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NOISE Communication Survey Report

Objectives

The objective of this survey was to learn about 8SE®©members’ preferences for NOISE communications.
NOISE members were asked what information they egatd receive from NOISE and how NOISE should
communicate that information. NOISE is also integdsn expanding its network, so survey respondents
were given the opportunity to provide contact infiation for, or forward the survey to, any potetyial
interested individuals.

Methods

Participants

The survey was sent to 85 NOISE members from Gérdifit organizations. A total of 31 individualsyrin 25
different organizations, completed the survey (38%ponse rate among individuals, 41% responseanat&g
organizations).

Survey instrument

The survey instrument contained three questiomst, Survey respondents were asked to enter tbetact
information. Next, respondents were asked a questat required them to match types of informaticitn
formats for communicating that information. Respemid were able to pick one or more formats for égob of
information. They were also able to suggest andttren of communication or simply no communicatidrak
for that topic. If respondents chose “other forntommunication,” they were asked to use the boxigeal to
describe what that form might be. After the commaatibn question, respondents were offered the dpipity to
provide contact information for additional colleaguvho might be interested in participating in NBIS
Respondents were able to enter contact informébionp to three individuals, at which point theyrev@sked to
e-mail NOISE staff with any additional names. Thegre also encouraged to forward the survey to other
interested individuals.

There were three versions of the survey. Eachaengried slightly the order in which the typesrdbrmation
and the communication formats were presented. Wassto ensure that order did not overly influence
participants’ preferences. The NOISE members weidet! into three groups and a different copy & slirvey
was sent to each group. One version of the sunayiment is in Appendix A.

In addition, the delivery program that was useddnd the e-mail, MailChimp, provided informatioroabthe
“open rates,” “click rates,” and “completion ratdet the survey. This company also provides e-mmaitketing
resources and data on industry standards for cgmgaiccess rates. These data are presented in

this report.

Survey procedure

The survey was sent to NOISE members via a Webdaseail delivery program called MailChimp. Usirngst
service, an identical HTML e-mail was sent to @tticipants that explained the purpose of the suavel
contained a link to the survey; the survey waslalte in “text” format as well. The e-mail was sémiNOISE
members on Wednesday, May 30, and they were askamhiplete the survey by Monday, June 4. The HTML
e-mail is in Appendix B.

Wednesday, May 30, was chosen as the day to ser@tail for a variety of reasons. In the “e-mairigt
industry, there is a great deal of debate about ddnais the “best day to send” an email campdigspite this
debate, most email campaigns are sent midweektiffiee at which recipients are more likely to opan a

e-mail or more likely to click on a link within a@mail also varygxactTarget. Retrieved 6/8/07, 1:56pm,
http://email.exacttarget.com/pdf/Best-Day hdMOSt e-marketers say that there is no best tingend; it simply depends. The
following report from “ExactTarget email solutionis’suggested for further reading:
http://email.exacttarget.com/pdf/Best-Day.pdf
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Due to the fact that NOISE recipients opted in®NOISE member e-mail list, it was more likely ttiz e-mail
would be received and opened. However, steps wakentto increase the likelihood that recipients oot
only open the e-mail but also click on the linkhe survey. The survey e-mail was ready to betsergcipients
on Thursday, May 24. However, due to the Memoriay Doliday weekend, the survey e-mail was not gatik
Wednesday of the following week. Many people enthed work week early, or were traveling over the
weekend, or both, thus it was expected that indiadislwould not be likely to open e-mails over theekend, and
that they would have a large amount of e-mail tolcap on after the long weekend.

This decision was made, in part, thanks to the ié+marketing tools and resources provided on thdGhamp
website; these findings may help inform e-mail $egdbest practices.” MailChimp conducted a stufippen
rates for approximately 2,000 of its own HTML e-h@mpaigns. The study found that of the total nemndf

people who would eventually open those e-mails:

« nearly 1/3 will operwithin the first hour of sending
« the majority (53%) will open within 6 hours

» 78% will have opened within 1 day

 within 1 week, 95% of openers will have opened

« and people will still open your email a full 30 dagfter sendingmailChimp. “Nearly One Third of Opens Occur wittinHour.”
Retrieved 6/6/07, 11:15am, http://mailchimp.blogsi/blog/2006/09/nearly_one_thir.html)

In addition to sending time and open rates, a hurobether important factors contribute to the ssscof an
e-mail campaign, such as subject line and e-maihdtting. Subject line, especially, is importantasao avoid
SPAM filters, which look for “gimmicky” or “salesie” appeals.

