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1. Introduction 

Background 

Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014 

1.1 The Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014 received Royal Assent on 1 

May 2014. The Act provides the legal framework for improving the well-being of 

people who need care and support and carers who need support in Wales. It is 

made up of 11 parts, with each part outlining specific duties and requirements 

placed upon persons exercising social services functions under the Act.  

1.2 The statutory framework that underpins the Act is comprised of regulations, codes 

of practice and statutory guidance, which have all successfully passed through the 

National Assembly for Wales. The Act came into force on 6 April 2016.   

Co-productive approach  

1.3 The Welsh Government used a co-productive approach to engage with 

stakeholders in the social care sector to develop the statutory framework. There 

were two strands to the approach. First, three groups were established in 2014 for 

engagement at a strategic and leadership level to set direction: the National Social 

Services Partnership Forum (hereafter Partnership Forum), the Leadership Group, 

and the National Social Services Citizen Panel (hereafter Citizen Panel). 

1.4 Members of the three groups consisted of political leaders from across local 

government, health and the voluntary and private sectors; professional leaders of 

social services across Wales; and members of the general public with personal 

experience of care and support services. 

1.5 Each group had its own particular remit, but shared common objectives to deliver 

practical leadership and action on the proposed programme of change and to help 

develop and shape policy through constructive challenge and scrutiny of the 

statutory framework developed by Welsh Government officials.  

1.6 Second, there was engagement at a service level to develop the detailed policy. A 

number of technical groups were established, made up of representatives from local 

authorities, local health boards, the third sector and independent sector. The 
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technical groups worked with Welsh Government policy leads on the regulations, 

codes of practice and statutory guidance for each part underpinning the Act. 

1.7 In addition, the regulations, codes of practice and statutory guidance went through a 

public consultation before being laid before the National Assembly for Wales. The 

Welsh Government facilitated events to support the consultation. The events gave 

key stakeholders an opportunity to familiarise with the implementation proposals 

and take this information back into their organisations to support the formulation of 

consultation responses. 

Format of groups  

1.8 Leadership Group meetings were held quarterly from April 2014 to March 2016, and 

were chaired by the Director of Social Services and Integration, Welsh Government. 

The group measured progress and took forward actions to deliver change.  

1.9 Partnership Forum meetings were held quarterly from April 2014 to February 2016, 

and were chaired by the former Deputy Minister for Social Services. Members of the 

Partnership Forum were not included in this research (see paragraph 2.2 for further 

detail).   

1.10 Stakeholder organisations from the social care sector were invited to nominate 

representatives for the technical groups who possessed the relevant expertise, 

technical knowledge and practical experience to work with the Welsh Government 

on the detailed policy. Although each technical group had its own arrangement, they 

typically held three or four meetings over a defined period of time. Each group 

discussed and debated key issues relating to a specific part of the Act, and provided 

views based on their knowledge, experience and expertise.  

1.11 People were recruited to the Citizen Panel through a public selection process, which 

involved an application form and an interview. The panel had 13 meetings from 

January 2014 to April 2016.  The Welsh Government facilitated the panel in the 

early stages, and an independent facilitator was subsequently contracted to take on 

this role. The meetings involved short presentations by representatives from local 

government and the third sector, as well as Welsh Government policy officials. The 

presentations were followed by debate and discussion. The panel considered 
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issues and key questions, and provided views based on their knowledge, 

experience and expertise. Some Welsh Government officials regularly attended the 

meetings, and National Assembly for Wales Ministers also attended some 

meetings. A written report was produced by the independent facilitator following 

each meeting in standard and easy-read formats. Further contributions were made 

in writing and on film, allowing members the option of sharing their experiences 

through a variety of modes. Skype sessions also took place regularly in between 

meetings, mainly to discuss the reports. 

Research aims 

1.12 Welsh Government Social Researchers carried out in-house research to evaluate 

the co-productive approach taken to develop the statutory framework that underpins 

the Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014. The research sought to 

understand stakeholders’ views of how the co-productive approach worked in 

practice, including what worked well and what could be improved. The aim was to 

identify learning to help inform approaches to working with stakeholders to develop 

policy and legislation in the future. 

Report structure 

1.13 The remainder of the report is structured as follows: 

 Section 2 describes the methods used for the research. 

 Section 3 presents the findings. The findings section first presents stakeholders’ 

general reflections on using a co-productive approach to develop the statutory 

framework. It then moves on to present stakeholders’ views of the approach, 

including the use of stakeholder knowledge and expertise, how co-production 

worked in practice, and the process and practicalities. Finally, it presents 

stakeholders’ views of the benefits of co-production.       
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2. Methodology 

2.1 The method used for this research was individual qualitative interviews with 

stakeholders. The rationale was that it enabled stakeholders’ views and 

experiences of the co-productive approach to be explored in more depth than would 

be possible with a survey. This section describes the approach to sampling, the 

interviews and the analysis.  

Sample 

2.2 A purposive approach was used to identify a sample of 20 stakeholders to take part 

in the research. The key aim underpinning the sampling strategy was to obtain a 

range of perspectives on the co-productive approach taken. To obtain the 

perspectives of stakeholders who were engaged at a leadership level to set 

direction, the Leadership Group and Citizen Panel were included. Five members of 

the Leadership Group provided senior, strategic stakeholder perspectives. Five 

members of the Citizen Panel provided the perspectives of people who receive or 

provide care and support. The Partnership Forum was not included in the sampling 

approach because there was a need to prioritise stakeholder groups due to 

constraints on the sample size.  

2.3 To obtain the perspectives of stakeholders who were engaged at a service level to 

develop the detailed policy, ten members of the technical groups were included. 

The technical group sample was larger due to the large number of stakeholders 

involved across multiple groups.   

2.4 Since the research was focused on groups that were involved in the collaboration 

more intensively, those who participated in the wider public consultation were not 

included. Welsh Government officials who were involved in groups were also 

excluded from the research.  

2.5 Table 1 summarises the criteria that were used to identify the sample for each of the 

three groups included. The sample was selected according to these criteria from a 

list of the group members provided by policy colleagues. Those selected were sent 

an email inviting them to participate in the research. In total, 36 email invites were 

sent out in order to achieve a sample of 20 stakeholders meeting the criteria.  



  

 

 

7 

 

Table 2.1: Sampling Criteria 
 

Group (sample 

size) 

Sampling Criteria 

Leadership Group 

(n=5) 

Include group members from a range of sectors, such as local 

government, health and the third sector. 

 

Citizen Panel 

(n=5) 

Include panel members who receive care and support, as well 

as those who provide care and support. 

