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Qustomer perceptions of the process and procedures experienced during a tribunal case vary little
compared with 2007. The majority of customers amsitive on key aspects of service delivery
however areas for improvement camgainbe identified.

e In 2007, 68% of hearings customers were satisfied with their overall expeenicthis provided
the baseline measuren 20089, 65%say theyare satisfied

e While this three percent difference is significantly lower than last yesmlts overall appear to
be very similarSpontaneous satisfaction levels with process and procedures are consistent for
successful and unsuccessful customers h@wethis year a greater humber of unsuccessful
customer interviews were achieved which has had the effect of reducing overall satisfaction.

e There is limited awareness of the precise role and responsibilities of the Tribunals Service and this
is reflected inthe strong correlation between outcome of case and overall perceptions of service.

e Among reasons for satisfaction and dissatisfaction, winning or losing cdflesppear as
explanations. Other aspects associated more with the judiciary than the adratiistside of the
service also influence opinipmvith some customers claiming they were not treated fairly or
sensitively, that they felt penaliseat that the tribunal was not impartial.

e As outcome of case continues to have some influence on over#faaton, awareness dhe
drivers of outcome are also important in understanding respondent views. Two key groups of
customers who are more likely to be successful are those who are represented during their case
and those who attend their hearing in pers
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introduced to gauge overall opinion solely with aspects of service provided by the Tribunals
Service. The overall considered satisfattrating is higher than spontaneous satisfaction (73%
versus 65%).

e Scores areignificantly higher foa number of sulgroup variables for considered satisfaction:
A both successful and unsuccessfustomers

A Employment Tribunal (ET) arBpbecial Educati@ Needs and Disability Tribuns8END
customers

A for Central London and Scotlaadeas
A amongthose contacting and attending the tribunal

e Spontaneous and considered satisfaction ratings provide different and important measures of
customer perceptionsonii  yS2dza &l GA & T OGIN2\zi KIQf, theltJs N#A 2 §a |
view of the Tribunals Service they might express if asked what they thought about their
experience. This verdict may be influencedcogtomer$lincertainty of the role of the Tribungl
Service

o (onsidered satisfaction offera more informed rating of the overall experienck focuses on
service aspects for which the organisatioadsuallyresponsible.



It is integral to the quality of service being deleé that the Tribunals Service can identify areas
of concern or opportunities for improvement.

In 2007 to meet this requirementye analysed stated importance of service aspects against the
gap between expectation and satisfaction scores for servicdl@advas again conducted in
20089.

While mean scores for actual experience of service show little movement over the past year for
the majority of service aspectscores for actual experience of being informed of progress leading
up to a hearing and beg given a good explanation for the outcome have declined since 2007.

Three priorities identified in 2007 continue to be areas of priority this year; staff being
knowledgable, receiving a good explanation for outcome and being informed what would happen
onthe day. All three are identified as very importaatcustomersbut have a wide gap between
expectation of and actual experience of service; that is, falling short on delivery.

A These are the strongest drivers of satisfaction and by improving perceptiere, overall
satisfaction should also increase.

In 2007, being informed of progress leading up to the heaniag also identified as a priorityhis
factor doescontinue to have a significant bearing on overall satisfaotiih relatively high
importance and a wide gap in perceptions

Priorities are consistent across the larger tribunals with the focus on being informed. R MID,
and AlTcustomersspeed of learning the outcome is also a priority.

As reported above, many ofi¢ data are consistent with last year. We detail here areas of change or
development in 2008/9.

For the first time in 200®, customers with a case which did not reach the hearing stage were
included in the surwe On key aspects of service delivery associated with administration and
process, the views of these customers aesy similar to those with hearings

Of those withdrawing from their case or settling before hearing, a minority say that they were
influenaad by the tribunal, largely throughformationthey were given.

58% say they are satisfied when asked for a spontaneous rating although there is considerable
variation in satisfaction levels dependent on the reason for not having a hearing. Custonters wit
a case settled or withdrawn are significantly more positive than those with a case-suitick

While the proportion of customers having professional representatgosimilar to 2007, who
provides suchadvice and guidanceoesvary. In 2007, 27% had used a solicitor or barrister
compared with 34% in 2008/9.

Although aggregate results on attitudes towards the time to prepare for a case were stable in
comparison to last yegmost saying the time given is about rightje proportionof Criminal
Injuries Compensation tribunal customers saying it was too long has declined.



Nearly half of hearings customers would have liked to receive updates on their case even when
there were no developments but this has fallen signifibasince 2007.

Contact with a tribunal in the lead up to a case is on a level with last lgeasever more have
been in touch to ask for additional information and fewer to check on the progress of their case.

A While 46% of Criminal Injuries Compensatidbunal customers made contact to check on the
progress of the case in 2007, in 2008/9 & R1%.

Among those having telephone contact with the tribunal, a positive improvement has been the
perception of the speed with which calls are dealt with.

But, peed of dealing with written correspondence and responses being knowledgablever
demonstrate a decline in opinion.

In 2007, 81% said that they were informed by the tribunal about what would happen on the day,
but in 2008/9 this has fallen to 77%.

The rumber of customers making use of the Tribunals Service website has increased from 16% to
20% with the majority of users saying it was helpful to them.

Those saying they were dissatisfied with the service received were asked why and in comparison
with 2007, proportions attributing their negative opinion to staff has declined significantly.

The proportion suggesting possible improvements to the venue has declined, from 77% in 2007 to
62% in 2008/9.

Nearly threefifths of customers with special nesdavho attended their hearing stated the tribunal
made provision for their needsthough acess to venue buildings igeeaterpriority for these
customers

The findings clearly highlight areas where the Tribunals Service can focus its resourcegim thev
best opportunity for improving the service to its customers and raising overall satisfaction.

Customers are overall positive abotheir experience of a tribuna(65%) While siccessful
customersare more positive generall$s5% of those losing @ase stilshow spontaneous and 56%
considered satisfaction.

Communicatiorcontinues to be one of thbiggest drives of customer attitudes

Receiving an explanation of the outcome remains a high priority, both overall and across larger
tribunals

Being irformed what will happen on the day albas a strong influencen satisfaction

The full report contains detailed findings from the study, including analysis by particulayrcu
categories as relevant.