MailChimp conducted an internal study to look atcassful subject lines. Table 1 presents sampléWianp
subject lines that have the “best” and “worst” opates.
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Table 1. MailChimp E-mail Marketing Subject Line i@parison

Best Open Rates (60%87%) Worst Open Rates (1%-14%)

1. [COMPANYNAME] Sales & Marketing Newslette

2. Eye onthe [COMPANYNAME] Update (Oct 31—
Nov 4)

COMPANYNAME] Staff Shirts & Photos

COMPANYNAME] May 2005 News Bulletin!

COMPANYNAME] Newsletter—February 2006

COMPANYNAME] Newsletter—January 2006

*FNAME|* *|LNAME[* ]

COMPANYNAME] and [COMPANYNAME]
Invites You!

8. Happy Holidays from [COMPANYNAME]
ATTENTION [COMPANYNAME] Staffl

10. ATTENTION [COMPANYNAME] West Staff!!

11. Invitation from [COMPANYNAME]

12. [COMPANYNAME] Jan/Feb 2006 Newsletter

13. Website news—Issue 3

14. Upcoming Events at [COMPANYNAME]

15. [COMPANYNAME] Councils: Letter of Interest

16. [COMPANYNAME] Coffee Exchange—Post-
Katrina Update

o g &~ w

[
[
[
[
[
[

17. We're Throwing a Party

18. October 2005 Newsletter

19. [COMPANYNAME]: 02.10.06

20. [COMPANYNAME] Racing Newsletter

o M 0w bd e

10.

11.

12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Last Minute Gift—We Have The Answer
Valentines—Shop Early & Save 10%

Give a Gift Certificate this Holiday

Valentine's Day Salon and Spa Specials!

Gift Certificates—Easy & Elegant Giving—Let Them
Choose

Need More Advertising Value From Your Marketing
Partner?

[COMPANYNAME] Pioneers in Banana Technology
[COMPANYNAME] Moves You Home for the Holidays
Renewal
Technology Company Works with [COMPANYNAME]|
on Bananas Efforts

[COMPANYNAME] Update—A Summary of Security
and Emergency Preparedness News

Now Offering Banana Services!

It's still summer in Tahoe!

[COMPANYNAME] endorses [COMPANYNAME] as
successor

[COMPANYNAME] Holiday Sales Event

The Future of International Trade
[COMPANYNAME] for your next dream home.

True automation of your Banana Research
[COMPANYNAME] Resort—Spring into May Savings
You Asked For More...

* Study only included campaigns sent to at least 100 recipients.

(MailChimp. “Email Marketing Subject Line Companisd Retrieved 6/6/07, 11:17am, http://www.mailchimpm/resources/subject-line-comparison.phtml)

Mail Chimp conducted this study in response to tjoes from new e-mail marketers about how to mazetheir
“open rates.” MailChimp analyzed more than fortyliom e-mails sent by its own customers to deteemwhich
ones had the highest open rates and which onethbadolwest open rates. MailChimp then comparedtitgect
lines of twenty e-mails from the “high open ratebgp and the “low open rate group.” (See Tabledvab)

MailChimp tracks open rates for all of the campaigmat are sent through its service. In additiba,dompany
tracks “click rates"—this is when someone actuatlicks” on a URL that is embedded in an e-mail.
Below are the “open rates,” “click rates,” and &y completion rates” for the NOISE Communicatiam&y

(Table 2).

The table shows who received the survey e-mail, @gened the survey e-mail, who clicked on a linkht®
survey that was embedded within the e-mail, whdesddethe survey, and who actually took the suride total
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number of individuals is listed for each of theategories. Percentages are listed for each cateduwy
relevant; they are based on the percentage ofrextgdients and the percentage of people who dgtieaik the
survey. Please note that the “survey completiogstaivere not tabulated by MailChimp; these ratesewe
gathered based on the actual surveys recordechtithiseparate survey program, SurveyMonkey.

