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Key messages 

The key messages are presented in two sections. The first covers those that relate to customer service and the second those relating to public engagement.  Both sections are drawn from a comprehensive literature review and primary research with over 350 people with different customer and public engagement needs, preferences and backgrounds.

Customer service

The key customer service messages can be structured around five components: access; personal experience; language; complaints and redress; and responsiveness. 

1. Access

People thought that good access meant:

· being greeted by knowledgeable and experienced public service staff at first point of contact, enabling quick access to the right service.  Where their enquiries or requests related to the services offered by a number of organisations, they wanted staff in the organisation they initially contact to know about how other organisations might be able to help; and

· public services providing a range of ways for an individual to get information about a service and their entitlements, including meeting an increased demand for remote access. People wanted remote ways to take up services (e.g. booking appointments and registering complaints) as well as remote ways to get information about services. 

2. Personal experience 

People thought that good experience meant public service staff:

· being friendly, engaging and helpful in their dealings with customers. People considered the attitudes and behaviours of staff as one of the main factors determining whether their experience of a service was good or bad;

· being imaginative and flexible in dealing with customers and being prepared to react quickly to different circumstances to meet people’s different needs; and 

· being open and honest at all times.

3. Language 

Some people thought that good access to, and experience of, public services meant organisations communicating with them in languages they prefer or need to use.  People who:

· preferred to speak Welsh thought that some public services are less welcoming, or took longer to respond, when they communicated with them in Welsh;

· needed to speak minority ethnic languages were often concerned about the availability and poor quality of translation and interpretation facilities and considered written information to be out of date when compared to the English equivalent; and

· who were deaf or had hearing impairments thought there should be a single point of contact where they can find out about all public services, staffed by people competent in British Sign Language (BSL).
4. Complaints and Redress

People thought that a good system for dealing with complaints and expressions of dissatisfaction meant:

· being able to voice your concerns about a service and having your concerns dealt with effectively on an informal basis if you do not wish to make a formal complaint; and

· being able to express dissatisfaction or formally complain easily, and receive a prompt and professional response and resolution.  

5. Responsiveness 

For some people, good customer service meant public services taking account of their specific requirements.  From the workshops and interviews it was found that:

Public engagement

The key public engagement messages can be structured around three themes: areas of interest; depth of involvement; and methods and techniques. 

Areas of interest

· People liked the idea of becoming involved in decisions relating to their services, but public engagement was not a term with which they were familiar. Often their only reference point for public services talking to the public as a group was a public meeting-style event or a survey.

· People said they were interested in ‘local’ issues which affect their daily lives. These included the running of health and education services. In terms of health this might cover issues such as the length of GP surgery opening hours. For education it would be things like proposed changes to the length of the school day. They were also interested in other issues that they referred to as ‘quality of life’ – litter, rowdy youngsters and noisy neighbours. ‘Local’ issues tended to be small-scale problems, which they would like public services to respond to and resolve quickly.

· People also said they were interested in bigger ‘national’ issues, which might not affect their daily lives immediately but would have important local manifestations over the long term. The issues covered health, education, housing, immigration and the setting of public service priorities.  These ‘national’ issues may be things they have heard about in the national media which they think will filter down to have a local impact.  They thought that public services could take a more proactive role in explaining what the local impacts of decisions taken nationally might be.

· People said that opportunities for involvement need to be chosen well. They only wanted to be consulted about issues that they can relate to and that will affect them. They said that dialogue needs to happen when decisions are ‘live’ – that is, when a decision is still to be taken and open to influence. People felt that, too often, they were asked for their views when a decision has already been made. In this instance, they thought engagement was just about public services rubber-stamping a decision. 

Depth of involvement

· People wanted information about planned changes to public services, particularly when these changes related to the ‘local’ and ‘national’ issues they were interested in. They were also interested in the performance of services. If the planned changes, or the dip in performance, affects them they want the opportunity to voice their views. They need information to be able to monitor ‘local’ and ‘national’ issues and decide whether they want to be involved.    

· Participants wanted the opportunity to enter a formal or informal dialogue about intended changes. A formal dialogue might be a structured public engagement approach where local people are invited to take part in a consultation exercise. An informal dialogue is having the opportunity to raise a concern with a public service organisation as and when it is a concern, rather than having to wait to be invited to take part in a structured consultation exercise. 

· Most people were not particularly interested in being directly involved in the delivery of services or taking control of them. However, some population groups, for example people with mental health problems or learning disabilities, were often more interested in this level of involvement, particularly on an individual level in decisions about service choices. They thought that direct involvement could help in the design of appropriate services and ensure that public services recognise their needs.  

· Many people felt that when they had been engaged by public services, they were not informed what had happened or changed as a result of their participation. Feedback is seen as an essential element to good public engagement. If people are not informed about the impact that their involvement has had they can become critical about the value of public engagement. 

Methods and techniques

· Where appropriate, for example when discussing a complex issue, people said they would like dialogue to be deliberative in nature. This means that they wanted to be informed about the detail of the issue and an overview of the pros and cons of the possible decisions that could be taken.  They wanted to thoroughly understand the issue they were discussing before giving their views. 

· People thought that public engagement should move beyond the ‘usual suspects’ – those who usually turn up to things like public meetings - and seek to engage people who do not usually get involved. To achieve this, people thought that public services should reach out and invite people to take part in consultations, rather than waiting to see who turns up for different events. 

· People wanted public services to use a mix of public engagement methods, as different sections of the population prefer different approaches. People thought that public service organisations often didn’t understand that different people have different public engagement preferences and often used their own preferred approaches. 

· Methods people wanted public services to use include user panels, citizens’ juries, planning for real, public meetings, surveys and e-consultation. The method they thought most appropriate depended on the issue under consideration, the time it would demand of them, and its appropriateness to different target group(s). They felt there was no single solution when it came to public engagement in terms of how to involve people.  The suitability of approaches to different segments of the population is explored in more detail later in this report.   

