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1. Executive Summary

Section Content:

1.1 Executive Summary
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1 . 1 Executive S u m mary Custometﬁsr)\éi(c‘?‘(‘i?mmissioner
Customer Satisfaction

TheCustomer Satisfaction Index (CSl)dexyeased for consumers (not statistically significant) and Customer Satisfaction Index _
remained stable for businessesQ2 2017 when compared to Q1 20TFe Index movements need to be f;onsumer Business
viewed in the context of the time of the year, meaning that longitudinal data may assist with identifying %+

seasonal trends. 55 736

A Among consumers, satisfaction remains stabless the two quarters (7.6/10) asatisfaction for

businesses has decreased slighyly.1 (7.3/10). P ipcw spsa mpose 0 (0PGQE RQPGAl =P Q2
2015 2017 2017 2018 2017 2017
[n=1,611) (r=1,540) (n=1,594) [r=375) [n=380) [n=385)

t‘ Statistically significant movement at 95% confidence level compared to previous

A For both consumers and businesshe,gap to expectatioris starting to closeomparedo previous quarters
quarters. fiere is an insignificant decrease of 0.1 in expectations for consumer respondents (7.9 in Q1,
7.8 in Q2), and a significant decrease of 0.6 in expectations for business respondents (8.1 in Q1, 7.5 in
Q2). Expectations for Q2 for consumer and business respondents appear to be more in line with Q Baseline measures (avg. score out of 10): .
2016 QPCS results, with Q1 2017 QPCS results appearing to be an outlier in nature. Consumer Business

Q4 Q1 Q2 Q4 Q1 Q2
2016 2017 2017 2016 2017 2017

Satisfaction 74 476 76 72 74 1.3

A Gapin ideal servides experienced a small, significant increase in the gap to an ideal service for 3
. . . . . Xpectation . . . . . .
consumer respondents (7.2 comparison to ideal score) which has driven the decrease in the CSI. | D , 78 #7978 76 481 §75
: . : : _ _ 71 473 §72 71 74 71
has been a large increase in the gap to ideal services for business respondents (7.1 comparison tc
score). For business respondents an increase in the gap to ideal would have translated into a decrease in
the CSI, however a decrease in the expectation component of the CSI balanced out this impact, causing
the CSI to remain stable. Note: the decrease in expectations for the business respondents only impacted
4% of responses where expectations were previously higher than satisfaction.

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017
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1.1 Executive Summary continued Customer Service Commissioner
Customer Effort

A Customer Effort Score (CH&} improved for both consumers and businesgeis means that

i ; . . High effort CES by industry Low effort
customers perceive that they are required to put forward less personal effort when dealing with NS!
. NSW
Government services compared to Q1 2017. ¢ St M gg\‘/’t R'i’::ﬁ{ AiTES C;‘:f:c'“ Banks
A From a CES benchmarking perspective, both consumers and businesses perceive that direct deali ~ °° @4¢@p 59 58 5.8

with banks, local councils and airlines require less effart direct dealings with the NSW Government | note: Resutts reflect consumer data, similar trend observed for businesses
(both Federal and State).

Insights on Drivers of Satisfaction and Key Primary Opportunity Areas
Al 2yaraiaSyid 6AGK vn Hamc FYR vM HAMTY WOYLI 28SSaQ | yYWRHzZ9DQ I NBQF NER | KN
Attt aSNIBAOS IGUNROGdzGSa GKIFG | NB NBf I (i 8ereased sigificingly ths §ukrieIdr SoyisOmdersI FGrR S F F ¢

businesses, all attributes have decreased this quarter with the most significant decreases for the following a#trdbitdslf 2 @ S S g SNBE 2 LISy

SSa
RANAYI (KS LINPOSHEEQT WSYLX 28883 (22 AYAGAIFIGASGS | yROI RS RSOAEAZ2YVEQ

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017 4
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2 . 1 BaCkg rO u nd Custometﬁfrﬁ\{/jikc‘?‘(‘i()?lrnmissioner

LYLINRGAY A OdzaAG2YSNI al GA&aFI OGA2Y 6A0GK 1S& D2OSNYYSyid aAaSNBAOSa A
The Quarterly Pulse Check Survey was developed in 2016 as part of the broader customer satistaatiorof workpiloted in Q4 2016 and

continued into 2017. In conjunction with the Annual Customer Satisfaction Measurement Survey (CSMS), outputs are useelfoogreas
FIFAYAald 0KS t NBAYKIINRES t iz NAYI8NIval GAaTFH OlA2y SAGK (SBYDRASNYYS)

Q2
2017

QPCS

Development of the Annual
Customer Satisfaction
Measurement Survey

(CSMS) jointly developed by
the Customer Service
Commissioner and the

Public Sector
Commissioner.