Table 2. NOISE Communication E-mail Campaign SiiassOpen, Click, and Survey Completion Rates

Campaign statistics Total Percentage fron|Percentage fron
all recipients | survey takers
Recipients of survey 85 100%

76% who opene
took survey
86% who clicke

Recipients who opened 41 48% opened

- : o b
Recipients who clicked 36 42% clicked took survey
0
Recipients who started the survey 33 39% 94% Wh_o_starte
survey finished §t
Recipients who took survey 31 36%

In addition to tracking the “success” of e-mail gaigns, MailChimp provides data on how differemha
campaigns perform, on average, by industry. Thefid@and “click” rates represent the percentageadiViduals
who either “opened” the e-mail or “clicked” on aKiwithin the e-mail. The “soft” and “hard” bouncesfer to
e-mails that were not successfully delivered tenaividual’s e-mail inbox. A “soft bounce” meansattthe inbox
is “temporarily unavailable” (e.g., it might havedn full at the time of attempted delivery). A “ddrounce”
means that the e-mail address “failed” (e.g., tidr@ss may have contained an error, the accounthménger
exist, or a SPAM filter may have blocked it). Belane some sample industry performance statisticsgavith
the NOISE Communication Survey statistics (Table 3)

Table 3. Average E-mail Campaign Statistics of Khimp Customers by Industry and for the NOISE Syrve

Type of Company Open ‘ Click ’ Soft ‘ Hard ‘ Abus_e ‘ Unsubscribes
Rate Rate Bounces Bounces Complaints

NOISE Communication Survey | 48.00% 42.00% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Education 37.50% 7.08% 4.80% 7.39% 0.02% 0.11%
Non-profit 36.59% 11.67% 4.92% 7.58% 0.03% 0.09%
WEIGHTED AVERAGES * 17.76% 14.56% 3.16% 4.25% 0.04% 0.12%
1 The “Weighted Average” figures come from a vemgtaproportion of campaigns from customers whosifiesl themselves as “Other.”
Click and open rates are based on “successfulatiia” A “successful delivery” is an e-mail thadl ciot hard or soft bounce.

(MailChimp. “Email Marketing Benchmarks for Smallifinesses: Average open, click, bounce and abumsplaimt rates by industry.” Retrieved June 6,
2007, 11:15am, http://www.mailchimp.com/resourcesié marketing_benchmarks.phjml

There are many tactics to running a successfulieeaampaign. One effective step that can increhse t
likelihood that recipients will open an e-mail ieparing them for receiving that e-mail. This candone by
sending e-mails on a set schedule. An exampleiofgtheMostly Monday Memthat OMSI sends to teachers
each Monday. To improve its e-mail campaigns, amtassfully communicate information to its members,
NOISE may want to consider conducting further regean these and other topics related to “e-mangeti
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Results

Question 1

Survey respondents were asked to provide thetrdird last names and their contact informatiorotaltof 33
individual respondents entered at least their éirgt last names, but only 31 respondents procdedsamplete
the survey. These 31 individuals represented Z6rdifit organizations. See Table 4.

Table 4. Organizations/Institutions Represente&inyvey Respondents
Organizations/Institutions

1. Baker 5J School District 14. Oregon Trout

2. Business Education Compact 15. Oregon UsityeBystem

3. Education Soaring 16. Oregon Zoo

4. Friends of Pine Mountain Observatory 17.aod Parks Environmental Education
5. George Fox University 18. Portland StatévBrsity

6. Hillsboro High School 19. Saturday Academy

7. Intel 20. Science Works Hands-On Museum
8. The Lemelson Foundation 21. Society of WoiBBgineers

9. Oregon Health Career Center 22. South Allsdigy School

10. Oregon Health Science University 23. UnivgrsitOregon

11. Oregon Museum of Science and Industry 24. MélGafari

12. Oregon Science Teachers Association 25. WéitenUniversity

13. Oregon State University

Question 2

Using a matrix, similar to the table below, survegpondents were asked to match certain typedarfation
with the way in which they wanted that informat@mmmunicated. Respondents could choose more thean on
format for communicating each type of informatiae.( an individual could choose to have informatéout the
NOISE Conference communicated via e-naaitivia a website). In addition, respondents were gienoption
to select “no communication” or “other form of commication.” If respondents selected “other form of
communication,” they were asked to explain the@gf@mred communication format. Interestingly, noveyr
respondents selected “no communication.” The surgsgonses are listed by type of information inlé &b

