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Hi everyone and thank you for having me for this GenPop session. My name is Charlie and I am the principle social researcher for the research and design team in social survey transformation, at the office for national statistics. 

Today I will be running through the user centred design – the respondent being the user- this UCD approach at ONS and how we have incorporated and are embedding this into our redesign of push-to-web social surveys. 

Firstly I will be taking you through a brief whistle stop tour of how we have gotten to where we are today in the Research and Design team. Secondly, ill move onto the design principles in agile, and will finish off with a light-tough case study. 



1. R&D Team
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Just so we are all on the same page: read

I just wanted to add- you may here me today swap between UCD and respondent centred design. In the context of this presentation, when I say user, I am talking about the respondent. 



1. R&D Team
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UCD was introduced to UK govt in 2012 when the Government Digital Service was established. 

This was when it was announced in the UK that all gov services would be ‘digital by default’- but offering traditional modes/mediums secondary. 

For example, we are currently redesigning the Labour Force Survey (LFS) to the Labour MARKET Survey (LMS); the LMS is a push-to-web survey with telephone and face 2 face followup.


So, GDS was introduced to support Gov departments with this transition to online- UCD being the vehicle for its’ success



1. R&D Team
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GDS were clear in communicating that it wasn’t just about making a website version, like a ‘lift and shift’- it was a radical wholesale change; and we took the same approach when redesigning ONS’ social surveys; we started from scratch and redesigned for online first. 

The Service Design manual was created by GDS to help with this transformational work. Within this service standard, are the government design principles; from just glancing at these 10 principles you can see how UCD is at the heart of each. 

This leads me into the Data Collection Transformation Programme at ONS for our social surveys….



1. R&D Team

c. 2010 - 2015
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…in order to do this, I just wanted to touch on what has happened 2010-2015, this was pre-transformation work



1. R&D Team
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In 2010-15, ONS was not taking a user centred approach to survey development. 
The first instruction the research and design team had, was very much a ‘lift and shift’ / copy and paste from existing telephone & face to modes, into an online version

This approach was very much driven over fear and concerns that introducing an online mode would break the time series for stakeholders; the logic being, try to keep everything the same in order to stop this happening


As you can imagine, this was very much at the frustrations of the early research and design team members (which as you may know, Laura Wilson was a part of)- being able to see the public try and interact with these surveys was very much a nightmare!



1. R&D Team
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Unfortunately, even after a detailed challenge paper was shared to the board listing caveats to this approach, the researchers had to proceed.
For the first exploration into LFS working in an online format, the team tested the face to face version of the survey, and directly inputted that into an online version.
Unsurprisingly, almost every participant struggled at some point, if not during the entire online survey. 
For context, the LFS has run for about 60 yrs in interviewer led modes. And, only in the last 15-20 yrs has any cog interviewing happened prior to adding Qs to the live survey– so you can imagine just how hard the interviewers have to work on some of these qs to get quality/accurate data from the public. 

This is an example of the lift & shift version of a HH Q from that online test of the LFS. You can see a lot of guidance is included (which we know is unlikely to be read); more interestingly, it is ONS’s definition of a HH, which we know doesn’t necessarily align to a respondents definition of a HH. 



1. R&D Team
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So, the challenge paper was resubmitted with all the new evidence from the LFS ‘lift and shift’ test round. 
The evidence spoke for itself as the risk of lift and shift was too high to pursue.
At the same time, there were other projects and changes going on that helped support our position:

There was a European cross-country project that found that a lift and shift approach still resulted in a time series break – which only further confirmed the team’s suspicions

The GDS changes that I mentioned earlier were also well underway, so the team could also pull on that- as we still do! 




1. R&D Team
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As you can guess, there was an excellent case to be radical, and to transform the labour market survey to ensure a successful move online. 
The early Research and Design team members eloquently evidenced that this change was vital to avoid the ‘rubbish in, rubbish out’ scenario. 

The result was, full redevelopment, from scratch. For all 3 modes- focusing on online first. We build our surveys around our Rs. These are push-to-web surveys- but they are still mixed mode. So we still design for the optimode approach. 

From 2015 onwards, a transformation programme was established for social surveys at ONS…..



1. Establish the data user need
2. Mental model research
3. Understand user experience and needs
4. Use data to design
5. Create using appropriate tone, readability and language
6. Design without relying on help
7. Take an ‘optimode’ approach to design
8. Use adaptive design
9. Conduct ‘cogability’ testing
10. Design inclusively

Respondent Centred Design Framework (RCDF)

https://gss.civilservice.gov.uk/policy
-store/a-user-centred-design-
approach-to-surveys/

(Wilson and Dickinson, 2021)

1. R&D Team
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…. And as a result of this, two of the “founding” Research and Design team members, Laura Wilson and Emma Dickinson, developed this respondent centred approach to survey development. 