 

Technical groups 

(n=10) 

Include at least one member from each of the following 

technical groups:  

Advocacy 

All Wales Direct Payment Forum 

Assessment and care planning 

Eligibility 

Information, advice and assistance 

Measuring social services performance 

Prevention and population assessment 

Secure estates steering group 

Social enterprise 

(Note: some individuals were involved in more than one 

technical group) 

The following breakdown across sectors: 

Statutory sector (n=5) 

Third sector (n=3) 

Independent sector (n=2) 

Interviews 

2.6 A Welsh Government social researcher conducted 19 interviews from 6 September 

to 9 November 2016. One stakeholder requested to respond in writing, so questions 

were sent and responses were received in writing, electronically. Six of the 19 

interviews were conducted face-to-face and 13 by telephone. Stakeholders were 

given the option of taking part in Welsh or English. The duration of interviews 

ranged from 20 – 65 minutes. All interviews were audio recorded, and informed 

consent was sought from all participants. 
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2.7 A semi-structured interview guide was developed (see Annex A). Interviews 

covered the areas set out in the guide and probed responses further in order to 

obtain a deeper understanding of stakeholders’ views and experiences. In 

summary, topics covered in the interviews included: 

 The importance of taking a co-productive approach 

 What worked well and what could be improved about the co-productive 

approach 

 Whether views were taken on board and contributions were effective 

 Use of stakeholders’ knowledge and expertise 

 Impact on the stakeholder’s working relationships with the Welsh Government 

 Impact on the stakeholder’s understanding of the policy, and whether 

stakeholders disseminated their learning 

2.8 The interview guide was adapted as necessary for Citizen Panel members, both to 

reflect their different circumstances and to tailor the questions to meet their 

individual requirements.  

Analysis 

2.9 Interview recordings were transcribed verbatim (and translated from Welsh where 

necessary), and transferred into MAXQDA qualitative analysis software. Written 

responses received from one stakeholder were also transferred into the software. 

The data were analysed thematically. A coding system was developed based on a 

combination of the topics covered in the interview guide and themes that emerged 

inductively from the data.   

2.10 The following points are made in relation to the presentation of findings in this 

report: 

 The focus is on presenting the range of viewpoints, rather than their frequency, 

as is appropriate in qualitative research.  

 Findings for each of the groups are integrated in the report. However, where 

views or experiences are specific to a group, this is brought out.  
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 The data do not allow each of the technical groups to be analysed separately. 

Technical group members are dealt with in this report as a group that shared a 

common broad role and approach, although they may have differed in regards to 

detail.   

 Stakeholders were involved in specific parts of the co-productive approach, and 

their insight into the overarching approach was limited in many cases. 

 Variation in viewpoints between stakeholders may be due to a combination of 

differences between individuals – for example, in experiences, expectations and 

preferences – and differences in how each group functioned.  

 Quotes are presented to illustrate points made throughout the findings section. 

All the quotes are presented in English because including the very small number 

of Welsh quotes in their original language would risk compromising these 

stakeholders’ anonymity. However, the limitations in terms of accurately 

representing these stakeholders’ views should be acknowledged.   
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3. Findings 

Taking a co-productive approach 

3.1 Stakeholders in the Leadership Group, technical groups and Citizen Panel were 

overwhelmingly positive about the Welsh Government’s effort to use an approach 

that involved stakeholders and citizens more in the development of policy than they 

felt had typically been done in the past.  

3.2 Stakeholders noted that co-production is at the heart of both the Act and the new 

type of relationship that is expected between government, stakeholders and 

citizens. They therefore suggested that taking the legislation forward together was 

the only way it could be done. The Welsh Government was praised for leading the 

way, modelling on a large-scale a partnership approach that stakeholders expect to 

be used more extensively in future. The approach was said to be a departure from 

what was seen as the traditional model of prescription from the centre. Accordingly, 

stakeholders felt intrinsic to the products that were ultimately developed.  

‘Rather than just a typical old-fashioned view of the civil servant, sitting in a dark 

room just using their lawyer… I think there has been a genuine attempt to work 

with people to make sure the legislation is fit for purpose.’  

‘It’s tangible evidence of a willingness and need for us to work in a much more 

partnered way, and the fact that Welsh Government had the courage to lead the 

way… is very positive. If it can be demonstrated, as it has, to work for Welsh 

Government, then you think it ought to play out similarly elsewhere.’  

‘The fact that they did put this together and they want to actually involve citizens, 

I think it’s a good thing.’  

3.3 Stakeholders also indicated that they were glad to be invited to take part in the 

process and were largely positive about their experience. In regards to how the 

approach and partnership played out in practice, views were more varied, providing 

constructive learning points for the future. These views are discussed in the next 

three sections. 
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Use of stakeholder knowledge and expertise 

3.4 Research participants were asked whether they felt that effective use was made of 

stakeholders’ knowledge and expertise in the development of the statutory 

framework. They were also asked whether they thought any key stakeholder 

viewpoints were missing. This section presents findings on themes that emerged in 

relation to these topics. 

Representation in the Leadership Group and technical groups 

3.5 Leadership Group and technical group members were largely positive about 

representation within their own groups and across these groups more generally, but 

some areas for improvement were noted. Stakeholders noted that group 

composition appeared to be carefully thought through. However, another viewpoint 

was that the selection of stakeholders could be more consultative and on-going, and 

that groups could discuss any viewpoints not represented at the first meeting and 

continuously re-evaluate this throughout the process. A related point was that it can 

be difficult for organisations to identify the most appropriate representative for 

technical groups at the beginning, so there could be flexibility to change the 

nomination as requirements become clearer.     

3.6 In the Leadership Group, the involvement of ‘key’ stakeholders was seen as 

important, and members appeared satisfied that the key stakeholders were 

represented.  

3.7 For technical group members, the diversity of viewpoints was central to their 

understanding of what made a good group composition. Diversity was said to lead 

to a healthy discussion in which issues were considered from different angles. It 

also encouraged counter perspectives to emerge, rather than consolidating what 

one stakeholder termed as ‘group-think.’ Aside from diversity, the involvement of 

‘well-informed’ stakeholders was also seen as important. 

‘It’s about ensuring that we feel there is a big enough spread of different 

perspectives to ensure there isn’t anyone who is being silenced inadvertently by 

that process.’  
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‘That comes back to making sure you don’t have the usual crowd in the room. 

You have to have in my opinion diverse users and different perspectives to make 

sure you’re at least testing your views on what’s right with different types of 

stakeholders, because there’s always the risk you get the same types of people 

in these things.’  

3.8 The technical groups were largely perceived as diverse. They were variously 

described as ‘inclusive,’ comprising a ‘cross-section of different people’ and ‘people 

who might not traditionally be involved.’ Diversity was expressed in terms of the 

range of sectors, job roles, as well as area and level of seniority within 

organisations, and it was said to be reflected in the wide range of perspectives 

shared and the rich debates during meetings.  

‘Things were shaped and moulded in the group I was in as we progressed from 

meeting to meeting, as a result of the fact there were a cohort of people there 

who all had a different viewpoint and different experiences to share.’  

3.9 However, not all technical group members felt that their groups were as diverse as 

they might have been. For example, one technical group member perceived his/her 

group as skewed towards a certain professional view, which eclipsed alternative 

views. In his/her opinion, this contributed to an outcome described as a tweaked 

traditional model, without consideration of any innovative or fundamentally different 

approaches. Others described similar scenarios, as in the quote below. 

‘I think it was the people who are most thoroughly involved that had the most 

input into the process. I think too many people were invited that say the same 

thing.’  