Rachel McGrail
Associate Director

June2009



2008/9 Customer Satisfaction Survey

GONTENTS
1. Introduction/BackgroUnd...........coooiiiiiiiiiiii et 1
2. Satisfaction with Tribunals ServiCe.......ccoovviiiiiiii e 9
3. Priorities for iImprovVemMeNt..........oovviiiiiiiie e 19
4. Starting the PrOCESS.......uuiiiii e e e 37
5.Communication and COMCL...........coevieeeeeiiieee e 47
(T [N a1 =TT o T PSPPSR 57
7. Equality and diVEISItY.........uoi i eee e em e 70

Appendices

Appendix A- Sample profile
Appendix B- Toplines

Appendix G Statistical reliability
Appendix D- Glossary of Tribunals

© FDS 2009 a



By undertaking a continuous customer research programme, the Tribunals Service aims to
understand the views and needs of its custome&rsnform future decision making and deliver the
most effective service.

The study has been designed to examine not only customer opinion but to identify some of the key
drivers behind excellence in service delivery and conduct gap analysis to evalea@aythin ratings
between expectations of and actual service received. This will enable the Tribunals Service to focus
on areas of priority to customers.

This report presents the findings from the second year of research, tracking changes in the views and
opinions of customers since the baseline study in 2007.

As in 2007, the study aimed to review customer expectations and satisfaction and identify:

o what matters most to customers in terms of service delivery

o the level of satisfaction with #hservice provided

o the wider perceptions of service delivery

o improvements to activity that will positively affect satisfactiorkey areas of service delivery

Further exploration ofcustomer experience and reasons fogrceptions was introduced in 2008/
through the inclusion oprobeson areas of interest highlighted in the baseline survey.



At the outset of the study, the Tribunals Service waniteth be inclusive ofll its tribunals, but it
concluded that for a small number of jadictions it was not currently appropriate to include them
and alternative methods of capturing customegefiback needed to be considered for these

tribunals This remained the case in 2008/9 although in the final quarter of interviewing, a survey of

representatives for cases within th&ibunals Servicdental Health was piloted.
The 2008/9 sample frame was therefore designed to include the following tribunals:

e Adjudicator to HM Lands

e Asylum and Immigration Tribunal (AIT)

e Asylum Support Tribunal (AST)

e Care Standards Tribunal

e Charity Tribunal

e Employment Appeals Tribunal (both appellant and respondent) (EAT)
e Employment Tribunal (both appellant and respondent) (ET)

e Finance and Tax Tribun@&TT)

e Gambling Appeals Tribunal

e Immigration Tribunal

e Information Tibunal

e Lands Tribunal

e Social Security and Child Support Appeals (SSCSA)

e Special Educational Needs and Disability Trib BEN

e Transport Tribunal

e Tribunals Servige&riminal Injuries Compensation

e Tribunals ServigéMental Health

e Upper Tribunal Adminisative Appeals Chamber

e War Pensions and Armed Forces Compensation

The following Tribunals were not included in the 2008/09 sample frame:

e Adjudication Panel for England

e Consumer Credit Tribunal

e Estate Agents Tribunal

e Family Health Services Appeal Authori

e Gender Recognition Panel

e Proscribed Organisations Appeal Commission
o Reserve Forces Appeal Tribunal

e Special Immigration Appeals Commission



To allow comparisons with the 2007 baseline survey, the same methodology has been applied for the
2008/9 research:

e Telephone survey of customers excluding AIT/AST
e Telephone survey of AIT/AST representatives
e Selfcompletion postal survey of AIT/AST customers

e and a pilot online survey of representativescustomers of the Mental Health tribunal.

Sample overage

In the first year of interviewingthe samplefor the mainstage telephone survesolely comprised
customers whose cases had been compldtgdhearingand not those with cases withdrawsettled
or struckout.

Becaus of the diverse nature of customers using the Tribunals Service, it was necessary to choose a
stage in the customer journey that was common to many customers, while providing a statistically
robust base size. It was decided that the most common point ofistomer journey across the
Tribunals Service was the conclusion of the appeal. By concentrating the survey only on those
customers who had had a hearing, the Tribunals Service considered that this group had the most
frequent interaction with the serviceand would be best able to evaluate all aspects of service
delivery being tested, including the experience of attending a hearing at a tribunal venue.

On review of the 2007 survethe Tribunals Service sought to widen the researclexplore the
views d more of its customers and ghose whose cases have been withdrawn, settledtounckout
were included in the 2008/9 surveyrhis means that comparisons can be made on a number of
measures between hearings customers and those whose case did not gartodheA pilot survey of
wss customers was therefore conducted and on being successfully compthtes customers
became part of the mainstage survey.

These customers are nable to evaluate all aspects of service delivery being tediatlare able to
give valuable feedback on a number of the key measures which are relevant to them

Throughout this report, where there is reference to the viewstridfunals customers we have
clarified whether the results are referring toeearings customer®r those wlose cases have been
withdrawn, settled or struclout (wss customerk

Sample of hearings and wss customeese provided by the Tribunals Service.



Sample management

While in 2007 interviewing was conducted in one tranche, in 2008/9 we conducted fautegs! of
interviewing with separate samples ofustomes data eachquarter. This way, effects could be
monitored during the year building a better representation of the service provision on an ongoing
basis. To ensure recall of their experience, saspleustomers whose casevere concluded within

the previous three monthe/ere provided for each interviewinguarter.

The samplswere cleaned to ensure full details were included and where relevant, records removed
if telephone numbers or addresses fguteout advance letters were unavailable. A random sampling
approach was then undertaken for telephone interviewing, selecting respondents on a 1 in n basis.
This ensured that for tribunals with larger samples than required for the survey, selection was at
random (i.e. ' record selected from a random start point) and all customensith full contact
details- had an equal chance of being included in the final sample. Quotas were also set by tribunal
and region, to ensure sufficient numbers were achievgavhich to analyse.