Annual CSMS pilot with
6,208 customers
(consumers and

businesses). Findings used
to shape improvements to
instrument and the
implementation of
approach.

2015 Annual CSMS launch
completed with 4,137
consumers and 1,126

businesses.

2016 Annual CSMS
completed with 4,237
consumers and 1,132

businesses.

The QPCS methodology was
developed and piloted with
500 consumers and
businesses.

Q4 2016 QPCS completed
with 1,047 consumers and
255 businesses.

Q1 2017 QPCS completed
with 1,005 consumers and
262 businesses.

Q2 2017 QPCS completed
with 1,005 consumers and
255 businesses.

The results of the Annual CSMS and Quarterly Pulse Check Surveys are also used to complement existing Agency levgiassaasch p
and provide important information for Agencies to continue shaping and refining their strategies.

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017
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2.2 Objectives and Key Outputs Customer Service Comissioner

Project objectives of the Quarterly Pulse Check Survey (QPCS) across key research outputs

Driver Deep Dive

Frequenc
q y Capture breadthunderstand

NBaLR2yRSydaQ LISNOSLIIA2ya | ONRAa
understanding on how New South drivers of satisfaction identified in the
Wales Government services are | + Annual CSMS
performing overall, interpreted in the Capture depthdeep dive into specifi¢
O2yUSEU 2F UGKS { NB Y AKByYNsEndary bpNdrtegniFarieds MH
identified in the Annual CSMS

Customer Satisfaction Index & . .
: Deep Dive into Driver Performanc
Baseline Measures

A ., Breadth more frequent understanding,
[ SFR AYRAOFG2NI T2NJ  of the8 drivers of satisfaction. |[U € MH

NBaLRYRSYGaQ LISND _
Research | Government services overall, captured- | Depth deeper understanding &y

. Provide a more frequent
Project

Objectives:

Outputs: by the Customer Satisfaction Inde primary opportunity areas captured in
and its composite measures (overdl the Annual CSMgfficiency and
satisfaction, effectiveness of employees, access|to
expectation, ideal service) information and simplicity and

efficiency of processes)

Fixed section Fixed + rotating variable section

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017 7
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2.3 Research Scope and Approach Customer Service Commissioner

A The QPCS Methodology is aligned to the Annual Customer Satisfaction In scope services:

Measurement Survey (CSMS) approach: Industry Justice
A Captures feedback across 22 different NSW Government services (desciA Agriculture Advice and A Police
Ay GKS OdzaG2YSNRA t I y3dd 3800 Funding Servi_ces _ A Stgte Emergency Services
A Business Advisory Services A Prisons
A Feedback received from customers about each of the individual services & \water Supply A Courts
aggregated to provide a view of the performance of NSW Government A TAFE Services A Fire Brigades
services overall. A Art Galleries and Museums
A Each respondent provides feedback regarding 1 or 2 services (as a resulr
the total number of responses received across services is greater than th  Family & Community Services Transport
total number of customers who completed the survey). A Public Housing A Public Transport

_ A Disability Services A Car and Boat Registration
A The survey was completed fraih April 2017 to # May 2017 and results are A Child Protection Services A Major Roads

therefore reflective of experiences with services over the six months prior, from & Services for Older People
November 2016 and April 2017. This is consistent with Q1 2017 QPCS and Q4 :

QPCS which were also completed over six working days. Health Education

A The Q2 2017 QPCS was completed with: A Public Hospitals A Public Schools

A N = 1,005 consumers, and A Ambulance Services

A N = 255 businesses. _ _ _ _ _
Finance, Services & Innovatio Planning & Environment

A As each respondent provides feedback regarding 1 or 2 services, the Q2 2017 C A Consumer Affairs (Fair A Environment and Wildlife
number of responses: Trading) Protection

A N = 1,564 for consumers, and

A N = 365 for businesses. Multiple clusters

A Al ted in this d ¢ t of 10 with th i fh A Documentation Services (including certificates for births deaths
scores reported In this document are out of 11, Wi € exceptionotthe and marriages; trade licenses and certificates; and drivers

Customer Satisfaction Index which is out of 100. licenses)

