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Simon Polito

Chairman of the Group, Global Radio/GMG Radio Merger Inquiry
Competition Commission

Victoria House

Southampton Row

London

WC1 4AD

6 March 2013
Dear Mr Polito
Submission regarding the Global/RSL Merger Inquiry

| attach our submission in response to the Provisional Findings report published by the Competition
Commission on February 15" 2013 and specifically with reference to the Survey Moderator’s report
published as part of the evidence that has been made available on the Commission’s website.

YouGoV’s role in relation to this Inquiry has solely been to organise research into the opinions of
advertisers. This research was commissioned by Slaughter and May, the legal advisers to Global Radio
(“Global”) and its findings have been included in the evidence submitted to the Inquiry.

As an independent provider of market research, YouGov does not have or wish to offer any opinion on the
issues relating to the merger that are the subject of the Commission’s inquiry. However, as you will note
from our submission, YouGov considers that the way in which the Moderator undertook this review and
the conclusions she reached are deficient in a number of significant respects. We believe that the
Moderator has not properly and fully considered all the evidence submitted to her and that the report
contains inaccuracies and draws conclusions that are not supported by evidence. We have therefore feit
obliged to make this submission in order to protect YouGov’s interests and reputation.

We understand that our submission will be published as part of the evidence submitted to the Inquiry. We
hereby give our consent to its publication in full and request that it be given equal prominence to that given

to the Moderator’s report on the Inquiry website.

We would be pleased to discuss our submission and the Moderator’s Report to which it relates with the
Inquiry Group and staff and to attend meetings or hearings with you.

Yours sincerely

Alan Newman
Director and Company Secretary
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1. Introduction

This submission has be en prepared in connection with the Competition Commission’s Provisional
Findings p ublished on 15th Febr uary 2013 and specifically with reference tothe S urvey
Moderator’s report, pre pared by Sheila Robinson and published as part of the evidence relea sed
into the public domain. Both of these documents re fer to research conducted by YouGov plc. This
research was commissioned by Slaughter and May, the legal advisers to Global R adio (“Global”)
and its findings have be en included in the evidence s ubmitted to the Inquiry. At the Commission’s
request and with the consent of ourclients, YouGov fac ilitated the Moderator’s review of our
research work including arranging for access to a telephone interview centre (run by Indiefield who
conducted t he fieldwor k for the interviews listened to by the Mo derator) and to individ ual

interviewers.

As an independent provider of market research, YouGov does not have or wish to offer any opinion
on the issues relating to the merger that are the subject of the Commission’s inquiry. YouGov’s role
has solely been to or ganise re search into th e opinion s of advertise rs. We not e with serious

concern that the Moderator’s report has called into question the quality of this research and states
‘in my view ... the rese arch conducted is of po or quality” and that “‘the Competition Commission

should be very cautious about the use of this research data in decision making”.

However, we believe thatthe  way in which the Moderator undertook this review and the
conclusions and report resulting from it are the mselves deficient in significant respects. Her re port
fails properly to acknowledge or describe su  bstantial ad ditional evid ence supplied by You Gov,
Indiefield and our clients to the Mod erator and to the Co mmission following her initia | review visit,
and in re sponse to her initia | feed back comments. As a result, the Moderator has effectively
ignored our representations and dismissed the m without adequate explanation. H er report also
draws conclusions rega rding one o fthe two surveys (‘Lo st Opportunities”) which are witho ut
evidential support as it was an entirely separate su rvey from that covered by t he Moderator’s
fieldwork. We consider that this report and the conclusions expressed in it do not reflect the rigour,

impartiality and objectivity expected of an independent Moderator.

We therefore urge the Commission to ask the Moderator to address the concerns that we have set
out in this response. | n particular, we ask th at she sho uld conside r properly and fully all  the
evidence submitted since her review visit and to the extent that she disregards or disagrees with it

that she should explain fully her reas ons for doing so. We also believe that the Mod erator and the
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Commission may wish to reconsider her conclusions in the light of the concerns described furth er

in this response.

Before addressing the concerns expressed by the Moderator about the quality of the interviews we

wish to comment on the way in which the review was undertaken.
2. Review scope and process

Our research work was conducted o ver a period of more than eight months, which started in May

2012, with the planning of the work and ended in December 2012, whe n the last in terviews were
completed. The rese arch comprised indepe ndent surveys covering two distinct groups o f
interviewees, which are referred to in the Inquiry evidenc e and the Commission ’s findings as
respectively the “Lost Opportunities” and the “Exi sting Customers” surveys. Thes e surveys were

conducted in three waves and comprised a total of 1,246 interviews.