A telephone methodologwas adopted using CATI (Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing) and
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Sample structure

Given the small representative base sizes of some of the smaller tribunals, théesaawstratified
setting a minimum target of interviews for each tribunal participating. This was to ensure that sub
group analysis could be conducted by triburigtratification meant that some tribunals were over
represented and others undeepresented Data were then weighted to the true profile of
customers by cases dealt with by tribunal and region.

Appendix A includes a sample profile of target interviews and number achieved.

Due to the small caseloadf some of the participatingribunals and theconsequent sample
available, no interviews were achieved with customers of:

e Charity Tribunal

e Gambling Appeals Tribunal
e Immigration Tribunal

e Information Tribunal



Surveying customers of AIT and AST raikedchallenge of contacting those who may not currently
be resident in the UK. As sydnd in line with 2007, two approaches were undertaken to explore
experience of these tribunals.

Firstly, a telephone survey of AIT representatives was completed adiengjse main survey of
tribunal customers atjuarter1. The sample was again provided by the Tribunals Service.

To capture the opinions of customers, setimpletion questionnaires were distributed to AIT and
AST hearing centres in English at quarteniiervals throughout 2008/9 and in the eight most
commonly spoken languages, identified-as:

e Arabic

® Bengali
® Chinese
® Farsi

® Punjabi
e Urdu

e Somali
e Sorani

Following their hearing, customers were asked to take a questionnaire in the most relevant language
for them, complete and return it to FDS. Data from the AIT/AST interviews are included in this
document but reported separately, as they are unweighted, and respondentssedelfted to
participate Thesealata may therefore not be representative.

It was not deemed appropriate to conduct a survey of customers of the Tribunals Servical Ment
Health but to ensure inclisn of this tribunalin the survey a selfcompletion onlinequestionnaire
was piloted with representatives quater 4.

A link to a seltompletion onlinesurveywas sent to known representatived the Mental Health
tribunalfollowing an initial letter advising them the survey was being undertaken.

Questionnaires for both the main and setimpletion surveys were developed in consultation with

the Tribunals Servicé&dditional questions were included in 2008/9 to further understand customer
perceptions and attitudes building on insight gained last year. Further questions were also designed
to exploe the experiences of customers with special needs in greater depth. A marked
questionnaire is included in the appendices.



The main survey had a target to complet®00 interviews; 3,644 with hearings customers and 856
with wss customers. In Appdix A we detail the sample breakdown including the sample available
conduct the surveyThe final number of interviews achieved wa858with hearings customers and
846 with wss customers151 interviews wereachievedwith AIT representatives and 13&lf
completion questionnaires were returned by AIT/AST custontasn a finite sample di28, 34 self
completion online surveys were completed by Mental Health tribunal representatives.

Weighting has been applied to theth for the main survg (hearings and wss customets)correct

for any under or overrepresentation of customers as a result of stratifying the sample. This is to
ensure data arerepresentative of boththe number of customers by tribunahnd regional
distribution. A sample mfile is included in Appendikwhich shows the actual number of interviews
achieved against the weighted daaad a full explanation of how the data has been correciata
from the AIT representative, AIT/AST customer Mehtal Health tribunalrepresenative surveys

are unweighted and not combined with the main survey findings.

As detailedabove,the sample was cleaneand randomly sampletb ensure full address details and
telephone numbers were available (that is, leads remo¥ddll details unavailableg this resulted in
41,737 clean sample leads for the main stage survey. Over the year as a whole, following the
distribution of advance letters to cleaned sample, FDS receivedetjfiiests not to take part and
these customers were remed before telephone interviewing commenced. 41,264 customers were
therefore loaded onto the CATI system (9,782 in quarter 1; 10,267 in quarter 2; 10,421 in quarter 3;
and 10,794n quarter 4. The tableverleafshows the response rate for the survey overa

The table cannot show separate figures for hearings and wss customers as not all tribunals were able
to differentiate between type of customan samples providedCustomers of these tribunals were
therefore screened to establish their status if areitiew was achieved.

The unadjusted response rate shows the number of interviews achieved by the total sample used
16%. The adjusted response rate is the number of interviews achieved as a proportiontofathe
WalidQ &l YLIX S dzi S Rding thdée with ikcariect gbatact dataksstreened out of the
interview. These sample leads are deeniedalid as respondents were not able to participate; the
response rate is therefore recalculated to take this into account.

The adjusted response &bf 27% is lower than 2007 (32%) and this is due to a higher proportion of
customers not being available during fieldwork or receiving no response during fieldwork.

In each wave of the survey we have used the same methodology and we have been comsthtent

our approach to sample structure, sample management and we have allowed the same amount of
time for fieldwork. Minor fluctuations in response rate are to be expected and we believe that due
to our robust and consistent approach to the research tiwat difference in response rates does not
introduce a substantial risk of bias to the research resultss is especially true as the ratio of
achieved interviews to refusals is actually higher this year. Changes in response rates would be more
of a concen if we were getting more refusals as those who refuse an interview may differ in their
attitudes from those who agree to be interviewed.



Response rate Main survey

Total
Total sample issued 41,737
Not neededc target achieved (sample not cortizd) 12,903
Total sample used 28,834
Achieved interviews 4 502
Unadjusted response rate 16%
Adjusted response rate 27%
Valid sample
Achieved interviews 4502
Respondent refusal (prior to fieldwork and during)/other refusal 5,489
No response/not available during fieldwork 6,593
Total valid sample 16,584
Invalid sample
Interview terminated/screened out 2,062
Incorrect telephone number 6,401
Other 3,787
Total invalid sample 12,250

A high proportion of the sample had inceat telephone numbers and could therefore not form part

of the valid sample for contact during the survey. The distribution of those with incorrect telephone
numbers is broadly in line with the profile of hearings by tribunal. We would therefore not expect
customers not contacted due to incorrect details being held for them to differ in their perceptions of
the service compared to those whose details were available.

It should be remembered that a sample, and not all Tribunals Secuistmmers, have taken part.

This means that all results are subject to sampling tolerances, thaeisannot be certain that the

figures obtained are exactly those we would have if everybodytaleeh part. Foexample, with an

overall hearings custonme sample size of 856, the sampling tolerance i32% using a 95%
O2yTARSYOS AYiUSNBIt® {2 AF ny:> 3IAGS | LI NIAOdz
(which would have been obtained if the whole population had been interviewed)aNilvithin the

range of plus or minusvo percentage points from the sample result.