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017 8



2.4 Linkage Between the Annual CSMS and QPCS

<

Customer Service Commissioner

NEW SOUTH WALES

The table below provides an overview of the differences between the QPCS Q4 2016, Q1 2017 and Q2 2017; 2016 CSMS/lasl fi@en pro

context:

Key Features 2016 AnnuaCSMS

Qualifying Criteria and
Measurement Period

ADirect dealingwith NSW public
services \ithin last 12 months

A2016CSMS results are reflective of
experiences with services between M
2015 and May 2016

Q4 2016 QPCS

Q1 2017 QPCS

ADirect dealings with NSW public services within last 6 months

Q2 2017 QPCS

AQ4 2016 QPCS results are
reflective of experiences with
services between Ap2D16 and
October 2016.

AQ1 2017QPCS results are
reflective of experiences with
services between Auguzd16
and February 2017.

AQ2 2017QPCS results are
reflective of experiences with
services between November
2016 and April 2017.

Customer Satisfaction
Index

AAI measureexpectations, satisfaction
and comparison with ideal service

A Allmeasureexpectations, satisfaction and comparison with ideal service

Perceptions of Services
& Satisfaction Drivers

AMeasureperceptions of attributes

ADrivers of satisfaction are derivisdm
measurement at an attribute level for
drivers

AMeasures perceptions of satisfaction drivers (asked directly)
ADriversof satisfaction asdentified by the CSMS

Sample Size

AConsumer n=4,237; Business n=1,13

AConsumer n=1,047; Business
n=255

AConsumer n=1,005; Business
n=262

AConsumer n=1,005; Business
n=255

Margin of Error for
Customer Satisfaction
Index

(95%Confidence Interval

AConsumerig 0.4
ABusiness is0.8

AcConsumerig 1.0
ABusiness i€ 2.3

AConsumerig 1.2
ABusinessis2.8

AConsumerig 1.2
ABusiness i®2.5

Recency of Experience

Consumers: Businesses:

A0-3 months: 57% #0-3 months: 50%
A3-6 months: 22% /28-6 months: 25%
A6-12 months: 21%/5-12 months: 25%

Consumers
A0-3 months: 63%
A3-6 months: 37%
Businesses:
A0-3 months: 66%

A3-6 months: 34%

Consumers

A0-3 months: 65%
A3-6 months: 35%
Businesses:

A0-3 months: 63%

A3-6 months: 37%

Consumers

A0-3 months: 63%
A3-6 months: 37%
Businesses:

A0-3 months: 61%

A3-6 months: 39%

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017
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2 . 5 FOCUS G roup M ethodology Customer Service Commissioner

NEW SOUTH WALES

The primary objective of the QPCS online survey is to capture feedback on satisfaction and information on the drsfectiah sath more regular basis.

Qualitative research, conducted through focus groups, allows for the results of the online survey to be further undetstoprbaitie additional context
around the insights.

Qualitative Research Objectives

Understand what is driving changes i Identify opportunities that could enhance
expectation for businesses and the + overall satisfaction and future service
relationship between expectation and delivery for both consumers and
satisfaction businesses

QPCS Q2 2017 Focus Groups
Consistent with Q4 2016 and Q1 2017, for Q2 2017 three focus groups were held across two different geographical regions:

90 mins
facilitated focus group

6-7
customers
per group

A Two consumer groups (Sydney CBD and Parramatta) and one business group (Sydney CBD) were held
between 3% May-2"d June, 2017

A The focus groups comprised people who had direct dealings with NSW Government services in the last 6
months

A Respondents were selected to provide a mix of ages, genders, geographical locations and experiences

Findings and quotes from the qualitative research have been integrated throughout the report to support and suppleméent analys
Findings are indicated using this symb@

Quotes are indicated using this symb(ﬁ iu

Detailed findings can be found in Appendix B.

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017 10



3. Considerations for QPCS Interpretatior

Section Content:

3.1 Key Considerations for Interpreting QPCS Insi
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3.1 Key Considerations for Interpreting QPCS Insights O sty nes

" : .
/! \, General Considerations:

A The QPCS results do not replace the Annual CSMS results, but rather provide a directional indication of the shiftté the resu

A Although the QPCS sample characteristics are closely representative of the NSW population, different customers haey&tandas/such the results are
directional indicators of shifts in the Annual CSMS results only.