3.10 A further viewpoint from one technical group member was that a tight timescale 

impacted on the ability to ensure wide representation.  

‘The more views you have on an item you are discussing, the best it is going to 

be. I think that wasn’t maximised really because we had such a short time scale, 

so it had to be done quickly. Whoever could be involved was involved, but maybe 

the best people or extra people weren’t able to engage in that process.’  
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3.11 Views on representation across sectors appeared to depend both on the group and 

interest of the individual. For example, some technical group members described 

the third sector or local government as over-represented in their groups, while 

others described them as under-represented. A notable point, however, was that 

some technical group members perceived an uneven balance between social 

services on the one hand and health on the other, which was said to have practical 

implications for knowledge and buy-in to the Act from the health sector. A 

suggestion put forward was that the interface between social services and health 

may have merited its own technical group in order to consider the opportunities and 

challenges of greater integration.  

‘There is reference throughout the legislation to having ongoing involvement of 

health and social services together. But I think that whole process of how they’re 

going to work together in a meaningful way, I think, could have been sped up by 

having greater health input throughout the whole consultative process because 

there is a massive gap of knowledge in health about the Social Services and 

Well-being Act in practical terms.’  

3.12 Some technical group members – as well as Leadership Group members – also felt 

the balance was tilted towards policy professionals and managers, and could have 

been strengthened on the delivery side. This point is developed further in the 

section below on wider engagement. 

‘The independent sector is quite often overlooked, but they are the ones who are 

managing things on a day to day basis and can add so much value to the 

conversations… Sometimes you feel as if there should be more focus on the 

delivery end of care.’  

‘We had citizens, which was great, but not many of them will know what it’s like to 

operate and deliver the service. We had the political view, we had the leaders 

view, but I think the bit we missed was the practitioner view.’  

3.13 Some stakeholders noted that finite time and resources meant that it was 

impossible to invite everyone. They also recognised that the more viewpoints there 

are, the greater the challenge of integrating those different viewpoints. However, it 

was generally seen as important to invest in ensuring sufficient stakeholder 
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representation. A viewpoint that went against this tide was that the involvement of 

too many groups and stakeholders made decision-making awkward and difficult. 

He/she felt that those organisations that are absolutely intrinsic to the way the Act 

goes forward should therefore be prioritised over those who represent a more 

specific agenda.   

Representation within the Citizen Panel 

3.14 Citizen Panel members were generally positive about representation within their 

group. As with the technical groups, they framed this in terms of the level of 

diversity and what this meant for the range of viewpoints voiced. For them, large 

differences that became apparent in their experiences highlighted the importance of 

ensuring representation from citizens with a range of backgrounds. The inclusion of 

people who provided, as well as those who received, care and support was seen as 

important, as was including people who received different types of care and 

support. Regional diversity was also seen as important given differences that 

emerged in experiences across the country.  

‘I thought what worked well was the diversity of citizen panel members.’  

3.15 One segment of the population that was felt to be under-represented on the panel 

was children and young people. Some young people with experience of the care 

system were involved initially, but they reportedly dropped out early on in the 

process. It was noted that they may have felt uncomfortable or struggled to relate to 

some of the issues being discussed, such as elderly care. One suggestion was to 

set up a separate group for younger citizens, although it was noted that many 

issues span age groups.  

3.16 Another comment regarding representation on the Citizen Panel was that it is often 

the same individuals who are invited to provide a citizen voice, and that the opinions 

aired may therefore not necessarily be the ‘freshest’ ones. Seeking the views of 

citizens who do not typically take part in such processes was therefore considered 

valuable. 
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Citizen representation across groups 

3.17 Leadership Group members were generally positive about the representation of 

citizens via the Citizen Panel. Technical group members were less so. Further 

probing revealed two factors that contributed to this view. One factor was that 

technical group members’ awareness of the Citizen Panel’s existence and work was 

limited; the Leadership Group were more aware of the overarching co-productive 

approach.  

3.18 The second factor was that some stakeholders felt that citizen representation 

should be more integrated, rather than confined to the Citizen Panel. In particular, 

some technical group members felt that people who receive care and support 

should have been represented in their groups. 

‘Co-production, in a sense, is everybody around the table talking about the same 

thing, so in theory there is no reason why you couldn’t have had a service user at 

those meetings.’  

‘If there is a Citizen Panel, which there was, then great, but that’s not just to say, 

“Right we’ve got some citizen representation there”, but ensure citizens including 

carers and service users are involved in other parts of that co-productive 

process, including the technical groups.’  

3.19 Challenges of integrating service users and professionals in the same group in a 

meaningful and sensitive way were acknowledged. However, it was felt that it 

should be considered where possible and appropriate. 

‘If we could identify somebody who has that right level of understanding; the last 

thing you want to do is put a service user in a room of people who have been 

talking about it for months; that’s quite an intimidating environment.’  

3.20 Interestingly, citizens themselves did not mention a wish to be represented in other 

groups. However, they did want more interaction between the groups, which is 

discussed further in paragraphs 3.68 – 3.71.   
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Wider engagement 

3.21 A prominent viewpoint that arose across the three groups was that the co-

productive approach would have benefited from wider engagement, beyond those 

who were gathered around the table as part of the groups. For stakeholders who 

made this point, there was a need to go out to people – to communities; to new or 

existing groups or networks of people who receive or provide care and support; and 

to services and social enterprises. The rationale was explained in multiple ways. 

First, it was seen as fundamental to a fully co-productive approach. Second, some 

of these groups were seen as under-represented within the stakeholder groups. 

Third, it had a regional dimension; it was seen as symbolically important to go out – 

and to be seen to be going out – to different regions. Fourth, the conversation was 

described as different when officials go out, to when stakeholders are invited in.    

‘If you’re looking at co-production more generally, Welsh Government needs to 

get out to communities and have the discussions in communities…  the more 

discussions that are had in different regions, including in the North, is helpful in 

terms of actually improving a co-productive approach even further.’  

‘If people are trying to demonstrate they are listening to the stakeholders, 

sometimes a good way to demonstrate that is going to the stakeholders, rather 

than everybody coming down to [the Welsh Government office in Cardiff]. It’s 

symbolic isn’t it, being out and about, going to all parts of Wales… As a 

demonstration of a first attempt at trying to be inclusive, I think it was very good, 

but I think we can be a bit more ambitious and get more people involved.’  

‘It’s almost the people who don’t make it to the groups you need to hear from… 

Sitting around a table discussing is not everybody’s cup of tea.’  

3.22 This wider engagement was seen as something that could serve different functions 

– partly understanding what is happening on the ground, partly getting perspectives 

from the front line, and partly disseminating to communities and practitioners. It links 

with the point raised in paragraph 3.12 about limited representation from the 

delivery side in the stakeholder groups.  

3.23 Several suggestions were put forward for how to implement wider engagement. 

One suggestion was to make more visits to services and social enterprises. Another 



  

 

 

17 

 

was to hold group meetings in different regions and invite regional stakeholders 

along, such as practitioners or community groups. Another was to arrange specific 

stakeholder events in the regions. It was suggested that these efforts could tap into 

the existing networks of stakeholders from local government and beyond. It was 

even suggested that the Leadership Group could lead in arranging regional events. 