We were informed by our client on 21 November 2012 that the Commission had requested that an
independent moderator review the quality of the research work conducted by YouGov, including

the telephone interviews conducted by specialist telephone interview units for You Gov. We no te
that YouGov has not b een given a ny written t erms of ref erence for the Moderat or’s review and

none are set out in her report.

In contrast to the complexity and le ngth of this research project, the Moderator’s r eview of it was
limited to one day’s fieldwork comprising a single visit to YouGo  V’s office and to the telephone

centre. It also included a very limited amount of time spent listening directly to a very small sample
(five) of the telephone interviews conducted fo r one wave of the Existing Customer survey. Th is
sample represented only 0.4% of th e total number of interviews conducted for the two surveys. At
the end of her day’s visit, the Moderator expressed her satisf action with the way that the research
work was organised. Sh e also indicated that two of the five interviews reviewed we re satisfactory
but expressed concern s about three of them. The Moderator then requested further information

from You Gov and our client, which we subsequently provi ded in writing. This was followed by
further exchanges by email. Howe ver, the Mod erator did not at any time between her single visit
and the publication of her report provide YouGov or our clients with any opportunity to discuss with
her the issues that she had initially raised, or to  explain the further evid ence we provided to h er
that we believe addressed her initia | concerns. Nor did she provide us with any indication of her

conclusions prior to th e publicatio n of her Report. It is customaryi  n comparab le independent
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review and statutory or other audit processes, for the revie wer concerned to discuss the evidence
and preliminary findings of that process with those undergoing the review, as well as to check

factual accuracy with them before issuing a definitive report. The Moderator did not follow any such
approach. We also note that the Commission’s own statement of provisional finding s addresses in
detail all th e evidence submitted toitand e xplains the basis o fits conclu sions whereas the
Moderator’s report, in contrast, doe s not cite th e full evidence given to her or expla in her reasons

for disregarding it.
3. Reliance upon a small number of interviews in the review
The Moderator states in her report that:

“My experience of the fieldwork was that of a meeting with the fieldwork manager and th ree
interviewers (along with the YouGov represent ative) and listening to r ecordings of five inter views

(several different interviewers).”

The five interviews to which the Moderator list ened were all taken from one wave of the Existing
Customers survey and represent o nly 1% of the 467 interview recordings available for that survey
and only 0.4% of the total number of 1,2 46 interviews conduct ed for the two surveys.

Notwithstanding this sin gle small listening sample, the Moderator proce eded to draw conclusions
relating to all the waves of both surveys without extending her sample to cover the other two waves
of the Existing Customers survey or including th e Lost Opportunities survey at all. We believe that
this small listening sa mple was insufficie nt f or the purpose of for ming a considered opinion

regarding the quality of the interviews in all the surveys taken as a wh ole, and of t he reliability of
the data generated from these, which itself w as based upon a substantial and diverse evide nce

base.

Following the Moderator’s visit, YouGov undertook a listenin g exercise covering 467 recordings of
the Existing Customers survey and reported  our findings from thist o the Moderatorandt he
Commission. The Mode rator however, failed to refer in her report to this listen ing exercise or to
give any re asons for ignoring this information. We believe that this evidence should have bee n

given significant weight compared to findings which were based on a sample of five interviews.
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4. Conclusions on Lost Opportunities survey
In her report, the Moderator states that:

“Whilst two surveys were conducted, ‘Existing Customers’ and ‘Lost Opportunities’, | did not listen
to any interviewing for ‘Lost Opportunities’ . It seems prob able, however, that fieldwork for both
would have been similar, given th at that they we re conducted by the same agency over a similar

time period’.”

