reissuing strategies and the guality of 2016 estimates in
the Scottish Household Survey

A Collaboration between Ipsos MORI Scotland and Scottish
Government

A Assistance of two Q-step placements s

~ Scottish
Houseold




LARGEST AND ONE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT SUR
IN SCOTLAND

Providing estimates fore

A Fuel poverty, energy efficiency regulations, sport participation,
volunteering, access to greenspace, child poverty, childcare,
cultural participation, equalities policy, active travel,

communi t engagement ... .
. / 929 L Cost Precision
Maj or source of data 1 née

Five formal outcome & performance frameworks
Local Authority Single Outcome Agreements

Partnership Improvement Plans
A Census projections and NHS public health community profiles

Public value

> v

Approx per annum. Most is the cost of fieldwork
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GOLD STANDARD RANDOM PRISELECTED SURVE

A 60 minute CAPI interview, first with a householder, then random adult
A For some, a follow-up surveyor visit
A Completely unclustered sample
A 18,000 address€s to-get 10, 500+ interviews
Designed to give precise réguylts ahd maximise response
A Respondents receive an advance-letter and leaflet.
A At least 6 visits to each address to-maximise response

A Batched into 6-day work allocations with average of 26 addresses and target )
of 14 interviews.
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RESPONSE RATES ARE SEEN AS A PROXY FOR Q

The SHSOs overall response rate have

=0= Scottish Household Survey ¢ +As * Scottish Health Survey =< = Scottish Crime and Justice Survey

From 75%

6/%

of eligible
households in 2008
to

64%

In 2016

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016




RESPONSE RATE

Participation at first issue Is declining (mainly because more people
(because more people are refusing to take part)

48%

of all households
responded at first
Issue In 2016.




EXTENT OF REISSUINGVHAT PROPORTION OF THE:
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EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE FROM CURRENT LITERA

A Absolute bias studies : relationship between Response Rate and
Non Response bias generally very weak

A Relative bias studies : extended Fieldwork efforts increase response
rate, but small impact on survey estimates

A Lack of relative bias should not lead
to assumption of no bias but should
lead to questions over Value For
Money




TO SUMMA

A SHS response rate, while comparing well against other surveys, has been
falling over time as refusals increase

Increased reliance on reissues to reach interview targets.
We are at the limit of what we can reissue.

Reissues cost more than twice as much as initial interviews.

Response rates have been used as a proxy for survey quality.

But current evidence suggests impact of reissuing may be small

And so...
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REISSUING INEFFICIENC

Follow-up Plan
cal i Currentl e
Wasted Reissuing: Ve of, | Sendinvitation-

A More of the same Step 6
A Lost causes

> %2gd silly cartoon
Hire goons

Valuable Reissuing: Release hounds

A Brings different people

Into the sample

freshspectrum.com

How can we find out which respondents
are useful to reissue, and which are not?




TESTING DIFFERENT REISSUING STRATE

1. No reissues First issue respondents only

2. Reissue noncontacts only First issue respondents
+ Converted non-contacts

3. Reissue refusals only First issue respondents
+ Converted refusals

4. Reissue as much as possible Full sample (currently used)

Different sets of weights were calculated for each subgroup
The weighting model accounts for age and gender at LA level




MEASURES AND VARIABLI

Key measures
E.g. Health, sports,
volunteering, cultural

Demographics engagement, satisfaction with
{Age, sex}, economic status, local authority +

education, marital status, religion

Household & Geographic H

Information @

E.g. Number of householders, tenure, ==
condition of accommodation,

area deprivation level, rurality + ;ﬂ | i \ 4 4
¢yl §
|
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SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENC

We actually want to determine the amount of bias added by
removing part of the sample

From the subsamplei, relative the full sample f, on the estimate of E
the additional bias is

0 (—)

In this case we compare the bias with the standard deviation on the
full sample measurement to recover the bias ratio

() ().
O O
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D E M OG RAP H I C ‘ ¢ Proportion with Degree