We explain fully in Appendix E the statistical reliability of data using different base sizes and when
comparing data between sutategories. Throughout this report, diffnces between subategories
are only identified where statistically significant.



Where percentages do not sum to 100, this may be due to computer rounding, the exclusion of
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value less than half a percent but greater than zero.

Due to having small caseloads, certain tribunals only achieved a small number of interviews
including:

e Adjudicator to HM Land4.{ interviews 9 hearings customers arglwss)

e Care &ndardsTribunal (31 interviewst9 hearings customers ant wss)

e Employment Appeals Tribunal @ihterviews, all hearings customers)

e Financial and Tax Tribunalf@interviews 119 hearings customers and’svss)

e Lands Tribunal (29 interviewss hearings customers and3lwss)

e Transport Tribunal (46 interview43 hearings and 3@ss)

e Upper Tribunal Administrative Appeals Cham{&interviews, all hearings customers)

While also a small tribunad26 interviews were achieved with th&/ar Pensionsand Amed Forces
Compensatiofribunal 406 hearings customers arzD wss).

For hearings customers, all interviews completed are included in the total aggregate findings, and
graphs and tables showing significant differences between attitudes of customengef tribunals

(SSCSA, ESENDand Criminal Injuries Compensatidribunal) are shown individually. Findings for
AYlIftSNI GNROdzy fa RSGFEAESR 106283S INBE O2YO0AYSR
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participating excluding wss customers, AIT representatives, AIT/AST customers and Tribunals Service
Mental Healthtribunal representatives which are referenced separately when appropriate.

For wss customers, total figuseare reported where relevant. Some graphs and tables show
significant differences between attitudes of customers of larger tribunals Tilhunals Service
Criminal Injuries Compensatidribunal had few wss customers participating in the survey therefore
they are included in Other. Customers of the Finance and Tax Tribunal had a higher proportion of wss
customers and are therefore shovimdividuallywhen relevant.



We provide in this report a detailed analysis of thadiilgs providing context and background to
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provide the Tribunals Service with an overview of opinion. In subsequent chapters we provide the
supporting evidace whichcan influencehese views.

e In 2007, 68% of hearings customers were satisfied with their overall experectis provided
the baseline measuren 20089, 65%say they are satisfied

e There is a strong correlation between outconfecase and overall perceptions of service

e The main reasons for satisfaction continue to be being kept informed, helpful, friendly polite staff
and straight forward information provided

e Two key groups of customers who are more likely to be successful ase tlvho are
represented during their case and those who attend their hearing in person

e The overall considered satisfaction rating (obtained after prompting respondents to focus on
issues respondents may not previously have considered such as cleanlinessiej is higher
than spontaneous satisfaction (73% versus 65%).

Respondents were asked (and prompted by interviewers) to provide their overall satisfaction with
the service received in relation to thgrocess and procedurésvolved and not the final outcome of
their case.

This question was asked early in the survey to avoid any bias of opinion.

In 2007, 68% of hearings customers were satisfied and in 2068 (CharR.1); this rating is just
significantly lower. There calibe a number of reasons for satisfaction not increasing over the past
year and we explore this in more detail later in this section.

Overall satisfaction for wss customers stands at 58% and is, as we would expect, lower than those
with a case heard. Undstandably, there is a wide variation in satisfaction dependent on the reason

for not having a hearing. Satisfaction is 59% for cases withdrawn, 69% for cases settled, and just 26%
for those whose casavere struckout.

Satisfaction among AIT/AST custombas increased over the past year to 78%m 64% in 200y It

must be remembered however, that AIT interviews are only indicativdotAstomer attitudes as

data arenot representative of the customer base. The satisfaction rating will be influencedli

those selfselecting to participate and also by some centres having a higher success rate of returned
guestionnaires. However we can say that the majority of AIT customers completing a questionnaire
are satisfied.

Among representativesf Mental Halth tribunal customers, 18 out of 34 were satisfied with the
process and procedures experienice



2008/9 Customer Satisfaction Survey
Satisfaction with Tribunals Service

Chart2.1: Spontaneoussatisfaction
Base: All respondents

B Very satisfied @ Fairly satisfied ONeither/nor

@ Fairly dissatisfied W Very dissatisfied @Don'tknow

2008/9 Hearings customers (3,656)

2007 Hearings customers (2,459)

2008/9 wss customers (846) 24 n 18

2008/9 AIT/AST customers (132)

2007 AIT/AST customers (61)

2008/9 AIT representatives (151)

2007 AIT representatives (152)

© FDS 2009 10



Customers who cited satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the sepioeision overall were asked
their reasons why. Responses given by eight percent or mdreasfngscustomers expressing
satisfaction are shown in Chart 212.

Being kept informed is the most commonly cited factor influencing satisfacimong hearings
customers (2%0), and the proportiorsayingthis, has increased over the past year (up from 18% in
2007). Staff being helpful, friendly and polite also plays an important role influencing satisfaction
with 20% of those satisfied mentioningishand a furthe one in six (1%) that information provided

was straightforward.

Highlighting the link between the outcome of the case and overall satisfaction with service, and the

difficulty for some customer$n disassociatinghe two, 12% of satisfied respondentsag this is
because they won their case.

_ — 24%
Iwas kept informed 18%
. _ __|20%
Staff were helpful, friendly, polite 21%
. : _ __lff%
Information provided was straightforward 21%
. — 13%
Process was quick 12%

Ilwon my case 16%

— 10% )
Process was easy 10% B 2008/9 Hearings customers

B 2007 Hearings customers

. _ __|9% 0 2008/9 wss customers
Received accurate and timely responses 10%

%
Iwas treated fairly/sensitively ;f 10%
0

A significantly higher proportion of satisfi@ENDzustomersthan other tribunals and the aggregate
state their satisfaction is due to staff being helpful, friendly and polite (35%).

L Full listings of responses are available in the computer tabulations. Figures do not sum 100 percent due to
respondents giving multiple answers.