We are surprised at the Moderator’s dismissal of the Lost Opportunities survey simply on the basis
that its field work was likely to have been similar to that of the other survey. W e believe th is
assumption to be incorrect and the Moderator’s conclusion to be without foundation . This survey,

comprising 698 interviews, was entirely separate from the Existing Customers survey and used a

different qu estionnaire. This did n ot include a ny question of a comparable natur e to Q11 of the
Existing Customers survey. It also drew by definition on a distinct sample of advertisers and mu ch
of its fieldwork was conducted several months before the Existing Customers survey. Furthermore,
a large proportion of the interviews (65 per cent) were carried out by a different telephone fieldwork
agency (RSM Research Ltd) from the one that conducted the Existing Customer survey and t hat
the Moderator visited. T hus, the Mo derator’s statement “it seems probable that f ieldwork for b oth
would have been similar” is not based on the facts. We also note that the Moderator did not make
any specific enquiries regarding the Lost Opportunities survey at any stage of her review visit and
raised no concerns reg arding it in subsequent exchanges with us. We were, therefore, surprised

that the Moderator should make any comments at all on this survey in her report. Given the la ck of
evidence for her comments, inclu ding the lack of any specific evide nce or review work by t he
Moderator that would enable her to form an opi nion on the Lost Opportunities survey, we request
that the Moderator withdraw her statement regarding the Lost Opportunities survey and an y

conclusions relating to it.
5. The framing of Q11 of the Existing Customers Survey

The Moderator focuses much of her attention u pon Q11. This question is designed to assess how
respondents would have allocated th eir media budget if the station on which they advertised had
not been a vailable to t hem. It is important, therefore, because itide  ntifies the co unter factuall

outcome.
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The issue raised by the Moderator is that the inconsistent way in which the question is asked and

the answer options presented means that the resultant data cannot be relied upon.

We provide d evidence in our submission of 17 ™ December and 4 " January that addressed her

concerns, but these have been ignored by the Moderator.

Our submissions de alt with a number of aspe cts relating to how the qu estion was framed. In our
submission of 17" December we stated that some interviewers had notread ou  tapartoft he
question that sets the context, because the context had alrea dy been set at Q8, Q9 and Q10. This
submission also stated that many respondents interrupted the interviewer before  the latter had

finished reading the question to off er their answers. On ot her occasions, the inter viewer read out
the answers in a block. However, as we stated in our submission, they were careful to make su re
that the re spondent could identify each answe r by starting “a.”, “b.” and so on. They also pla ced
emphasis on the differentiating word (e.g. “other” and “different”) to ensure that t he respondent

understood.

In our submission of 4™ January we concluded, based on listening to all available recordings, that
the answers to the complete set of questions 11a-c about the choice of alternative media options
provided reliable data o n the altern ative options that advertisers would have chosen for the given
campaign. In other words, irrespective of the manner in which Q11a was frame d, responde nts
were provided the opportunity to identify, in the vast majority of cases, the alternative mediath at

they would turn to in the scenario where they were unable to use Global or RSL stations.

In her report, the Mode rator did not acknowledge these points and we believe th at the report

should discuss why this evidence has been disregarded.
6. Interviewing spread

In her report, the Moderator acknow ledges that “There is no formal ‘MRS rule’ about interviewing
spread and it is comm on practice t o use a core team of interviewers for busine ss interviewing’.
She nonetheless goe s on to say “butthis level ofim balance is a concern”. She also state s

separately “significantly, a large imbalance in interviewing spread was also revealed”

However, the Moderator does not give an y explanation as to the nature of her concern regarding
spread or the evidence upon which it is base  d. Nor, does the Moderator specif y what le vel of

spread she considers would have represented a “bal ance” in the context of this survey.  Since
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neither the Market Research Socie ty nor the Interviewer Quality Con trol Standards (to which the
telephone centre concerned adheres) refer to interview concentration, it seems that the Moderator
is relying on her personal opinion, both in considering that t he level of interviewer concentration is
an importan t determina nt of quality, and in judging what an accepta ble level of concentration

should have been for this study. As we do not know what the Moderator’s precise concerns are in
this regard, we suspect that it may be connected with the possible effect of interviewer bias on the
results. However, our own analysis and that of RBB Economics showed that there is no evidence
of such an effect in the survey to which the Moderator refers. Thus taking this issue as a whole, we
believe that the Moderator has failed to provide a quantifiable assessment as to why concentration
is a relevant quality concern, or any objective m easure of what constitut es a so-called “balance d”
spread (either in terms of overall interview prop ortions or regional coverage). We, therefore, ask

that the Moderator provide supporting evidence for her conclusion on this issue, or else withdraw it.
7. Conclusion

As we have stated above we urge the Commission to ask the Moderator to address the concer ns
that we have set out in this letter. In particular, we ask that she should consider properly and fully
all the evidence submitted since her review visit and to the extent that she disregards or disagrees
with it that she should e xplain fully her reasons for doing so. We also believe that the Moderator
and the Commission may wish to reconsider h er conclusions in the light of the concerns set o ut in

this submission.
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