A The margin of errooE) for the QPCS needs to be considered when interpreting the résegtslide 16 for further detail MoEdifferences)

A\ Consi i . i . Interpretation Plan for Tracking Study
/ 1 Considerations for interpreting the QPCS data points:

A The QPCS results need to be interpreted in the context of the time of the year and in 1.Set a benchmark 4.Develop a lead
light of events in order to normalise seasonal trends in the data. Therefore, overall 4 ‘ggiztthe first data indicator
caution should be taken when interpreting the QPCS findings until a minimum of a ful
year of results has been collected, so that any seasonal impacts can be examined ang g
adjusted accordingly. Q

g o s 3.Form a directional
2.Draw insights by trend

A In the following slides, the results of Q2 2017 QPCS have been compared to the resylts comparing to previous
of Q1 2017 QPCS and Q4 2016 QPCS. Significance testing is based on the comparigon td quarter
Q1 2017 results at 95% confidence level, which was the recommended and endorsec Q4 a1 Q2 Q3
approach for trend analysis as part of the QPCS Methodology Report. 2016 2017 2017 2017

. " ( N) We are Time

A The Annual CSMS results have been provided as additional context for the QPCS dafa - here
point and should not be used as a comparison to QPCS results.

Key used throughout the report:

A Alongitudinal dataset will need to be built over time in order to identify 'real’ trends in Q4 2016 Consumer Q4 2016 Business
the QPCS results and to strengthen the reliability and validity of any conclusions drawn. Q1 2017 Consumer Q1 2017- Business

Q2 2017- Consumer Q2 2017- Business

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017 12
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3.1 Key Considerations for Interpreting QPCS Insights continued O e ot

N
/!\ Insights for Annual CSMS:

A The last three QPCS results have been reviewed to identify consistent trends that could provide insight into the upaah@§M®BI2017 results.

A Q2 2017 results are closely aligned with both the Q4 2016 results and the Annual CSMS 2016 results. This suggestg@hztrémuslare an
outlier in nature. Taking this into consideration the CSI measure has been stable. There are some small directional theveoadtprovide
some indication of Annual CSMS 2017 results:

A For consumers, given that the results have been consistent (with the exception of Q1 2017) there is an indication thazd (&S 2017
results may be consistent with the Annual CSMS 2016 result.

A For businesses, the CSI score has decreased from 78.4 in the Annual CSMS 2016 to 76.1 in Q4 2016. The CSI scorktth@d.Biimease
Q1 2017 and remained stable at 77.6 in Q2 2017. This suggests that the CSI score in the Annual CSMS 2017 will rembaiitictiresste
quarterly scores, and may be lower than the Annual CSMS 2016 result.

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017 13



4. Customer Satisfaction Measures

Section Content:
4.1 Customer Satisfaction Index
4.2 Top Line Performance

4.3 Customer Effort Score and Impacts on
Customer Satisfaction



4.1 Customer Satisfaction Index

Consumet, Customer Satisfaction Index

Businesg Customer Satisfaction Index

‘\‘
Customer Service Commissioner
NEW SOUTH WALE

The Customer Satisfaction Index (CSI) as measured by the QPCS in Q2 2017 isThe Customer Satisfaction Index (CSI) as measured by the QPCS in Q2 2017 is

78.6 for consumers.

Margin of Error (QPCS
100 | Consumer CSt:1.2
s :
o
—
©
3 *
x — - = 70 §
3 8.7 77.8 - 78.6
= T
5 75 : !
g T
y— 1
g 1 :
@© ! 1
0 ! 1
—_ 1 1
) 1 .
: L
% . :
3 T
S0 hequs | mQPCS Q4 mQPCS Q1 mQPCS Q2
2016 2016 2017 2017
(n=6,971) i (n=1,611) (n=1,540) (n=1,594)

Customer Satisfaction Index (out of 100)

100

-~
n

LN
]

14 § Statistically significant movement at 95% confidence level compared to previous quarters results

would assist with identifying seasonal trends.

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017

77.6 for businesses.

QPCs 04
2016

(n=375)

Margin of Error (QPCS)
Business CS12.5

77.6 77.6
apcs Q1 apcs Q2
2017 2017
(n=380) (n=365)

The Customer Satisfaction Index decreased for consumers and remained the same for businesses in Q2 2017 comparedtolQé de2fHase
for consumers is not statistically significant. The Index movements need to be viewed in the context of the time ofry@arlanditudinal data

15
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Consumer &0

4.2 Top Line Performangéatisfaction, Expectation and Comparison to Ideal

Consumet, Outcome Measures

Average satisfaction as measured by the QPCS in Q2 2017 for consumers is 7.6, which is below average expectationay7 I8I\\K&ER

rated NSW Government services on average 7.2 out of 10.