Chart2.3illustrates why people state they are dissatisfied with the service received, showing
responses stated bfjve percent or moreof hearngs customersOverall, reasons for dissatisfaction
are in line with 2007 results, but promisingly, although dissatisfied, proportions attributingpthis
staff being unhelpful or not listeningave declined significantly over the past year.

Over a quarte (27%) still say that they were not treated fairly, followed by 19% who say that the
process was too long or delayed.

: . — 27%
Iwas not treated fairly/sensitively 24%
— 19%
Process too long/delayed 17%
_ — 16%
Iwas not kept informed 15%

[lost my case 14%
Y —
. . , 11%
Did not receive accurate/timely responses 70/9%
0
0,
Staff were unhelpful, unfriendly, rude 16%

0,
Staff did not listen to me ;I 12%
7%
0,
Process was complicated ;ﬂ 9%
8%

0 B 2008/9 Hearings customers
. . _ . . 6% o .
Unsatisfactory/inefficient/disorganised ;04/1% 2007 Hearings customers
(]

02008/9 wss customers
0,
Information provided was complicated % 83//0
0

Thoseclaiming they werenot treated fairly orfsensitivelyvere asked why an@0% say they felt
penalisedor their circumstances were not taken into account. Other reasons customers felt that they
were not treated fairly include:

e The tribunal not being impartial12%

e Lack of iformation ¢ 9%

o Felt rushed; 7%

e Representation issues4%

e The feeling that the tribunal &s there to catch people out3%



Satisfaction among@riminal Injuries Compensatiaribunal customers has fallen since last year (58%

in 2007 versus 49% in 20@. SSCSA customers are also less satisfied than in 2007 with 68%
satisfied in 200%ersus 63% in 2008. However this can largely be explained by more unsuccessful
SSCSA customers being interviewed than success20089. As cta areweighted to case disposal

by tribunals included in the survey, this has had a significant impacatisfaction as SSCSA cases
makeup 63% of the weighted sample.

There is a continued correlation between success of case and satisfad®énpféhose stating their

case was successful are satisfied overall compared with 45% of those with an unsuccessful case
(Table2.4). However, there is no movement satisfaction level in relation to those with a successful

or unsuccessful case. The satisfactievels for thesandividual customer groups remain stable in
comparison to 2007.

Base % Satisfied % Dissatisfied
Total (3,656) 65 28
Tribunal
SSCSA (1,092) 63 30
ET (1,131) 69 23
Criminal Injuries (306) 49 43
Compensatiortribunal
SEND (411) 69 24
Other (716) 65 25
Contact with Tribunal
Yes (1,515) 59 34
No (2,141) 68 24
Represented during case
Yes (2,245) 69 23
No (1,411) 59 34
Outcome of case
Successful (2,03) 80 13
Unsuccessful (1,468) 45 46
Attended hearing
Yes (2,831) 68 24
No (825) 55 37




Contact with the tribunal also influences satisfaction levéEt®se whohad contact with the tribunal
prior to their hearingwere lesdikely to be positive tavards the process and procedurésmn those
with no contact(59% versu$8%).

Those who are represented during their case, and those who attended their hearing are also more
likely to be satisfied, and it is likely that this is linked to the fact thas¢heustomersre also more
likely tohavebeen successful in their case.

A number of factors are contributing to tregparentstabilityin satisfaction levels over the past year
among hearings cusiners

As detailed above, spontaneous satisfaction remains consistent with 2007 for both successful and
unsuccessful customers. Satisfaction correlates strongly with the success of case, and improving
satisfaction among unsuccessful customers could prditfcult. In 2008/9, a greater number of
unsuccessful customers also took partere has been a slight fall in satisfaction among SSCSA
customers (as explained previously this is largely resulting from higher narmbamsuccessful
customers participang).

Later in this report, w explore in detail attitudes towards individual service aspects received but in
2008/9, mean scores for actual experience of service have not significantly improved or declined
over the past year for most service aspects.

Saff being knowledgable eceiving a good explanation for outcome and being informed what would
happen on the day were the key priorities in 2007 and continue to be in/2008is is especially the
case for unsuccessful customers.

Despite the slight deitle in spontaneous satisfactiomdre are indications that attitudes on certain
aspects of service are changing. Overall attitudes towards staff are positive and a much higher
proportion than last yeasaythat no improvements are needed to the venue dder their hearing.

There is also evidence of low spontaneous recognition of the role which the Tribunals Service plays,
with an assumption that the organisation is responsible for the whole process. Despite customers
beingaskedto give their overall atisfaction with service receiveahd prompted with the instruction
WGKAY{AY3 o02dzi GKS FTRYAYAAUGNI GAGS Linre8rala | yR
2 dzii O,23p&R of their experience of the judiciary still play a part in the vidwsany.

This is supported by 12% of satisfied hearings customers claiming to be so because they won their
case and 13% dissatisfied because they lost. In 2008/9 a new faiayuestion was asked of those
saying they were dissatisfied because they weretreated fairly or sensitively. It is again clear that

the actual hearing influences their overall perception of the TribuBafsicewhen asked to rate it
spontaneously.

On prompting for reasons why dissatisfied customers felt they were treated Wnféive most
common responses related to feeling penalised/circumstances not taken into account during the
hearing and that there was little impartiality rather than direct treatment by Tribunals Service staff.



With indications that customers are unclear as to the services for which the TribGealsce is
actually responsiblein the final quarter 0f2008/9 interviewing,; ¥ dzZNJi KSNJ w02y &a A RS N.
question was introduced based solely on the key aspects wicgeprovided by the Tribunals Service.