3.24 A second point in relation to wider engagement was that there appeared to be little 

clarity on the role that Leadership Group and technical group members were 

expected to play in terms of representing and consulting others – whether staff 

within their organisations, or the organisations, providers or communities they 

represented. Some stakeholders indicated that they did gather others’ views to 

inform the viewpoints they took to meetings; others did not. Some stakeholders 

made the point that organisations across the board could have engaged in this type 

of activity more proactively.  

‘As a learning element I think all of us as organisations perhaps could have done 

more when we went back to our own organisations to come to meetings with a 

mandate and be clear about the implications.’  

‘I suspect what happens is, say someone is there from X organisation or Y 

charity or Z commissioner, they’re not going in there armed with evidence from 

having done their own pre-consultation… Did I go out and speak to lots of people 

and say, “What are your views on this?”, and take a sample? No I didn’t, because 

I was seeing myself there as an individual. But I think it would be healthy where 

there are groups that represent wider interests, say a national charity, could they 

not come prepared with some evidence base that they have assembled?’  

Co-production in practice 

3.25 Stakeholders were asked for feedback on the approach to working together in 

practice. They were also asked whether they felt their views were taken on board as 

part of the group and how effective they felt their contribution was in developing the 

statutory framework. This section first presents findings on stakeholders’ views of 

the overall partnership between themselves and the Welsh Government. It then 

presents findings on whether they felt able to share their views, whether they felt 

their views were taken on board, and how effective they felt their contribution was.  
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Partnership with the Welsh Government  

3.26 The section on ‘Taking a co-productive approach’ indicated that stakeholders 

across the three groups were overwhelmingly positive about the Welsh 

Government’s effort to use an approach that involved stakeholders and citizens 

more in the development of policy than they felt had typically been done in the past. 

In regards to how the partnership worked in practice, views were more varied. 

Some stakeholders were overwhelmingly positive, while others felt the approach 

and partnership fell short of ‘true co-production’ or could have gone further.  

3.27 Leadership Group and technical group members perceived Welsh Government 

officials to have gone out of their way to engage stakeholders, demonstrating 

genuine, purposeful interest in getting people involved and acting in partnership with 

others. The officials were described as accessible, and were said to have kept lines 

open throughout the process, so there were no surprises at the end. 

‘I felt there was a genuine attempt by Welsh Government colleagues to involve 

people in the development of it.’  

‘I think taking it forward together was the only way to do it and I genuinely think 

your colleagues in Welsh Government tried really hard to ensure that happened 

and succeeded.’  

‘I think we were all taken along on that journey; I don’t think anybody felt they 

weren’t a part of that journey.’  

3.28 Stakeholders from the Leadership Group in particular were impressed with the 

Welsh Government’s resolve to hold the partnership together until the end goal was 

reached, despite challenges along the way. They described how Welsh 

Government officials succeeded in developing camaraderie around common goals, 

including through adapting their approach to bring people along who were originally 

opposed to the plans. They also described how Welsh Government officials worked 

through difficult conversations and disagreements, then put them behind and moved 

things on.  

3.29 It was certainly valued when Welsh Government officials demonstrated commitment 

to maturing the relationship with stakeholders by ‘calling things by their real name,’ 
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being more open about what was feasible and the resource implications. However, 

views differed on the extent to which this was done.   

3.30 There was also variation in views across the three groups on the balance in the 

partnership. As the following two quotes illustrate, some stakeholders perceived an 

equal partnership, while others flagged improvements to be made in this regard. 

‘It felt inclusive. It did feel as though there was a good degree of co-production, 

and all the relevant stakeholders and partners there were given an equal voice.’  

‘They [Welsh Government] demonstrated true leadership in genuinely wanting to 

hear the views, but I guess there was a little bit of hesitation about having to 

control what was said, by who, and when.’  

3.31 Stakeholders’ views on the balance in the partnership appeared to be linked to their 

views on the nature of the task they were set and the stage in the process at which 

they became involved. From one perspective, the policy development process 

started too internally. For example, the following stakeholder felt they should have 

become involved at an earlier stage in the drafting process for it to be seen as a 

genuine example of co-production.  

‘I think in co-producing something, it’s about co-producing the idea of what it is 

you need to produce in the first place and then working towards that. There is a 

difference between that and co-producing something which has been decided is 

needed.’  

3.32 In his/her view, preparing initial drafts internally meant there was only opportunity 

for stakeholders to make tweaks rather than to introduce any fundamentally new 

thinking. In another example, the following stakeholder felt that starting wider and 

then using the technical groups to filter and refine ideas, before again putting the 

proposals out for consultation, would have made it a more open process.   

‘In one sense, it’s almost like a funnel into the technical groups from a wider 

consultative process, then it’s a funnel out after when they go out for consultation 

on some proposals; so it’s a refining process, whereas at the moment it feels like 

it starts quite internal and then goes out.’  
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3.33 This point was also raised by a Citizen Panel member. He/she believed that the 

stage at which they became involved in the process was too late to make a 

meaningful difference to what was developed. It was suggested that the panel could 

have been brought together as soon as it was decided that there would be a new 

Act. 

3.34 From another perspective, however, the stage at which stakeholders became 

involved was appropriate, and having initial drafts in advance helped rather than 

hindered the co-productive approach.  In the following stakeholders’ views, they 

were involved early enough in the process to shape the product, in contrast to 

former approaches where challenges would come at the end point when the product 

was more fully developed.  

‘It was incredibly difficult to do those initial drafts. What we got was a genuine, 

“Here’s the first start of something,” which is always the most difficult thing to do, 

“Don’t be afraid to take it apart, build on it, amend it.”’  

‘Workshop sessions were developed that drew in local authorities, the third 

sector, all stakeholders really, as the guidance became clearer. At what point do 

you do that? I suppose, you need to have a fairly clear view on the guidance and 

shape of the legislation before you start drawing a lot of people together.’  

3.35 For the Citizen Panel, views on the balance in the partnership were also linked with 

how the agenda was set. It was noted that co-production should involve setting the 

agenda together, but views varied on the extent to which this was done. From one 

perspective, it was said that the Welsh Government set the agenda, so the panel 

had no freedom in what it explored, and that this contributed to a feeling that 

citizens were serving the Welsh Government. From another perspective, the panel 

became more empowered over time and later on were able to say what they wanted 

to explore. A meeting at the beginning to decide how to work together was 

recommended, as well as the panel being part of the decision on what to discuss at 

the next meeting.  

3.36 Feedback was also given by the Citizen Panel on the extent to which they felt 

recognised and valued as a group. Again, their views varied. More specifically, 

while some citizens were satisfied that the panel’s contribution was valued and 



  

 

 

21 

 

used, others were less so. From one perspective, Ministers’ interest in the group 

made them feel connected, as if their views were feeding in and being considered. 

Being asked to speak at a social services conference reinforced this. From another 

perspective, the reportedly limited two-way conversation meant the panel did not 

know whether or how their views were contributing. This point is discussed further in 

paragraphs 3.49 – 3.51. It was also felt that there was caution around what panel 

members might say and to whom, and that they were therefore kept separate from 

the wider co-productive process.  