Average
(out _°f 10) 100%

80%
60%
40%

20%

% Distribution (across low
neutral and high scores)

0%

17%

Q42016
(n=1,651)

17%

Q12017
(n=1580)

Satisfaction

W Low (1-4)

13% 13% 14%
Q42016 Q12017
(n=1,635) (n=1563)
Expectation
Neutral (5-6)

4 ¥ Statistically significant movement at 95% confidence level compared to previous quarters results

i‘%

Q42016

(n=1,620)

Q12017
(n=1548)

Comparison to ideal

W High (7-10)

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017

Customer Service Commissioner
NEW SOUTH WALES

i2 Iy WARSI{Q

18%

For consumers, the satisfaction score remains stable. There has been a small significant increase in the gap to ialehbsemadiesignificant
decrease in the expectation scores. The expectation scores for consumers are more in line with Q4 2016 results, buRtag1ffamsults
slightly (Q1 being an outlier).

16
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4.2 Top Line Performangeatisfaction, Expectation and Comparison to Ideal ~ ome serics Copmissioner

Businesg Outcome Measures

Average satisfaction as measured by the QPCS in Q2 2017 for businesses is 7.3, which is below average expectation@f Y BIWNS R (2 |y WARSFf Q
rated NSW Government services on average 7.1 out of 10.

Average

(out of 10) L 4

7.2 7.4 7.3 7.6 8.1 7.5 7.1

100% ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 74 =

80%

70% 69% 72% 68%

79% 74% 71% 73%

60% 86%

40%

20% 15% 24% 17% 16% 14% 17% 18%

14%
15% 119 15%

0% 7% 8%

Q12017 Q42016

(n=391) (n=381)

% Distribution (across low,
neutral and high scores)

99, 14%

Q42016

(n=375)

Satisfaction Expectation Comparison to ideal

Low (1-4) Neutral (5-6) High (7-10)

of the level of service they received should be high. However, as a result of past
experiences, expectation was typically lower. Qualitative research suggests
negative interactions with one service impacted expectations of other services.

4 § Statistically significant movement at 95% confidence level compared to previous quarters re@ Business participants agreed that expectations across the business community

Expectation of businesses has significantly decreased in Q2 2017. Expectation scores for businesses appear to bentio@420i6 QPCS
results, with Q1 2017 QPCS results appearing to be an outlier in nature. The gap to expectations (i.e. satisfactiotanod)essarting to
close compared to previous quarters.

@

17

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017
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4.3 Customer Effort Score and Impacts on Customer Satisfaction Custome Bervicy Comissioner

Average Customer Effort Score

Consumerr{=1,590Q

Customer Effort Scort
Low .
effort . High Consumers identified
> (Q1-5.9) effort there was a higher level
(1) (Q4¢6.0) (10) of effort in circumstance

where they found it
difficult to navigate
service websites to find
the right information

Business (n=366)

Customer Effort Scon

Amongst businesses, the levetfidrt was related to
the level of dissatisfaction they felt. The more effort

(Q?.gg) something took to resolve, the more dissatisfied they
oo were.
(Q4c6.3)

Average

‘ f Statistically significant movement at 95% confidence level compared to previous
quarters results

Customer Effort Score Benchmark

Q2 2017 QPCS Result Consumers (n=1,099) Businesses (n=288)
(1) Q12017 and Q4 2016 QPCS Resplt

29% 23% 25% 53% 6.3

Effort sarks

A
My local counci 22% 27% 51% 6.3
25% 26% 49% 6.1
Energy retailers 25% 23% 52% 6.2
Federal Government

20% 25% 54% 6.5

NSW Government Services 16% 21% 63% 6.7

v Telephone service providers m 23% m 6.5 t 18% 24% 58% 6.7

Higher
Effort W Low Effort (1-4) Neutral (5-6)  mHigh Effort (7-10)

Customer Effort is asked at a Whole of Government level and not the aggregation of service
results.

where problems were not resolved quickly. Services that are critical to the public were categorised as low effortédag.semeacgs and transportation)

@ Low effort dealings were identified as efficient, not time consuming and can be completed online. High effort dealypg=lyeidentified as being administrative and

forward when dealing with NSW Government services overall compared to Q1 2016. For businesses, the CES has decreastdrbrargl9