Having been led through the questionnaiexploring views on a number gfrocesses and
procedures, respondents rated 15 key aspects of service prowvision:

a) ease of filling in the paperwork required by the tribunal

b) being informed of what would happen on the day of the tribunal

¢) having a venue which is close to where they live/ work

d) being kept informed of the progress of the case leading up to the hearing
e) being welcomed on arrival at the tribunal

f) tribunal staff beng helpful, friendly and polite

g) tribunal staff being knowledgeable

h) not having to wait too long on the day to be called into the hearing

i) being kept informed of any delays on the day of the hearing

j) the venue being clean and tidy

k) refreshments being avaible while waiting

[) ease of getting to/finding venue

m) ease of accessing the venue building

n) learning the outcome of the hearing quickly

0) receiving a good explanation for why the tribunal made the decision they did

They were then asked to again providsatisfaction rating but to base it only @verall experience
of these 15 elements of service. Chart 2owsa higher level of satisfaction when customearre
prompted to consider only those aspects of service for which the Tribunals Service is relgponsi



m Very satisfied @ Fairly satisfied

O Neither/nor @ Fairly dissatisfied
% W Very dissatisfied m Don'tknow % Satisfied
6 Satisfie
Spontaneous satisfaction - hearings 0
customers (3,656) SS 6[ 10 65%
Considered satisfaction - hearings 0
customers (909) s6 6|8 3%
Spontaneous satisfaction - wss 34 9 | 10 18 5 58%
customers (846)
Considered satisfaction - wss 0
customers (215) = ] Bl 70%

Table 2.6 illustrates the differences between the ratings for informed and considetsfiasdon
across the various customer sgboups.ET andSENIhearingsrespondents show significantly higher
scores for considered satisfactiqB1% satisfaction each versus 69% when asked spontaneously).
Considered satisfaction for SSCSA @richinal Injiries Compensatiotribunal hearings customers is

just significantly higher than their spontaneous ratings (70% and 62% respectively compared with
63% and 49%).

While outcome of case still correlates to ratings of considered satisfaction, samragnificantly
higher for both those with successful and unsuccessfulszas®pared to spontaneous satisfaction
Across areas, Central London and Scotland show significantly higher scores for considered
satisfaction compared to spontaneous satisfaction bitestareas are stable

For thosewho had contact with the tribunal and those attending the hearitaysidered satisfaction
ratings are also significantly highdrhis may show that having deliberated and thought about the
prompted aspects of service, ttke who are more likely to have experienced them (i.e. those
attending or getting in touch with the service) can interpret their considered satisfaction score
accordingly

The data show a conversion of some respondents dissatisfied when asked spontgarfeolsgir
overall satisfaction in comparison to having the opportunity to consider service aspects for which the
Tribunals Service is actually responsible. THoty percentof those who say they are dissatisfied
when asked spontaneously say they aatisied having considered particular aspects of service
provided by the Tribunals Service.

Among wss respondents, understandably there is no difference in the level of spontaneous and
considered satisfaction for those who settled their case but greadesidered satisfaction for those
with a case withdrawn or strueut when just responding in reference to administrative procedures.



Spontaneous satisfaction Considered satisfaction

~ Base % Base %
Total (3,656) 65 (909) 73
Tribunal
SSCSA (1,092) 63 (284) 70
ET (1,131) 69 (277) 81
Criminal Injuries (306) 49 (82) 62
Compensatioriribunal
SEND (411) 69 (98) 81
Other (716) 65 (168) 70
Outcome of case
Successful (2,031) 80 (491) 87
Unsuccessful (1,468) 45 (380) 56
Area
Central London (768) 61 (156) 76
London & SE (425) 67 (106) 75
Wales & SW (388) 63 (99) 69
Midlands (539) 62 (134) 72
North West & NorthEast (1,053) 68 (259) 71
Scotland (483) 63 (155) 79
Attended hearing
Yes (2,831) 68 (724) 79
No (825) 55 (185) 53
Contact with Tribunal
Yes (1,515) 59 (383) 73
No (2,141) 68 (526) 73

21 Mental Health tribunal representatives claimed to beisfad having considered particular
service aspects in comparison to 18 of 34 spontaneously satisfied.



Both of the satisfaction questions used during the survey offer different and impomeaasures of
opinion.

The spontaneous satisfaction measurement, coming early in the questionnaire before detailed
jdzSaidA2yAy3d 2y &ALISOAFTAO aLISO0Ga 2F SELISNASYyOS:s
of their experience. It illustrates hogomeone may talk about their experiengeasked by a friend,
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Tribunals Service. As noted previously, this spontaneous res@dessuggess a lack of awarenss

of the responsibilities of the Tribunals Service as it appears perceptions for some are influenced not
only by theactualoutcome of their case but also their treatment by the judiciary.

The spontaneous satisfaction question has been included in b@&2007 and 2008/9 surveys and
therefore offers the opportunity to track perceptions and identify any changes in opinion. While
there has been a slight decline since 2007, satisfaction ratings are stable for those with a successful
and unsuccessful caseor@linuing to track ratings of spontaneous satisfaction will enable the
Tribunals Service to monitor any change in customer opinion.

Considered satisfaction offers a measurement of customer views on the actual services provided by
the Tribunals Service but should be remembered that in comparison to the spontaneous
satisfaction rating, respondents have been somewhat conditioriégreviously unaware of the
aspects of service for which the Tribunals Service is responsible for, throughout the surveyilithey w
have been informed of these aspects and then asked solely for a rating based on the specific 15
elements It offers the Tribunals Service an overall measurement of its services but does not take into
account that some customers are unsure what the Oméds Servicedoes which may influence their
satisfaction if asked spontaneously for their opinion.

People do not give as reasons for satisfaction the fact that the venue was clean and tidy, suggesting
that this was something they may have taken for dgeah Yet this was the highest scoring of the
fifteen statements and when asked to consider its importance, people agreed that it was very
important the venue was clean and tidy.

So considered satisfaction encourages people to think about issues sudamlinelss or tidiness of
venue which they may not have initially considered when giving their verdict on The Tribunals
Service.

As bothWa L2 y (i I Y S 2 dza Q quesfibhs prodideydifeveRtSredsiraments satisfaction,
they offeranimportant undersanding of customer experience and understanding of the process and
there is therefore value in retaining both in future surveys.



Understanding the influences on customer perceptions of experience is integral to improvingtcurren
service. Here, we identify the drivers of satisfaction whiahhighlight priorities for improvement.

By asking customers to rate their actual experience of individual service aspects as well as their
expectation of the standard of service, we establhow big a gap there is between expectation and
reality. By also asking how important each aspect is, we can plot service aspects according to the
shortfall in performance and the importance attached, indicating which factors the Tribunals Service
may wish to prioritise.