3.37 Additionally, it was noted that, although citizens were participating voluntarily 

through a passion for addressing these issues, their contribution felt less valued 

because they were not paid for their time. Views on food and accommodation 

arrangements were mixed.  

Opportunity to share views 

3.38 Across the three groups, stakeholders were positive about the opportunities and 

encouragement they had to share their views. Leadership Group and technical 

group members consistently reported having opportunities to say what they wanted 

during meetings, and to discuss and debate everyone’s viewpoints. The quality of 

facilitation was viewed as key in this regard. Some technical group members also 

described openness or encouragement to email further reflections or send 

documents such as reports to share with the group, if they wished, which they felt 

were taken on board. For Leadership Group members, the regular conversations 

they had with Welsh Government officials outside meetings provided a further 

opportunity to understand and raise issues.  

‘What I think [Welsh Government official] did really well… [he/she] brought 

people in; [he/she] would say, “Any issues from your perspective?” … So there 

was an opportunity to hear what people felt as well as following the timeline and 

programme schedule.’  

‘You felt you had the opportunity to contribute both live within a meeting, either in 

group work or whatever, but also by email or reflecting on what you heard, so 

that was good.’  
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‘I suppose the quality of the facilitation was key...  I think they were very good at 

making sure everybody who wanted to say something was given that opportunity. 

They also made sure, if something was raised, people had the opportunity to 

discuss that… They also tried to get people to give examples or illustrations of 

their points, so actually it didn’t matter where you worked or what level of 

knowledge you had, you could actually understand the point that was being 

made.’  

3.39 One point that emerged strongly in narratives was the importance of ensuring that 

quieter group members had opportunities to share their views. This point was 

perceived to have been managed fairly well overall, although some stakeholders 

indicated that more could have been done in their groups. Techniques 

recommended by stakeholders included going around the room asking all group 

members for their views; giving members a five minute slot to speak; and/or seeking 

the views of quieter members separately, outside the whole group situation. 

Diversity within groups was also said to be important in ensuring that certain sectors 

or counter perspectives did not feel intimated or drowned out. 

3.40 In regards to the Citizen Panel specifically, members described a positive and 

supportive bond that developed within the group, which helped them to feel 

comfortable sharing their views. In particular, coming together informally the 

evening before meetings was said to have been helpful in allowing this bond to 

develop. In terms of specific points that led to a positive environment for speaking 

up, panel members described being able to say what they wanted without feeling 

there was a right or a wrong answer. They also described being given time to speak 

without interruption, and sensitivity to the fact that members were sharing personal, 

difficult and sometimes upsetting experiences. It was also important that 

consideration was given to the support each member needed to ensure they were 

able to participate fully. Views on how well this worked varied, and are discussed 

separately in paragraphs 3.64 – 3.66.   

Taking views on board  

3.41 Having the opportunity to share views was important to stakeholders, but it was also 

important to feel that their views were taken on board. Stakeholders in the 
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Leadership Group and technical groups generally reported that all their views were 

listened to and respected, and that there was a concerted effort to understand the 

issues they raised in order to inform further development of the drafts. Of course, 

there were disagreements on some elements and not all views were taken up in the 

policy, but stakeholders were generally accepting of constraints on what was taken 

forward. Rather, what was vital to them was evidence that their views were 

considered and looked at in more detail.    

‘There was active listening; you never felt as if people’s voices weren’t 

welcomed; there was no hint of that at all.’  

3.42 For the Citizen Panel, reports produced by the independent facilitator following each 

meeting were the main means by which their views were shared outside the panel 

(see paragraph 1.11 for further detail). Points raised during meetings were said to 

have been recorded accurately in the reports. As one panel member said, ‘I knew 

they listened because of what was in the reports.’ However, there were different 

viewpoints on the level of detail included. One perspective was that reports were too 

limited because, while they recorded points raised, they did not capture the real life 

experiences underpinning them. This was said to be the element that distinguished, 

and gave weight to, citizens’ voices. A contrasting perspective was that the reports 

worked well precisely because they were straight to the point, covering ‘what I said 

and how I think it can be achieved.’ From this perspective, the letters and films 

submitted alongside the reports were a better means of conveying the ‘story’ behind 

views to officials and Ministers than would have been the case if they had submitted 

lengthier written reports. Of the films, it was said that ‘seeing somebody talk about 

what had happened to them had more power to it than the written word.’  

3.43 The Citizen Panel’s views also varied on the extent to which the reports were used. 

Some members were confident that the reports were taken into consideration by 

Welsh Government officials and Ministers, in combination with all the other groups’ 

viewpoints. Other members felt that they could not be confident that the reports 

were used due to a perceived lack of feedback. This point on feedback is discussed 

further in paragraph 3.50 below.   
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3.44 The attendance of Welsh Government officials and Ministers at some of the panel 

meetings provided another opportunity to take citizens’ perspectives on board. 

Panel members were satisfied with how the Welsh Government officials who 

regularly attended their meetings listened to their views. Ministers who attended 

were also said to have listened and engaged fully. It is worth noting that the panel 

found it helpful to have an opportunity to question speakers who attended specific 

meetings after their presentations, but commented that more speakers could have 

stayed on to listen to the panel’s discussion. This would have conveyed to the panel 

that their views were valued. Those who did stay were said to have been surprised 

by the experiences that were shared.  

Effectiveness of stakeholder contribution 

3.45 The views of each group on the effectiveness of their contribution will be discussed 

separately since their contributions were intended to be different, and this was 

reflected in the data. There was a consensus among the Leadership Group that 

their involvement impacted on both the process and outcome. They perceived that 

drafts were adapted in response to the points they raised and their suggestions for 

improvements. There was acceptance that not all views expressed would be taken 

forward. However, there were said to be good attempts to recognise and respond to 

their views, and they were said to have received open and honest feedback. Where 

changes could not be made, reasons were reportedly given, and this was 

appreciated. They also felt it was made clear to them which elements could and 

which could not be influenced.  

3.46 More specifically, the Leadership Group perceived that their contribution resulted in 

better legislation. They also felt they were part of promoting the policy change more 

widely in Wales through their key positions and influence within their sectors. A 

recommendation reportedly made within the Leadership Group to develop a 

communication strategy was apparently taken on board. The communication 

strategy was reportedly pulled together by Welsh Government officials in 

collaboration with stakeholders, and used in different forums.  

3.47 Technical group members also emphasised how important it was to feel that at least 

some of their views were taken up and used. They were largely positive about the 
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effectiveness of their contribution. They widely noted that their points were taken up, 

looked at in more detail and used to improve the drafts.  

‘It didn’t feel like a tick box exercise; it felt like there was a purpose to it…What 

was said in the group was reflected in the work on the Act that resulted, where 

the information changed in line with what people said.’  

‘It was gratifying to know that, in terms of when the Bill finally emerged, there 

were clearly some things in there that had been talked about in our groups. In 

that sense we got the impression that we were influential, and that is obviously 

helpful in terms of the investment of time.’  