As you can guess, this has been a long term project, and is still ongoing today! Laura and Emma have combined UCD & traditional methods to transform surveys; they realised they could distil our methods in Research and Design into a few points--- therefore creating this framework.  

The framework is tried and testing through ONS and can of course be used much more widely. 

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/respondent-centred-surveys/book269937#reviews


1. Establish the data user need
2. Mental model research
3. Understand user experience and needs
User stories and journeys are key tools when designing a survey: “As a [insert]…I need 
[insert]…so that [insert]”.
4. Use data to design
5. Create using appropriate tone, readability and language
Conversational, not chatty.

1. R&D Team

RCD Framework 1/2
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So, what’s in the framework?



6. Design without relying on help
7. Take an ‘optimode’ approach to design
‘Optimode’ means to design the respondent communications and the questionnaire optimally 
for each mode; tailoring
8. Use adaptive design
The interface adapts to the screen size and displays the content accordingly.
9. Conduct ‘cogability’ testing; interviews
10. Design inclusively

1. R&D Team

RCD Framework 2/2



2. Principles in Agile

GDS design principles
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Ok. So just to pause. 

We will now be looking at the design principles and how they fit into our agile stages of development. 



2. Principles in Agile

Agile delivery of the research
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The Agile phases of development are these (PAUSE)
Today, I will just be touching on Discovery and Alpha



2. Principles in Agile

Discovery

Phase 1 – Qualitative work

Agile delivery of the research



2. Principles in Agile

Step 1 – Data user needs
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Step 1: we identify the question topics to be redesigned. 

We also need to find out the data user need for each variable for transformation. 




2. Principles in Agile

Step 2 – Interviewers & Obs
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Step 2, we carry out a minimum of two insight sessions with interviewers. 

These sessions are usually focus groups. We do this to learn about the problems with the existing working and flow of the questionnaire. 

This is the first step to understanding respondent mental models around the topics and concepts. 

It’s also vital to go out and observe the live survey, if that’s an option! This gives you great insight into issues with wording and flow. 






2. Principles in Agile

Step 3 – Design with Data
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Thirdly, design with data. Mapping out the existing flow of the questionnaire, running crosstabs and frequencies on the Qs, will enable you to observe any potential bottlenecks / burdensome journeys. 



2. Principles in Agile

Step 4 – Analyse and create
Analyse all you’ve collated and create:
1. User stories
2. User needs
3. Research grid
4. Plan
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Then, you can collate and create user stories, user needs, research grids and your plan for the transformation. 

At this point, you will have a good indication of current ‘pain points’ in the survey and you begin to work on aligning (CLICK)  to some of the next GDS principles



2. Principles in Agile

Alpha

Phase 2 – More qualitative work

Agile delivery of the research
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So moving into Alpha…



2. Principles in Agile

Step 1 – Prototype (1/2)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Step 1 is prototyping. 
You use your knowledge from discovery and begin the redesign. It’s important here to begin creating wireframes in software, for example at ONS, we can you Axure, Blaise, and Author. 

This is beneficial, as the sooner you design, the sooner you can test – the sooner you can learn!



2. Principles in Agile

Step 1 – Prototype (2/2)
Approach - you MUST follow these steps:
 Employ the GDS Design Principles (e.g. do the hard work to make it simple)
 Design ‘mobile first’ – constrain your space to focus your content
 Blue sky thinking 
 Design for personal and proxy completion
 Share your prototypes with interviewers before testing with the public 

Presenter
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When we prototype, we align to the Respondent Centred Design Framework developed by Laura and Emma. This is alongside : employing the GDS Design Principles, 



Establish the data user need
Mental model research
Understand user experience and needs
Use data to design
Create using appropriate tone, readability and language
Design without relying on help
Take an ‘optimode’ approach to design
Use adaptive design
Conduct ‘cogability’ testing
Design inclusively




2. Principles in Agile

Step 2 – Test
1. First test of designs: ITERATION 1

In your own words…
Easy/difficult
[Q stem specific]
[Response option specific]
Anything that happened 

during completion that needs 
revisiting
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Step 2 in Alpha, is of course- testing. This is our typical research cycle of iterative testing. 
We have a lead time with our recruitment company to satisfy, during this time we are building wireframes, prepping for testing, etc. 
Then we go out and test with the public. We run cogability testing (as I mentioned in the Respondent design framework before). This is a brief overview of how our topic guides can be. We tend to probe to the same pattern: in your own words, what is this Q asking, was that easy/difficult to complete…and so on. 

In the cycle then, its then of course transcribing the interviews, analysing the data (always takes a while (!!)) then of course, it’s using findings to feed into the next iteration. 