‘Q The customer effort score (CES) has improved for both consumers and businesses with customers identifying less @féortasoegut
@ —

for consumers the CES has decreased from 6.9 to 5.7 since Q1 2017. From a benchmarking perspective, both consumesseame mesiree
that they require less effort to deal with banks, local councils and airlines than Government (both Federal and NS\M) in gener 18

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017



5. Insights on Satisfaction Drivers

Section Content:
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Consumer &0
5.1 Performance of Satisfaction Drive@onsumers Custome Senves Commissioner

Drivers of Satisfaction

1
Interactions with staff who did not have the right | Long waiting times on the phonqe Increased transparency of information regarding
knowledge to solve a request contributed to lower : and in person resulted in lower | services available (from each service) to

1
1
1
1
1
|
satisfaction | satisfaction of services | consumers would improve satisfaction |
1 1 1
10 | i |
- o ™3 ‘l lv ‘l lv : ‘l lv ‘l A L] L] ! T3 L]
=] - 7273 | | 778081 79738 7.6 L5 ,7876
N 1 1 [] A
y— 8 ! 7 2 27.5 ! ’ 473
8 7 | 1 1
3 | | |
\9/ [ ! 1 1
o | I 1
(0] ! 1 1
(@)] [ I 1 1
© = 1 1 1
— | 1 1
g 4 : : :
1
< 3 . ! :
1 1 1
1
2 i | i
I 1 1
1 : 1 1
1 1
Communications Employees were Employees acted ! The process was Employees took 1| felt my privacy was understood the had good access tor | was provided with felt there was
Statement  vere clear, promps open and honest f \ | simple and efficient  initiative and made |  upheld and My steps involved with  information and | good service and accountability for
Asked in QPCS: and easy to during the process f i decisions 1 personal information the process couldfindwhat| | outcomes| could services delivered
understand the right outcomes | | was protected and needed ! trust
] 1 respected 1
I (! 1
Derived Drivers Il L Efficiency and | ~ Simplicity and ' |
Integrity of Communication Effectiveness of B Efficiency of Enplgee | !
(Annual CSMS) ! Autonomy | !
Employees Employees | Processes '
Q4 2016 QPCS (n=1,404 to 1,600 W Q12017 QPCS (n=1,356t0 1,532) W Q2 2017 QPCS (n=1,405 to 1,609)

4 ¥ Statistically significant movement at 95% confidence level compared to Q1 2017 results

Y2y 3 O2yadzYSNBEI (GKS LISNF2NXIyO F ararattr Od
a gl a LINBGSOIL
| wD2 | f

A2y RNJ\ﬁnszaN;ﬁNasxl BS |
SR I ConsiseeR 0I5 Ol SR
SR RNRAOSNE KI @S

2
dZLIKSER YR Y& LISNR2YIFE AyTF2NYE y
HAMT FYR vn HaAaMcY WOYLX 28SSaQ

S
A
y

- Cx

2
R

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017 20
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Consumer &0 ~
)

Customer Service Commissioner

5.1 Performance of Satisfaction DriveB®nsumers " Senvice Con

Drivers of Satisfaction

Lowest ranked service (based on overall satisfaction across services interacte d wiighest ranked service (based on overall satisfaction across services interacted with
in the past 6 months) in the past 6 months)

Ownership and accountability

Case by Case Treatment
~ . . . oy s .
~ How my case is handled. Who is the officer? How it is progressing,
Treat gach_case, case by case and 7~ Being more lenient on l l the status and that we can see it online. Dominos show us this with
be flexible in order to respond to l I circumstances = pizza orders, why candét we see i with our
priority cases first ~ ~ ~d
~J o ) Upon enquiring, if they could generate a nugnbgr
Providing more options ~ so next time | can directly get an update WiU
for how | wantto l l When receiving a response for my that number or know who to contact ~
interact with the service case, not receiving a standard | l
response letter ~

Timely information Timely information

integrated systems ~
~ services, scheduled changes -
| need to complete the task required.