Table 5. Preferred Formats for Communicating Cefigipes of Information (31 respondents)

Communication NOISE ‘ Committee | Professional STEM Program Members’ Peer-to-Peer Total (avg. #
Format Conference | Meetings Development | Resources| Offerings Contact Info | Communication responses)

E-mail (listserv) 18 17 17 11 15 11 12 101 (14)
E-mail (personal) 14 17 8 8 9 9 24 89 (13)
Website 9 6 13 19 16 13 2 78 (11)
Print brochure/ 0 0 5 5 6 3 0 19 (3)
catalog
Phone 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 9 (1)
Blog 1 1 2 1 2 0 1 8 (1)
Snail malil 4 0 2 1 1 0 0 8 (1)
Online msg. board 0 1 0 1 2 0 3 7 (1)
Other form of 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1(0)
communication
No communication 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

The survey results are described below in ternig ¢ie most commonly selected formats across S@orelent
group and 2) the most commonly selected formatsmftividuals within the group.

First, for communicating all types of informatioh@ISE Conference, Committee Meetings, Professional
Development, STEM Resources, Program Offerings, bsi Contact Information, and Peer-to-Peer
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Communication), the most commonly selected forraatess the respondent group were listserv e-neisomal
e-mail, and website. In fact, a close examinatiothe data revealed that every individual selectegl of these
three options at least once (see Appendix C foerdetail).

These preferences may have been expected amonmattiilar group, but it should be noted thatsherey was
sent via e-mail and was Web-based, which may hesudted in a disproportionate number of responses f
those individuals’ who prefer e-mail and the WéNOISE would like to confirm whether or not emaiid
websites are truly the preference of most NOISE bws) a phone survey could be conducted with megnber
who did not respond to the Web-based survey tdalask preferences.

Second, listserv e-mail, personal e-mail, and vtehsére also the most commonly selected formats for
individuals within the group. A close examinatidrtlee data revealed that respondents consistembiyead a
preference for one of the three most commonly s&deformats (listserv e-mail, personal e-mail, ebsgite) (see
Appendix C for more detail). That is, all but orfetee 31 respondents chose the same communicatioraf for
at least four of the seven types of information.

The final portion of this question asked responsiémisuggest alternate communication formats. €spanses to
this question included in-person communication.(d&é\Ps at conferences, etc.), a digest optiofidtaerv
e-mails, and website information (such as Memb@wsitact Information, STEM Resources, and Program
Offerings) in a printer-friendly, downloadable faimSee Table 6.

Table 6. Additional Communication Formats and Satjgas for Existing Formats (2 respondents)
Additional communication formats | Respondents

E-mail (listserv)
Offer a digest format | 1
Website
Members’ contact info in a printer-friendly, dowaldable format 1
STEM resources in a printer-friendly, downloaddailenat 1
Program offerings in a printer-friendly, downloataformat 1
Peer-to-peer
In person (RAPs) | 1

To summarize the results of Question 2, the respoingtoup demonstrated a strong preference feehgt
e-mail, personal e-mail, and website communicatienmatter the type of information being commureédat
Individuals within the group demonstrated strongf@rences for a single one of these three formatsres
preferring listserv e-mail, some personal e-matf asome websites. Given these findings, NOISE meyt 1o
offer all information in all three formats to prod NOISE members the opportunity to choose thedbthat
best suits their needs.

Question 3

The final question allowed survey respondents iEodunity to provide names and contact informafamother
individuals who would be interested in joining N@L.SOf the 31 survey respondents, four offered anta
information for additional individuals. Contact anfnation was provided for five new individuals; aflthese
individuals were from organizations/institutiongtlare currently represented in NOISE.

Survey respondents were also encouraged to forthargurvey e-mail to other potentially interestedividuals.
While survey respondents may have forwarded thaiédirectly to other individuals, no survey resgents
clicked on the “Forward This E-mail” to send theva&y to others. Of the survey respondents, onlywsa® from
an organization that was not formerly affiliatediwNOISE.
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Appendix A

Thank you for choosing to complete the NOISE survey

You will be asked to enter your contact informationand answer two short questions.
Then, you will have the opportunity to add additioral representatives from your institution.