2. Principles in Agile

Step 3 – Redesign/ reiterate 
1. First test of designs

ITERATION 1
2. Redesign of iteration 1

ITERATION 2 

3. Confirm redesign works & 
any final tweaks

ITERATION 3
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After the first cycle, it’s the process of Iterate, and iterate again. 

Typically, we have 3 cycles for online development, then restart the process for the interviewer modes. 



Case study: ACCDNT

User centred design 
approach to accidents 

in the workplace 
questions

3. Case Study
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Im now going to talk through a case study of how we have used UCD to transform survey questions at ONS. 
This work was with the Health and Safety Executive (HSE).
HSE module consists of 19Qs asked at Q1 on Labour Force Survey
HSE directly output from data, no admin data source equivalent
Transforming for 3 modes including online
Large scale project – will talk through some of work to date. NOTE work deprioritised due to covid
Challenging topic – lots of accident scenarios – makes one size fits all approach difficult






What we did…

3. Case Study



Activities
Interviewers Public

3. Case Study

Stakeholder Frequencies

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We did a lot of early discovery work – 
- Took the question to field force – unpick their understanding of the Q, any gaps they were filling when administering the Q to Rs. – Did this by running 3 focus groups and 2 rounds of cog interviewing. 
- Next, we took the question and translated it – stuck it online and bolted onto our colleague’s cognitive interview round with the public – see how Rs would fair under this mode, without an interviewer and see how they understood the Q by retrospectively probing.
- Spent a while gathering data user requirements from the stakeholder: this is a living document where we can get in to the finer detail of what the they require the Q to capture – inclusions and exclusions.
-We also ran frequencies of last years BAU data to see how Rs were answering the Qs and the types of injuries being reported as Rs went through the module.




3. Case Study
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This is the opening question. 
If we look through it with fine tooth comb – we are expecting the respondent to process a lot…..
Accidents that occur during someone’s commute to or from work are not to be reported here. 



What we learned…

1. Scale of injuries
2. ‘….accident…’

3. Case Study
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So that’s the question we had to look to transform.
Lots of insights emerged during our discovery work but will focus in on 2 important areas and issues we found with the current question and the journey we went through to explore how to overcome those issues. 
First area is related to the scale of injuries the Q is capturing….



1. Scale of injuries (I)

3. Case Study

Interviewers Public Stakeholder
“It does sound serious and 
if you want something 
that's not serious, that's 
not the question”

“There might be 
stitches or a cast 
involved. Like a more 
serious kind of thing”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In terms of stakeholder requirements – scale of injuries they want reporting is from level of papercut to v.serious injuries e.g. amputatons - across the entire scale of severity! 
According to FF, that is not how the Q is being interpreted. During those focus groups and interviews – quotes. 
Same evidence from cognitive interviews with the public – echoed similar findings. 




1. Scale of injuries (I):
Frequencies

3. Case Study

Percent
Amputation .7
Fracture broken bones 12.5

dislocation 4.1

sprain 24.4

superficial 20.2

lacerations 13.7

chemical or metal burn .9

Burns scalds 3.8

Other 17.9

multiple injuries 1.3 BAU LFS 2018 re-weighted 
data
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This issue is also evident when we look at the frequency data from 2018
Most frequent injuries being reported are sprains and strains. 
Logically – our biggest category should be superficial injuries – minor cuts, scratches – knocking yourself on a desk etc…
This data also reiterated the problem. 



1.Insights
• Q not capturing data user requirements (all scale of 

injuries)

3. Case Study
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Early work – quickly identified that the Q is not capturing data user requirements. The Q is not prompting respondents to report more minor/superficial injuries. So we quickly identified that there was potential widespread under-reporting with the ACCDNT Q – very much affecting data quality. 




1. Scale of injuries (I)

3. Case Study

ACCDNT

At work in the past 12 months 
have you been hurt, even 
including scratches, bruises or 
cuts?
o Yes
o No 

1. ACCDNT
2. V1 redesign
3. V2 redesign

V1 V2

Minor

Major

N=170
Randomly split 
into 3 groups
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In terms of what we did next -  to get some quick feedback/insights at no cost – ran in-house survey test. This would further explore the extent of under-reporting and give the stakeholder an initial feel for how their timeseries might change with re-designed questions. 

Asked ONS staff to volunteer to take part via an online advert. 170 volunteers were randomly split into 3 groups – one group saw the ACCDNT Q, and the other two groups would see one of two re-designed questions.

1st redesign – wanted to strip Q back and simplify the concepts. The Q needed to reflect breadth of injuries. 
2nd redesign – not going to go into depth on but this was slightly different approach – 1 Q became 3 as we forced R through Q by Q to see whether they had any superficial, minor and then major injuries. 