Real- time information through Up to the minute Timely communication of
ebsite information u transport services (new ~J ) . .
l I ﬂlntegrated portal with the information
~

~ and interruptions to my ' . '
Correct information services) through SMS When renewing my car registration u
E]upfront ~J online, | need my insurance
information inreal - time ~
Reduced waiting times Other
~
Lower costs

g:c? \Il\éagggr]etclim:ed 7~ Timely service anduer ﬂ ~
u u nely serv ~
~ E]wamng periods ~ ~P h face t Better training of staff and
ﬂ erhaps more tace 1o l l reduce the number of forms u
~

face contact
~

*Note: These quotes were collected during the qualitative research
21

Source: Office of Customer Service Commissioner, Quarterly Pulse Check Survey Q2 2017
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5.2 Performance of Satisfaction DriveBsisinesses Custome Senves Commissioner

Drivers of Satisfaction

1
@ Lack of trust with service staff was a frustration and:@ Businesses believed customer :@ The amount of content online was highly praised

a potential driver of dissatisfaction | service employees did not have & however qualitative research found that as more
1

1
1
1
1
|
1
| the information needed to answer content becomes available it is harder for customers
! their questions which they found: to find the right information 1
10 | frustrating | |
5 o L ! ! ) ! Ty L ! LI |
= - 79, — e _ - — 8.0 o ! . _
.o fBei7h5 07 4 FTA= 7.5_ . ! o775 6-5 ! 07 4 5_
S 8 A4 | 7473 U722 2 4 7.1
5 7 ! ! |
& . | | |
2 5 : | |
S . : :
> il : 1 1
1
< 3 | | |
1 1 1
2 . | :
1 : ' :
1
Employees were Communications Employees acted i The process was Employees took | lunderstood the felt my privacy was | had good access to1 | was provided with felt there was
Statement open and honest  were clear, prompt ently and | simple and efficient  initiative and made | steps involved with upheld and my information and | good service and accountability for
Asked in QPCSI during the process and easy to effectively to reach | decisions ! the process personal information  couldfind what | outcomes could services delivered
understand the right outcomes | was protected and needad 1 trust
| H respected H
1 (! 1
Derived Drivers BauES YA Efficiency and | Simplicity and | !
Integrity of Communication Effectiveness of B Efficiency of ErployEe K H
(Annual CSMS) ' Autonomy | !
Employees Employees ! Processes '
Q4 2016 QPCS (n=339 to 378) Q12017 QPCS (n=359 to 384) Q2 2017 (n=353to 371)

t ‘ Statistically significant movement at 95% confidence level comparedto Q1 2017 results

Among businesses, the performance of satisfaction drivers have decreased compared to Q1 2017, with the most signifisefitelddde WL T S f
gl & | O02dzydl oAfAGE F2NJ 0KS aSNWDAOSa RSt ADGSNBERQ O6RSONBIFAaAAY3I 08 nd
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5.1 Performance of Satisfaction DriveBsisinesses Customer Servee Commissioner

Drivers of Satisfaction

What was your biggest area of dissatisfaction with the serviceyou rankedthe  What is the one thing that if changed would increase your satisfaction?
lowest (based on overall satisfaction across the services you interacted with the
past 6 months)

Expectation of overall quality of service More efficient processes

| expected more attention as | expected more. | was pointed in Reduce the time involved, you u
a small busine H ntﬁe'dﬁjeﬂti@ntof bFofdirformation u E]have to wait around a lot ~ ~ o )
valued or recognised ~ ~ nMakmg information sheets clearer u
with less ambiguous information
~ ~d
It wouldnodét take a |l ot to make —-
E]satisfied as my expectation is low. Instead u Accessible information
it would be just getting the basics right
~

available to me from a service

~YS
Understanding what it is that is
Accessible information ﬂ

-

~ ) )
ﬂBetter information and l l
resources
~

Not being able to get knowledgeable

to information quickl

~
Staff who are really u
A~

~
Improve the depth of knowledge of service
staff. When | get a good one, | feel like | u
~

pd]

need to keep them on the phone to

answer all of my questions and reliably Customer focused staff
~
nUnderstand what we do, we u
- dondt fit into o busi |
~
More efficient processes More support during the u ~
~ N initial contact ~ Polite staff u
Make the process more efficient ~
~ ~ ~
The amount of stakeholders Would be good to have case officers who have a customer focus.
we have to deal with ~ There is a big difference and you really know when people have u

that edge [customer understanding] ~

*Note: These quotes were collected during the qualitative research
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6. Insights on Key Primary Opportunity Areas

Section Content:

6.1 Introduction to Key Primary Opportunity Areas

6.2 Performance of Key Primary Opportunity Are@snsumers
6.3 Contributors to Driving Satisfaction and Areas for Improverm@ansumers
6.4 Performance of Key Primary Opportunity AreBsisinesses

6.5 Contributors to Driving Satisfaction and Areas for ImprovermBiuisinesses
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6.1 Introduction to Key Primary Opportunity Areas Customer Service Commissioner

Relative performance
LOW » HIGH

Key Primary Opportunity Areas were identified based on 2016 Annualc o ] ]

CSMS data and are not from the QPCS results. These were derived 9 Primary opportunities { UNBYy3IUKa U2 W
based on analysis of the importance of drivers in determining
satisfaction and their performance. Key Primary Opportunity Areas
have been tested further in the QPCS with new attributes included tg
inform inclusions in the next Annual CSMS.