3.48 While some technical group members said their points did not achieve as much 

impact as they would have liked, they felt they were at least noted. It is worth 

mentioning that in one case, a very limited timeframe was perceived to have 

restricted the group’s contribution. This may have been an issue relevant to only 

one (or a small number) of the groups as the issue was not raised by others. It is 

also worth mentioning that some technical group members – in contrast to the 

Leadership Group – indicated that they would have appreciated more explicit 

feedback on the points they made, what was done as a result, and why certain 

points were not taken forward. This was reportedly done more systematically with 

consultations than with the groups, and could have served as a public account of 

the groups’ impact.  

3.49 Although the Citizen Panel was also established to engage at a leadership level, 

their views on the effectiveness of their contribution were very different to the 

Leadership Group’s. Some panel members felt their input made some difference in 

making the policy more citizen-focussed. Others felt the Act would have gone ahead 

in a similar format if there was a Citizen Panel or not. It was emphasised that their 

whole reason for being there was to make a difference, but some panel members 

felt they were fulfilling a process expectation and that their contribution was not 

used optimally. One perspective was that the Citizen Panel’s contribution may have 

been greater if they had been involved earlier in the process, as ‘the Act had 

already been written to some extent’ by the time they became involved.   
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3.50 Citizen Panel members were generally unable to identify any tangible contributions 

they made to the statutory framework, and this appeared to be partly linked to 

limited feedback. They indicated that they were frequently thanked for their input 

and received feedback that the reports had been read and were useful. However, 

they reportedly did not receive feedback on specific examples of how their 

contributions had changed thinking or altered policy, despite this being requested by 

the group on occasion. They accepted that their role was to give an opinion 

alongside other stakeholder groups, not to make decisions, and that their points 

may well have been taken into account even if they did not always change policy. 

However, some panel members noted that there could have been more 

communication with them on the decisions that were being made, why they were 

being made, and how their views had been taken into account. Feedback was said 

to be fundamental to developing a two-way conversation, which would have made it 

‘feel like much more of a shared project.’ One suggestion was that policy officials 

could have come back at a later date after receiving the reports to discuss the 

points the panel had made, or send feedback in writing. 

3.51 One contribution the Citizen Panel’s involvement was said to have made – by some 

panel members and other stakeholders – was to promote more generally the idea of 

involving Citizen Panels. The idea of involving Citizen Panels in efforts to implement 

the Act and improve health and social services at a local or regional level in Wales 

was said to have gained traction as a result of their involvement in this process.  

The process and practicalities 

3.52 Stakeholders were asked about their views of the co-productive approach taken, 

and their responses included feedback on the process and practicalities. Overall the 

process was perceived as well-managed across the groups, albeit with some 

caveats. It was broadly described as a challenging and arduous process, but also a 

positive and co-operative one. This section presents findings on specific themes 

that emerged in relation to the process. 
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Location of meetings 

3.53 Several stakeholders commented on the location of meetings. Some stakeholders 

felt that meetings were too concentrated in Cardiff, and that they should be 

alternated between different regions, both for symbolic reasons and due to the 

travel time and cost implications for people based in other regions. However, an 

alternative view from one group that did hold a meeting in North Wales was that it 

felt ‘tokenistic’ and ‘inefficient’ because the vast majority of group members were 

based in South Wales. Stakeholders acknowledged the absence of a simple 

solution to this challenge. There were some suggestions to explore the potential use 

of video-conferencing and online tools in future, but the limitations of these methods 

were also acknowledged. 

3.54 The Citizen Panel appeared satisfied with meetings taking place in different 

locations to reflect the regional diversity of its membership.  

Number of meetings and timescale  

3.55 The Leadership Group and Citizen Panel were involved throughout the process 

(see section 1 for further detail). They did not express strong views on the number 

of meetings and the timescale. One Leadership Group perspective was that the 

process started early enough, but that the sheer scale of the task nevertheless 

made it a challenge to complete in time. Completion was said to have been made 

possible through the redoubling of efforts in the latter stages. In regards to the 

Citizen Panel, paragraph 3.33 noted a comment that their contribution may have 

been greater if they had become involved earlier in the process.  

3.56 The technical groups became involved at specific points in the process to complete 

defined tasks (see section 1 for further detail). The views of technical group 

members varied considerably in regards to this theme, which may well be a 

reflection of actual differences between the groups in terms of when and how they 

were set up. Positive comments included that three or four meetings provided 

sufficient time to get to grips with the task; that the space provided between 

meetings gave ample opportunity to reflect on and research topics in more detail; 

and that the meetings themselves were not too ambitious. A contrasting perspective 

was that the two months available to one group to complete its task before going to 
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public consultation was much too short. This was said to have curtailed the 

opportunity to explore important areas fully; affected who was able to get involved 

and the ability of group members to consult colleagues and others; and ultimately 

affected the quality of the outcome.  

Facilitation and format of Leadership Group and technical groups  

3.57 From the Leadership Group, the key feedback point regarding the format of 

meetings was that they tended to follow a traditional item by item agenda. While it 

was acknowledged that  time needed to be spent on formalities, some members 

would have liked these to be interspersed with more interactive, less structured 

sessions – either through having alternate meetings or splitting meetings into two 

parts. More specifically, the suggestion was to allow more time to discuss a topic in 

detail, generate ideas, debate and engage in problem solving. Members could have 

been asked to volunteer to prepare something in advance, placing them rather than 

policy officials in the driving seat for those activities.  

3.58 A second feedback point from the Leadership Group was that it would have been 

helpful to build reflective time into the process – for example, by revisiting some 

points in subsequent sessions. However, it was acknowledged that time pressures 

may have prevented this.  

3.59 A final feedback point from the Leadership Group was that some discussions may 

have been overdone. This was said in particular of some ‘nice-to-haves’ that were 

reportedly discussed, although all group members acknowledged they were 

unrealistic.   

3.60 Across each of the technical groups, the format of meetings appeared to vary 

somewhat. They variously included an introduction or presentation by a Welsh 

Government official or other speaker, followed by a mix of whole group and/or small 

group discussions. Members were generally satisfied with their format. The 

presentations and introductions were viewed as a good way of focusing everyone at 

the beginning, and were seen as particularly useful if the topic was new to anyone. 

Small group discussions were described as a good way of encouraging quieter 

members to share their views, and drawing out more diverse perspectives.  
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3.61 Some technical group members indicated that achieving as much as possible within 

the time available was their priority, and gave feedback on activities they felt did not 

make the best use of time. One example was sessions that focused entirely on 

information sharing; it was suggested that information sharing could be limited to an 

introduction to set the context for the discussion. Another example was time spent 

on introducing and clarifying members’ different perspectives in each session before 

they were discussed and debated; it was suggested that they could instead be 

asked for position statements in advance. One stakeholder indicated that his/her 

group was given ‘homework’ between sessions to submit written responses on an 

issue. Although arduous, he/she found it a helpful exercise to focus thinking in 

preparation for meetings.    