This exercise was also undertaken in 2007 and we reference comparisons where relevant.

e Three priorities identified in 2007 continue to be areas of priority this year; staff being
knowledgable, receiving a good explanation outcome and being informed what would happen
on the day. All three are identified as very importamtcustomersbut have a wide gap between
expectation of and actual experience of service; tigtfalling short on delivery.yBimproving
perceptionshere, overall stisfaction should also increase

e« While mean scores for actual experience of service show little movement over the past year for
the majority of service aspects, scores for being informed of progress leading up to a hearing and
being given @ood explanation for the outcome have declined since 2007

e In 2007, being informed of progress leading up to the heasiag also identified as a priorityhis
factor doescontinue to have a significant bearing on overall satisfactidh relatively high
importance and a wide gap between expectations and experience

¢ Priorities are consistent across the larger tribunals with the focus on being informed. FRHMID,
and AIT customers, speed of learning the outcome is also a priority.

Chart3.1 shows the ratings for 15 aspects of service. Mean scores out of 10 are shown, where 10
means an absolutely perfect service and 1 means a very bad service.

Bars are coloucoded by particular themes as shown in the chart , keyth black denoting
paperwork;blue identifying aspects to do with keeping the customer informed; gregse of getting
to the venue; greeu staff elements; red; speed of action and orangecomfort.

The results follow a very similar pattern to those in 20@ih relatively high scores farlean and
tidy venues(8.87), helpful, friendly and polite staff8.10, venues which are easy to accg845),
keeping customers informed of delay&.93), and knowledgeable staff(7.93). For most other
attributes, the sevice receives generally positive ratings of between 7 and 8 out of 10.

However two aspecs of servicebeing given a good explanation for outcoraad to a slightly lesser
extent being informed of the progress of the cdseve significantly decreaseth their ratings since
lag year (mean scoreof 7.20to 6.66 and 7.0 to 6.71 respectively



Two other aspects of service which continugeaeive particularly low ratinggre ease of paperwork
(6.5)and availability of refreshments ¢).

Though mostof the differences are not significant, results indicate t#dT representatives are
slightlylesspositivethan AIT customers on all service measures except for the venue beingolbse
being informed of progress leading up to the heariipis may welbe due to their more frequent
experience of the process.

AIT representatives also demonstrate different opinions to hearings customers, with fosdive
about beingA Y F2N¥SR 2F RSfFrea o6T1Tdo0 O2YLI NBR G2 20K
likely to say they did not have tgait too long to be called (6.3).

Mental Health tribunal representatives were only asked to rate aspects which were relevant to their
experience excludinthe four venue aspects and refreshment facilities. Views are enathole more
negativethan customers generally although their mean satisfaction scorepdperwork, learning

the outcome quickly and being given a good explanation for outcome are Higa€, 7.91 and 8.18
respectively) It should be remembered howevdrat these representatives have a very small base of
just 34 respondents.



Q Inyour experience how would you rate...?

Mean scores out of 10 (where 10 = absolutely perfect service)

Easy paperwork*

Informed of delays*

Informed of what would happen*

Given good explanation for outcome*
Informed of progressleading up to hearing*
Venue easy to access**

Venue easy to get to/find**

Venue close*

Staff helpful, friendly, polite**

Staff knowledgable**

Welcomed on arrival**

Nothaving to waittoo long to be called**
Learning of outcome quickly*

Venue clean and tidy**

Refreshments available**

7.93

7.12

8.05

7.57

8.10

7.93

7.54

7.69

7.50

8.87

5.43

2007
mean

6.4

8.2

7.4

7.2

7.0

8.0

7.5

7.0

8.2

8.1

7.6

7.0

7.0

AIT/AST
2008/9

Cust

8.2

7.9

7.6

7.8

7.2

8.6

7.8

6.9

8.6

8.6

8.1

7.6

7.5

8.9

7.3

Reps

7.5

7.3

7.3

7.1

7.0

8.0

7.4

7.0

8.0

7.7

7.1

6.3

6.9

8.6

6.1

Paperwork
Information
Getting there

Staff
Speed

Comfort
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Tribunals Service in improving the overall experience of the process. Sothesef however are
likely to be hygiene factors and will not influence overall satisfaction.

That is not to say that efforts should not be made to improve the experience of certain factors such
as provision of refreshmentsr being welcomed on arrivalncreasing perception ratings here can
provide a more positive experience for customers but may not have a significant impact on overall
opinions.

In contrast, information aspects (excluding being informed of delays) are all areas where actual
experience hBs relatively low ratings in comparison to other aspects and where perceptions are likely
to influence overall attitudes.

Hearings customers of th€riminal Injuries Compensatidribunal remain significantly less likely to
be positive regardindpeinginformed of progress leading up to a hearif@g08 versus aggregate of
6.71). Further survey results show that these customars more likely to prefer regular updates
even if there are no changes to their case (althotigk proportion has fallen since 2@) and are
likely to experience a longer wait until a case comes to hearing.

While scores for beininformed what would happen on the dap not significantly differ across
tribunals,SENzustomers do display a more positive attitude with a mean scoie%s.

Ratings forreceiving a good explanation for a case outcdmage fallen since last year. It is SSCSA,
Criminal Injuries Compensatiotribunal and War Pensions and Armed Forc€ompensation
customers who are less likely to be positive towards tlaispect in comparison to other tribunals
(mean scores of 81, 644 and 614 respectively Unsurprisingly, those with a successful outcome
are more likely to be positive about this aspect than those who lost their cas2 @#us 4.50
Attendance at heang also has a bearing, with those who did not attend having a significantly lower
mean score (26 compared with 715for those attending).
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asked to give a score of between 1 and 10, where 1 means they would not expect that service at all
and 10 means they would expect an absolutely perfect service.

Chart3.2 shows mean expectation scores for the 15 service attributeteinvestigation. As in

2007, customers have highest expectations for cleanliness/tidiness, knowledgeability, ease of access
to the venue helpfulness and friendliness of staff anfbrmation about delays

Q What level of service would you expect in terms of ...?