A

Communication

Efficiency and
effectiveness of
employees

Honesty and integrit
of employees

The Key Primary Opportunity Areas reveal: Access

A Efficiency and effectiveness of employaesaccess to Privacy

information and online servicese primary opportunity drivers
for increasing satisfaction as they are of high importance in
driving customer satisfaction and their perceived performance
lower

Secondary opportunities

Transparency

A Simplicity and efficiency of procesies related opportunity for
improvement as the perceived performance today is lower anc &£
satisfaction with this driver is strongly related to efficiency and
effectiveness of employees, and access

Importance in driving satisfactio

Simplicity and
efficiency of

PDIOCESSES

Employee autonom

LOW
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6.2 Performance of Key Primary Opportunity Ar€amsumers Custome Senves Commissioner

Consumer Key Primary Opportunity Areas

Average Score (out of 10)

Efficiency and Effectiveness of Employees Access to Information

8.5 ‘Ilv 3 13 13 13 13 13 ‘llv T T L} L} LA 2B LR 2 | 3 13

8.0 | |
7.6 7 i 77
757> 75[7s L i
7.5 74 74 75: 4

! & : 1l

7.0 :

6.5 |

6.0 -

Deliver against Good value Addre= Proactive Getthings  Accountable  Se Keeping 1 = sto Service feels  Designe ::IW I G ng to

r__p_:rul 3 zervices customer done quickly that a 5y information “nlln _5: 2 zeamless it

needs toc te n uptodate 1

Q4 2016 (n=1,357 to 1,571) B Q12017 (n=1,298 to 1,499 B Q2 2017 (n=1,345 to 1,570)

14 ¥ Statistically significant movement at 95% confidence level compared to previous quarters results

All attributes relating to the efficiency and effectiveness of employees have significantly decreased this quartedavgstisggnificant decrease
F2NJ WENB LINBFOGAGS Ay KSELAY3IQ YR W3ISEH (KAYyIA R2e856 F&0 |jadD 20N ye3
Oty 3SiG (2 GKS NRARIKG LISNER2Y (GKS FANRG GAYSQX WwWasS Nmh 01848013 a St
2017.
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6.3 Contributors to Driving Satisfaction and Areas for Improver@amsumers — come seree Commissioner

Contributors to Satisfaction Improvement Areas

Lowestratingattributed L Ol y 384 G2 GKS NRIKIDG

explained coreers

R pussnhle

S]Efatemeln'c Gdg fr LJt I2 8883 tnldmmdentdeahngs N If | was sent o the right -
efficiently and effectively to d n person and no repetitive u ﬂ
reach the rlght OUtcomeS (e g factcnntacte inquiry to more than one person ~

wonderful steps were involved ~
5ARYQl ¢l adts A ServiceSituation gy o m

- Consumer
NRAIKG GKS FANAIDG serVIGe
2ndlowest Rating Attributed t N2 0S534Sa NS RSaA3IySR G2

.
onllne If the steps to be taken were clear and nothing had t‘ l
Statementd L K | - ACCesS,, o~ E]N
~

be repeated
access to information and ocogari f b - Consumer
d2dd R FAYR f'"dln u&nmgv,dlgﬂm

available *&<clear provide

need

If I need to contact the service by
phone | am able to speak to the person
desired without having to state my

3 lowest rating attributeg (A'Ser\A/ice feels seamless even if | have to communicate .
I ONR3d3d RAFTFSNBYy(H OKIYyyStad 60AdSd 2yt AyS:

~J
Statementd ¢ KS LINR OSaa ﬂ ~ _ _
was simple and efficient There seems to be no relation between what is on the web
: P and what is said by individual officers u
(|.e. no unnecessary steps - Consumer ~

2NJ NBLISGAGAZ2Y DO

These insights are used to provide greater richness to interpreting the quantitative
data.

*Note: Quotes were collected in the online survey 27
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