3.62 In regards to communication within the Leadership Group and technical groups, it 

was generally said to have worked well. Stakeholders were said to have received 

clear information on what they would be looking at each in meeting, any background 

information that was needed, and guidance on what they should prepare. After 

meetings, they were said to have received written notes and were kept informed of 

progress. A wider feedback point from the technical groups was that they would 

have appreciated more communication about the publication of drafts on the 

website.  

Facilitation and format of Citizen Panel 

3.63 The Citizen Panel’s overall views of the facilitation varied. Some members reported 

that the independent facilitator ‘pulled the whole thing together’ and ‘deserve credit 

for making it work so well.’ From their perspective, the process improved when the 

independent facilitator came on board. It was also said that ‘there was a lot of 

support from the Welsh Government.’ However, a contrasting perspective from the 

Citizen Panel was that the facilitation could have been improved. Underlying this 

view was a perception that the facilitator could have had a deeper understanding of 

the policy and more sensitivity towards panel members’ situations. 

3.64 In regards to specific elements of the format, it was key to ensure that all Citizen 

Panel members were able to attend meetings and participate as fully as possible. In 

particular, it was important that members received the support they needed. 
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Members were reportedly asked at the beginning if they required any support to 

attend meetings. Some members – including some of those who received support – 

indicated that the support worked well. They perceived that members could raise 

problems at any time and that these problems would be looked at. They valued the 

access to personal assistants, who sat with some members to explain the topic and 

discussion at a suitable level, as it ensured that everyone was able to understand 

the discussion and have their say. Another perspective was that people are not 

always aware of the support they need at the beginning, and that the need could 

therefore have been checked explicitly on an on-going basis. From this perspective, 

it was felt that some of those who did not have personal assistance during meetings 

would have benefited from it. This reportedly meant that not all the panel members 

were able to be involved in equal terms and the group as a whole missed out from 

hearing what they had to say fully as a result.   

3.65 Panel members who received support from a personal assistant during meetings 

reported that it was critical in helping them understand the discussion. In terms of 

other actions to aid understanding during meetings, some members recommended 

doing ‘more writing and less talking’ and doing more work in small groups. Whole 

group discussions were said to be the most challenging to understand.  

3.66 The availability of standard and easy read formats of all the briefing documents and 

reports was praised. A feedback point was that, as citizens, they may still have 

benefited from further support to understand key points. One suggestion was to 

have a day’s introduction to the Act at the beginning. Another suggestion was to 

provide an opportunity for each member to ask questions individually for clarification 

in advance of meetings, so that time was not taken up for this purpose during 

meetings. 

3.67 In terms of the alternative formats used, some members found the films an excellent 

way of telling their stories. Finally, the Skype sessions that were arranged for 

informal discussion about the reports in between sessions were popular among 

those who joined them. A limitation was that not all members were able to join them. 

One suggestion was that Skype sessions could also be used to ensure that people 
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understood the background and briefing documents for the next topic in advance of 

the formal meetings, and to answer any clarification questions.  

Limited contact between groups 

3.68 A prominent theme was that contact between the groups was too limited. The 

Leadership Group, Citizen Panel and Partnership Forum were established for 

engagement at a leadership and strategic level. However, Leadership Group and 

Citizen Panel members indicated that they had no contact with each other until near 

the end of the process. Citizen Panel members reported that, while they knew of the 

other groups’ existence, they heard little of what they were doing, despite 

sometimes asking for information. They also questioned whether other groups 

heard about what they were doing or had access to their reports.  

3.69 Members of both the Leadership Group and Citizen Panel perceived benefits from 

coming together around the table in the spirit of co-production. These potential 

benefits included having opportunities to exchange ideas, discuss challenges jointly, 

develop a shared understanding of issues from each other’s perspectives, as well 

as establish common goals. They certainly valued the session when they did come 

together towards the end. For example, a Citizen Panel member indicated that it 

was not until then that he/she felt that citizens’ contribution to the discussion was 

valued and appreciated.  

3.70 Several suggestions were made by Leadership Group and Citizen Panel members 

for how contact between the three groups involved in the leadership alliance might 

work in practice. One suggestion was to share minutes or reports from meetings 

with the other groups. Another was for each group to send a representative to the 

other groups’ meetings, both to report to them and then to report back to their own 

group. While it was recognised that there was a need for the groups to have some 

separate meetings, there was a perception that they should have come together 

earlier and regularly throughout the process. One suggested format was to have a 

mix of separate and joint meetings; another was for the groups to have meetings in 

the same venue on the same day, where they could come together towards the end 

of the day.  
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‘It would have been helpful for each of the three groups (Leadership Group, 

Citizen Panel, Partnership Forum) to have the minutes of each other’s groups, so 

that, although they all came from different perspectives, we could have started 

earlier in having a collective view. When the three groups came together there 

was commonality, which could have been done sooner. It felt separated out 

unnecessarily… It felt very precious – the Citizen Panel was only for Welsh 

Government officials.’  

‘If the groups met separately, but then at the end of the day came together so 

you get that common purpose, I think that could have been done sooner.’  

‘The Citizen Panel worked solo for most of the time. It would have been nice to 

actually work with some of the other panels as well and exchange ideas.’  

3.71 In regards to the technical group members, paragraphs 3.17 – 3.20 noted that they 

felt there could have been more citizen involvement in their activities. Some 

members had not heard of the Citizen Panel, and regretted that they had not had 

more contact. They indicated it would have been valuable to hear citizens’ voices to 

inform their thinking. They felt it would have been useful for the Citizen Panel to see 

their outputs and provide feedback from their perspectives. They did not know 

whether the Citizen Panel had seen their outputs, but had not received any 

feedback.   

‘I don’t know too much about the Citizen Panel. I’m not sure whether they looked 

at the […] code of practice. If they did, their opinions weren’t fed in to our group 

to take on board.’  

‘It would have been useful to have some feedback from service users about the 

[outputs]: if it made sense to them, if they understood what it was about, why we 

had to use it.’  

Benefits of co-production 

3.72 Stakeholders were asked about the importance of taking a co-productive approach. 

They were also asked if their involvement supported their understanding of the 

policy, enabled them to disseminate their learning and changed their working 

relationship with the Welsh Government. This section presents findings on themes 
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that emerged in relation to the importance and benefits of co-production from 

stakeholders’ perspectives.  

Importance of obtaining diverse viewpoints     

3.73 Stakeholders widely noted that using a co-productive approach resulted in better 

outcomes and products because they were informed by diverse viewpoints. Health 

and social services was described as a complex area, touching many people in 

many different ways. The number of different groups with a stake in this policy 

change was therefore vast, and it was seen as vital to engage them because of the 

different perspectives they would bring to the table.  

‘The more people and ideas you have around the table, the better the outcome is 

going to be... It’s a longer process having to get stakeholders together to inform 

the process, it’s harder, but what you come out with in the end is better.’  

‘You couldn’t do anything else, could you? … If you want to tap into front line 

service delivery, you’ve got your stakeholders. If you want to tap into some of the 

policy backdrop, you’ve got your stakeholders.’  