\ Calibrated on age and sex
) ) 31% -
Economic status Is correlated

with age — minute changes 30% -

Those with adegree are

: : 29% -
more prevalent at first issue

Full sample First Issue  + Converted + Converted

Those who do not identify Refusals  Non-Contacts

with a religion are more

prevalent at first issue ¢ No Religion
! : 53% -
Both reissuing non-contacts

and refusals account for this 52% -
difference at 20 c105 |

50% -
Full sample First Issue  + Converted + Converted
Refusals Non-Contacts




HOUSEHOLD INFORMATIO

A Fewersingle householders + Single working adult
within first iIssue and refusal

Fewersingle working adults
In first issue and refusals and
working couples are higher
at first issue

Both reissue plans increase ¢ Less than a year

proportion of tenants 14%

Fewer 13%
In at first issue and in 12%
refusals

11%
Full sample FirstIssue  + Converted + Converted
Refusals Non-Contacts

Full sample First Issue  + Converted + Converted
Refusals Non-Contacts




INDICATORS

A

v

A

No significant differences across most
Indicators for either reissue strategy

More volunteers at first issue

A Exception to the rule:
Refusals more explanatory for
volunteering, not non -contacts

No significant differences for
satisfaction with local services

No significant differences for any other
output variables

29%

28%

27%

26%

¢ Volunteers

Full sample

First Issue

+ Converted
Refusals

+ Converted
Non-Contacts




SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENC

Summary table of differences between subsamples and full
sample, in size of bias ratio:

A Overall, reissuing has
o J - ——m--

little impact —only 13 in Demographics
152 (~9%) measures are Household
> 41 different to full Indicators

sample All
Demographics
Household

Clear winner:no 20 indicators
differences after Al
reissuing non -contacts _ bemographics

Household
Indicators
All

2
3
1
6
1
3
0
4
1
0
3
4

6
5
o3
0
4
0
4
o
o
0
0




DISTRIBUTION OPBPIFFERENCE

Demographics Household Indicators

>=0.5 >=1.0 >=15 >=2 <0.5 >=05 >=1.0 >=15 >=2 : >=0.5 >=1.0 >=15 >=2

M First Issue Only Wil + Refusals Wil + Non-contacts




DECISION:

= B
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If we had not reissued any of the 3,500+ first issue refusals,
and only reissued the first iIssue non -contacts, the response rate
would have been 57% rather than 64%.

But there would have been no difference atthe 2 U level in

any of the 152 estimates we examined.




BROAD CONCLUSION

1. Reissuing =low impact , high cost
A Weighting accounts for many initial differences
A VFM?

2. Reconsidering the proportion of refusals reissued

3. Reissuingnon-contacts Is enough to account for all
differences of 2 standard deviations or higher

A Notable exception: volunteering is borderline &
reissuing refusals seems more effective Iin this case




LIMITATIONS & SCOP

Scope

A Sample with non-contacts still has bias —merely replicates

that of the full sample

A Only one study on one sweep of one survey

r"""".

A National results only — SHS is a Local Authority tool

Considerations

A The value of weighting

A Unintended consequences (interviewer technique)
A Monitoring fieldwork in progress
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SAMPLE SIZES (HOUSEHOLD INTERVIE

Sraegy

1. No reissues (first issue only)

2. First issue and converteo

3. First issue and convertec

nonrcontacts

refusals

4. Reissue asnuch as possi

nle

3,542 52%
9,367 57%

9,385 57%
10,470 64%




TOTAL SURVEY ERRR

1) Construct (the a) Defining target
information that

you seek) population
Validity

2) Measurement b) Finding

(ways to gather the Sampling frame |
information) e.g Sampling error

guestions _
Measurement c) Drawing sample

error
Non-response error
3) Response d) Collecting data

“"THE TYRANNY OF THE E

Processing error from respondents
Adjustment error

e) Making post-
4) Edited response survey
adjustments

Survey data