Your responses will help NOISE communicate with youbetter.

First Name | |

Last Name | |

Organization/Institution Name |

Title I |

Email | |

Phone | |

What is the best way for NOISE to communicate witlyou about the following information?

. . Online . Print
Email Email . Snail Other form of No
Website Blog messagi Phone mail brochure, communicationcommunication
board catalog

(personal)(listserv)

Committee O O O O O O O O O O
meetings

STEM resources O O o O O O O o o o

Members' contac o o o o o o o o o o
info

If you selected "other form of communication" for any of the previous items, please list the item(shd
your preferred form of communication.
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NOISE is an open organization. We would like to inite you to add additional representatives from your
institution to the network.

*Would you like to add an additional representativefrom your institution at this time?
oYes

o No

[*Note: If participants responded “no,” they weeken to a “thank you” page at the end of the surlfgyarticipants responded “yes,” they were alldwe
to enter contact information for an additional @mtf then they were asked if they wanted to entetteer contact. This process was repeated until the
participant either responded “no” or entered th&imam of three contacts, at which point the papcit arrived at the end of the survey.]

Additional Contact First Name | |

Additional Contact Last Name | |

Additional Contact Organization/Institution Name |

Additional Contact Title | |

Additional Contact Email | |

Additional Contact Phone | |

Thank you for completing the survey!

If you have questions or comments, please contact atNOISE@omsi.edu We also encourage you to
forward the survey email you received to other indiiduals who would be interested in NOISE.
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Appendix B

iNOISE! (Network of Informal STEM Educators)

Help {NOISE! communicate with you better by answering some

quick questions

about your communication preferences.

iNOISE! is a network of providers and partners dedicated to lifelong learning
opportunities for informal STEM education. The network was founded in 2007 during
a conference at the Oregon Museum of Science and Industry (OMSI) and consists of
four Committees, Leadership, Communications, Funding, and K-12 Education, and an

at-large membership.

Please respond to these quick questions by Monday, June 4th.

Thank you for your time! We look forward to incorporating your feedback.
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Appendix C

Respondent#| Conference Committee| Prof develop} STEM Program Member info | Peer-to-peer
1 Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Listee Personal
2 Personal Personal Listserv Listserv Listserv Personal Personal
3 Listserv Personal Listserv Listserv Listserv Website Personal
4 Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal Berson | Personal
5 Listserv Listserv Website Website Website Website Personal
6 Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal | Website Personal
7 Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Listee Listserv
9 Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal
Website Website Print brochure | Website Website
Print brochure
10 Personal Personal Listserv Website Website Website Personal
11 Personal Personal Personal Website Personal Website Personal
12 Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal Berson | Personal
13 Listserv Listserv Website Website Website Website Listserv
14 Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Website Personal
Website Website
15 Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Personal Personal
Print brochure | Print brochure Listserv
16 Listserv Listserv Listserv Website Listserv Website Personal
Website Website Website Website Print brochure| Listserv
Website
17 Listserv Personal Website Website Website Website Listserv
18 Personal Personal Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Personal
Listserv Listserv Website Website Website Website Listserv
Website Website
19 Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Personal Listserv Personal
Website Website Website Website Listserv
Website
20 Personal Personal Listserv Website Website Website Listserv
Website Website Website Print brochure| Print brochure| Other
Print brochure
21 Website Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Personal
22 Listserv Blog Listserv Website Listserv Listserv Personal
Website Website Print brochure | Website
Blog Blog
Print brochure
23 Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal | Personal
Listserv Listserv Listserv
24 Personal Personal Website Website Website Website Personal
Print brochure | Print brochure
25 Listserv Listserv Website Website Website Listserv Listserv
Blog Blog Blog Website
Blog
26 Listserv Listserv Listserv Website Listserv Website Listserv
27 Personal Personal Website Personal Website Personal Personal
Listserv Print brochure| Listserv Print brochure| Print brochure| Listserv
Website
Print brochure
28 Listserv Listserv Listserv Blog Listserv Listserv Listserv
29 Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal
Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv Listserv
31 Listserv Listserv Listserv Website Listserv Personal
32 Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal Personal
Website Website Website Website Website
33 Website Personal Website Website Website Personal Personal
Print brochure| Print brochure | Print brochure
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