3.74 The viewpoints of people who understand what is happening on the ground were 

seen as particularly important, including those who manage and deliver services 

and citizens who receive or provide care and support. As one stakeholder noted, it 

is impossible for a policy-maker to think of everything. Of citizens, it was noted that 

everyone can have an opinion about health and social services, but real lived 

experiences can bring a reality check to the process because they are often 

different from what policy-makers imagine.  

3.75 Valuing citizens’ voices was said to require a change in mind-set, recognising the 

importance of people’s ability to contribute to whatever decisions affect them. Given 

the centrality of this point to the Act itself, it was seen as vital to demonstrate it in 

practice as part of policy development. 

Increased stakeholder ownership of the policy change 

3.76 Increasing stakeholder ownership and buy-in was seen as a further benefit of using 

a co-productive approach. In contrast to past policy-making, which was described 
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as remote and prescribed from the centre, a co-productive approach ensured that 

stakeholders felt part of what was produced. They became ‘partial architects’ of the 

policy, as one stakeholder framed it. 

3.77 Stakeholders perceived that ownership resulting from a co-productive approach 

benefited the outcome in several ways. They claimed the policy was more likely to 

be accepted, endorsed and trusted by stakeholders if they (or their colleagues) 

were part of its development, even if they did not agree with all elements. 

Ownership also created champions for the policy change across the whole 

spectrum of stakeholders and sectors. Implementation would in turn be smoother 

because stakeholder buy-in would lessen any frontline staff’s resistance to change. 

‘The last thing busy people want is a change in their practice… by having lots of 

people from different sectors being a part of the shaping, we could be 

ambassadors for the Act on behalf of Welsh Government, and explain what the 

aspirations are and that, even though it’s painful to go through all the 

bureaucracy, the ultimate aim is the right thing to do.’  

 ‘All stakeholders need to be taken along together… If you don’t have full buy-in, 

then you’re on the back foot.’  

Improved stakeholder understanding of policy and processes 

3.78 All three groups perceived that involvement in the development stages supported 

their understanding of the policy. Citizens even noted that they may not otherwise 

have known of the Act’s existence. Stakeholders reported that involvement gave 

them insight into the thinking behind the changes, the policy intent, and how the 

policy was taking shape. Involvement also provided opportunities to hear the views 

of other stakeholders on how the changes would affect them and test those views 

against their own, and also to hear how different regions were moving forward. This 

was important to stakeholders because it enabled them to better prepare for 

implementation within their own organisation or sector. It was said to be particularly 

helpful in terms of taking forward elements of the Act that might be open to 

interpretation. 
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‘It is quite a complex policy and it does require some careful thinking about what 

this actually means, what is intended and how do we make this happen. So 

having those opportunities to think about it and work it out were helpful.’   

3.79 As well as supporting their understanding of this specific policy, some technical 

group members and citizens reported that involvement improved their 

understanding of the policy-making and legislative process more generally, 

particularly when this was their first experience of this kind. They found it made the 

process more accessible and increased their respect for the amount of work that is 

put in and the challenges involved.  

‘It increased my respect for the process, and the difficulty, and the amount of 

work that goes into preparing legislation that is going to be effective … I think my 

direct experience has increased trust in the process.’  

‘It helped my understanding of the whole process of legislation and how it works 

and how we can influence it. In that respect, yes, perhaps it has changed my 

relationship; it has made it more accessible and I know what to expect.’    

Stakeholders’ dissemination of their learning 

3.80 Leadership Group and technical group members reported sharing their learning 

about the policy within their networks, but the nature and extent of dissemination 

depended on the stakeholder’s organisation and role. Stakeholders widely reported 

discussing the policy with colleagues within their own organisations, and some 

reported using their learning to support their organisation’s training efforts. Some 

stakeholders reported having wider conversations, where this was relevant to their 

role. Those working in umbrella bodies also reported sharing updates with their 

member organisations. It was noted by some stakeholders that conversations about 

the policy may not have happened at all within their area without their involvement; 

health was noted as an example of one such area. 

3.81 Stakeholders also noted benefits of their involvement in organised dissemination 

activities. For example, a technical group member who attended one of the 

consultation road shows felt it was important for these events to be supported not 

only by Welsh Government officials, but also by wider stakeholders involved in co-
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producing the policy. In another example, the Citizen Panel was asked to speak at a 

social services conference. Some panel members wanted to take on a greater 

dissemination role to ensure that local authorities were implementing the Act 

correctly in regards to citizen involvement, but felt there may have been caution 

about what panel members might say in these circumstances. However, it was 

noted that some citizens had separately become involved in such activities 

regionally, after the panel came to an end.     

3.82 Stakeholders indicated that timely and clear information helped them share their 

learning. A valuable communication strategy and resources were also said to have 

been developed in collaboration with stakeholders. Communication is discussed 

further in paragraph 3.62. 

‘Clear notes are always great, clear updates, clear briefings, anything we can 

send off, that’s always good. But aside from that, that sort of interaction with 

members is our role really.’  

Strengthened working relationships with the Welsh Government  

3.83 Leadership Group members generally felt their working relationships with the Welsh 

Government were already strong, as did some technical group members. Therefore, 

they did not perceive a change in their relationships. Some technical group 

members whose previous interaction with the Welsh Government was more limited, 

however, felt their involvement helped strengthen their working relationships with 

specific policy officials, making them feel more accessible. Finally, the Welsh 

Government’s demonstration of willingness to engage with stakeholders was a 

theme that arose throughout the project, and it was seen to contribute to a more 

trusting and constructive relationship, with greater mutual respect.    

‘I already had a good relationship anyway because of my role. I would have 

thought other people would probably say yes; I would hope they had seen an 

improvement, feeling better connected.’  

‘I think it makes them more accessible; I think perhaps knowing a face is always 

a good thing. For us, I would say perhaps not because we were already quite 
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keyed in anyway, but for the smaller groups who were new to it perhaps there 

would have been more of a change.’  

‘There is genuine willingness by Welsh Government I can see to engage and to 

get all departments around the table to talk about issues and I think it is changing 

relationships.’  

‘I have greater respect actually.’ 
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Annex A: Interview Guide  

1. How important do you feel it was to take a co-productive approach to develop the 

statutory framework?  

 Why? What were the benefits?  

  

2. How satisfied were you with the approach to working together to develop the statutory 

framework? 

 What worked well? What could have been improved? 

 Were meetings successful as a forum for collaboration? 

 How actively involved were you through the process? 

 Any suggestions for different approaches? 

 

3. Did you feel your views were taken on board by the group? 

 

4. How effective did you feel your contribution was in developing the statutory framework? 

 Why do you say this? 

 Could anything have been done differently? 

 

5. Did you feel the approach to working together to co-produce the statutory framework 

made effective use of the sector’s knowledge and expertise? 

 Why do you say this? 

 All key viewpoints covered? 

 

6. Do you feel there’s been any change in your working relationship with the Welsh 

Government as a result of taking part in this work?  

 How has it changed, why 

 

7. Did your involvement in developing the statutory framework support and improve your 

understanding of the policy? 

 Any other benefits? 
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8. Did you share your learning of the policy associated with the statutory framework with 

colleagues within your organisation or sector? 

  (If not) why not? What could have helped you do this? 
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