ARC OxTV Inclusion Monitoring: Why and how we did it 2026
Why we did it
[bookmark: _GoBack]It felt important for us as an organisation to understand who we were connecting with and who we were not connecting with.  Whilst the project was originally designed for use with our PPI community we decided we should also understand this across the whole of the ARC – staff, board members and public contributors - so it was extended to the wider ARC team.
We agreed from the outset that this was always going to be a reflective exercise and therefore the purpose was not the survey itself but was about what we found out and how we used that knowledge to make us more inclusive in the way that we work.  
The only way this kind of survey is meaningful is if it is followed up by reporting what is found and identifying some key actions that can be taken to become more inclusive.  It is also important to make sure we follow through on those actions and close the circle by starting the process again to see if anything has changed and identify new actions.
How we did it
Rather than starting from scratch the questions in our survey are drawn from the NIHR’s inclusion monitoring questions which were developed in partnership with a wide group of relevant stakeholders.  We subsequently worked with local partners to make them fit for purpose locally, this included involving a number of public contributors in the process. Feedback led to some changes to wording and ordering of questions.  We also added specific questions for our public contributors about their involvement in PPI. 
The question set was then piloted with the ARCs core team for sense checking and making sure the form itself worked.  A final step in moving forward was agreeing the process and question set with the ARC Executive.
Whilst we were doing all this we also worked with our departmental GDPR team to make sure we had considered all of the potential data implications.  As we planned to share the survey with anyone who had a link it meant that no email addresses were collected so there were no major concerns.
Once we had all agreements and approvals in place we circulated the survey, via the ARC director, across the ARC and waited for responses.  The survey was available to complete for approximately two months (including a holiday period).  Responses were initially quite quick followed by a slower period but with a prompting email sent in the middle of the period during which it was open the flow of responses increased again.
What we learnt
Acceptability and response rates:
The survey was shared with all those connected to the ARC including professional and support staff, researchers and public contributors (N=108). 56 people responded which is just under 52% of potential responses.  We felt this indicated that people were accepting of the survey and people trusted our use of their data.
The survey was open during April and May 2025 which included a holiday period and there was around the same time as the staff survey was being undertaken.  This might have affected the response level.
However, there were people who chose ‘prefer not to say’ for a number of questions and this might indicate various issues:
· that people do not feel safe to answer.
· that we are not asking questions in an acceptable way.  
· this might reflect undertones of residual culture that are currently being addressed.
Who are we connecting with:
Overall, the data indicates the ARC team is a diverse group.  In many of the key demographic categories the group is comparable with population data from the 2021 census.
Matters warranting further thought include:
· Although 16% of respondents told us they had a disability (comparable with national data) if you remove our public contributors from this group the percentage drops to 7% of the staff population which is below the national figures.
· Across all the questions about sex, gender and sexuality there were a percentage of respondents who chose the 'prefer not to say’ option. 
· As might be expected respondents were generally highly educated and does not reflect UK Census findings. We need to be mindful of this in the context of public partnership working.
What next?
ARC Oxford and Thames Valley ends in March 2026.  However the survey and its results will be shared with the ARC Thames Valley that begins in April 2026.  The department PPI lead has been working closely with this activity and the results and survey will also be shared with them.
Our recommendations are:
· Review the question set, specifically those where there were high numbers of ‘prefer not to say’ responses, before doing the next survey.
· Explore the current data in respect of categories where there were differences between national data and the survey data, for example disability, religion and the sex, gender and sexuality questions. Are there things that can be done to narrow the gap?
· Explore ways to increase younger people’s representation within a governance public contributors group.
· Explore ways to be mindful of the potential educational differences of partners and the impact that can have in co-production and partnership working.
· Consider how this work fits alongside embedding Equality Impact Assessments in research. These can help research focus on who they need to connect with and provide a better understanding of who needs engaging and involving. 