Where Rs said yes they had been injured, they did then see a Q that collect data on type of injury sustained. 






Current 
n=54

V1
n=61

V2
n=55

1. Scale of injuries (I)

3. Case Study

7.4

39.3

30.9

61%

26%

3%
0%

1% 0% 2% 2%
5%

Total injuries reported

Superficial Strain/sprain Fracture
Dislocation Open Wound Loss of sight
Burns Loss of consciousness Amputation

V1 Redesign

At work in the past 12 months have you 
been hurt, even including scratches, 
bruises or cuts?
o Yes
o No 

• Excluded 
concept of 
‘accident’

• In-house
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Really keen to see the results of the test.
We compared the % of yes responses across the 3 groups. CLICK for %s
The winner was V1 (CLICK)
And the injuries being reported CLICK, were largely superficial ones
Of course CLICK, when comming this to our stakeholder we flagged the limitations of this research: we excluded accident and in-house




1. Insights

3. Case Study

Superficial

V1 Redesign

At work in the past 12 months have you 
been hurt, even including scratches, bruises 
or cuts?
o Yes
oNo 

• Re-designed Q including guidance = more successful at 
capturing superficial injuries

• Q taken forward – explored as new opener to the module
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So, we had gathered evidenced that the redesign was better at capturing superficial injuries. 








What we learned…

1. Scale of injuries
2. ‘….accident…’

3. Case Study

Presenter
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Issue around the word accident….



Activities
Interviewers Public Stakeholder Frequencies

3. Case Study

Presenter
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This problem emerged again, during the initial discovery work. 



2. ‘…accident…’

“if I saw it I'd think it 
was an accident and 
injury at work resulting 
in some sort of claim 
or action.”

“I don't know if this is 
the adverts that have 
kind of put this logic 
into my head. That an 
injury at work is 
something you can 
claim for, and anything 
else is not.”

Interviewers Public

3. Case Study

Presenter
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Through work with FF and testing the translated Q with the public we found that accident in the concept of the Q makes me people think of these sorts of injury lawyer adverts. A number of Rs referred to this specific advert. 
Quotes to support this. 
The problem with this is that Rs are thinking only about injuries that involve suing your employer i.e. are particularly serious. 



2. Insights
• The word ‘accident’ is problematic
• Related to ‘scale of injuries’ finding
• Concerns around confidentiality 

3. Case Study
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The word accident is reinforcing our previous problems around scale of injury whereby Rs are not prompted to think about and report superficial injuries.
A side note – when Rs refer to those TV adverts, they also said it makes them think of bogus phonecalls – raised concerns around confidentiality. 




2. ‘…accident…’: removal

� one-off event at work

Any injuries, even including scratches, bruises or minor cuts?

3. Case Study
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So bringing forward our potential new opening Q that focuses on whether R has been injured at work, even including scratches, bruises etc. We looked at designing a follow up Q for those who said yes CLICK, to establish whether those injuries were sustained by an accident. 

Designed Q to ask about the context. We designed a response option to reflect an accident but also an opportunity to capture exclusion criteria --we don’t have time to talk about them today




2. ‘…accident…’: removal

“I didn't really understand what it 
meant by that… I think like sort of 
like a an award day or something 

like that for customers…

“If I got injured at just like an event 
at work…”

�one-off event at work

3. Case Study

Presenter
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Tested this wording during cog interviewing round with the public – bolted Q onto others’ test rounds. Retro probing etc. 



�one-off injury at work

�one-off event at work

2. ‘….accident…’

3. Case Study
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With that terminology not worked- we were quick to get back to at-desk re-design – ran workshops with R&D colleagues. Changed to one-off injury to try to describe an accident. 



�one-off injury at work

�one-off event at work
2. ‘….accident…’

“One-off injuries - like a fall or 
whatever”

“its something that is unusual I 
guess, tripping over a corner of 
a carpet that’s poking out or not 

concentrating when pouring 
coffee”

“ 'one-off' explained to me it was 
that one [to select]”

3. Case Study

Presenter
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From pop-up testing, we found that there was a better understanding of terminology. 

Rs understood we were describing an accident. 

One respondent said specifically the at ‘one off’ wording made it clear that was the response option they needed to select to report their accident. 



2. Insights
• ‘Accident’ removed due to mental models
• New terminology that respondents understand to 

collect data user requirements

3. Case Study
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So through quick and cost free methods we were able to test new terminology that would replace the word accident which we found to be problematic….

What we found was, when we took the Q to our full cog interview rounds with the public, our early discovery work totally paid off and we only had to iterate very minor tweaks to those Qs. 



Book publication Nov 2021 
(SAGE Publishing)
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That’s it from me, Thank you very much for your time and attention. 
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