Mean scores out of 10 (where 10 = absolutely perfect service) 2007 AIT/AST
mean 2008/9
Cust Reps

Easy paperwork*
ypap 7.5 8.2 8.3

Informed of delays**
8.44 8.6 8.8 8.6

Informed of what would happen 6.13 8.3 83 8.3

Given good explanation for outcome*
8.16 8.3 8.7 8.6

Informed of progress leading up to hearing* 795 8.1 83 82

*%
Venue easy to access 850 8.6 8.7 8.7

1 *%
Venue easy to getto/find 8.10 8.1 84 86

*
Venue close 783 8.1 7.9 8.2

Staff helpful, friendly, p olite** 8.48 8.6 89 87

*k
Staff knowledgable 8.75 8.8 90 88

Welcomed on arrival**
7.85 78 81 7.8 Paperwork

Nothaving to waittoo long to be called** Information

7.93 8.0 8.4 8.2

. . ing ther
Learning of outcome quickly* Getting there
8.06 8.3 8.4 8.3

Staff
Venue clean and tidy**
v |so2 88 89 91 Speed
Refreshments available** | 6.73 Comfort
: 6.6 7.7 7.4

Mental Health tribunal customers have relatively low expeciadi of service provisio



Respondents then rated the same 15 service aspects in terms of importance, where 10 is very
important and 1 is not at all importarfChart3.3). We show the proportion rating each aspect as 10
out of 10 for importance, which provides a clearer distribution, rather than mean scores, which are
fairly similar for each aspect.

As in 2007staff being knowledgeable (69%) areteivinga good explanation for the outcome (68%)
are the most important aspes of service to customers.

Q Andif you weretogo toatribunal in thefuture, how important
would each factor be? 2007
% giving thescore 10 for importance %

Easy paperwork*

53
Informed of delays**
60% 60
Informed of what would happen* 58
Given good explanation for outcome*
68% 69
Informed of progress leading up to hearing* 57
Venue easy to access**
y 59% 57
Venue easy to getto/find** 54
*
Venueclose 51
Staff helpful, friendly, polite**
p y, P 59% 59
Staff knowledgable**
¢ 69% 66
Welcomed on arrival** Paperwork .
45
Nothaving to waittoo long to be called** Information [ |
50
Getting there
Learning of outcome quickly* .
63% 65
Staff O
Venue clean and tidy**
Y 58% 52 Speed ]
Refreshments available**
| 29% 30 Comfort

The importance ofust one factorhas declinedpeing informedof progress leading up to hearing
(from 57% to 2%)and this was also a factor which had declined in satisfaction



The following pageslustrate areas of priority for the Tribunals Service usinguadrant diagram.
The importance of service aspeaise givenon the vertical axis and the gap between expectations
and reality on the horizontal axis

The service aspects are coleagded in the same way as before, whitack for paperworkblue for
information; grey for getting to the venuegreen for staff red for speed of servigeand orange for
comfort.

Quadrants are shown for the total sample and each large tribunal. Each diagrabedmaslivided
into four segmentsto highlight aspects which stah apart from the rest in terms obeing most
important and havinghe greatest gap between expectation and realifhese are factors which are
shown in the top right corneand may be areas which offer the greatest opportunity for improving
overall satishction.

Asimportance mean scores fahe individual aspectgexcluding refreshmenjdie within a range of

8.57 ¢ 9.43 for all hearings customersnS K| @S Whelvbidicdl @6sS Blearly show the
distribution. The vertical axitherefore uses ascale 0f8.5 to 9.5 In the quadrants that follow, the
availability of refreshments is a consistesmtomaly as it has a high perception gap but relatively low
importance. If it was to be included in the graph, a wider range would mean all other aspadts wo
appear of similar importance. It has therefore not been included but its position indicated on each
chart.

Those in the top left corner (small gaps between expectation and performance but of highest
importance) and bottom right (large gaps betweenpesgtation and performance but lower
importance) are factors which may also need to be addressed but with less urgency.

Giving a good explanation for the outcome of the casiaff being knowledgablend being informed
what will happen on the day are thespectsof service where performance falls most short of
expectation and which at the same tina@e most important to customers.These factors were also
candidatedor prioritisationidentified in 2007

Last yeara further aspecbf service also appeadein the top right box, being informed of progress
leading up to the hearing. While no longer appearing h#ris, factorstill lies very close and should
still be considered as a priority

Satisfaction with redging a good explanatiohas declined antherefore lies further to the right of

the quadrant than in 2007. The perception gap for this aspect has increased from 1.1%0tm 1.
2008/9. This is largely due to the perceptions of unsuccessful customers. In 2007, perceptions gaps
for being given a gml explanation for outcome were 0.21 for successful customers and 2.62 for
those unsuccessful. 2008/9, the perception gap between expectation and reality of experience is
similar for successful customers but has got worse for those unsuccéssitdind 311 respectively.



SSCSA customer attitudes towards service provision have a significant impact onastaigsady
reported. SSCSA make up 63% of all case disposals and therefore the perceptions of these customers
influence overalfratings. As with the aggregate score, the mean satisfaction rating of being given a
good explanation for decision has fallen foCS® customers (from 7.12 to 6)41

Outcome of case factors in the perception of this aspect and in 2007, 36% of SSC3#er=usto
interviewed wae unsuccessful compared with %gin 2008.

We show over the following pages that when examining tribunals individually, there are a greater
number of priorities for ET ansENDribunal customers.



The wider percefion gap experienced by being given a good explanation for outcome has the effect
of pushing other aspects towards the left of the quadrant.

It should be remembered when examining the following charts that while aspects are identified as
priorities, the mportance axisas been stretched buall are deemed important by customers with
mean scores of higher than5(.

To summarise, the key overall priorities driving customer opinion and shown in harte:
® receiving good explanation for outcome

e information about what will happen on the day

e staff being knowledgable
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Chart 3.5 plots service aspects for successful custariteéssimportant to acknowledge however that
perception gaps for successful customers, even where prioritiesigentified, are all relatively
narrow. Priorities are:

beinginformed of progress leading up to hearing
information aboutwhat would happen on the day
venue easy to get to/find

venue easy to access

It is interesting to note that five aspects have nega perception gaps where the Tribunals Service is
exceeding expectationA slight decline in aggregate satisfactibas been reported focustomers
feeling informed of progress and here it is the clear top priority for successful customers.
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Unsuccessful customers show a different pattern of priorities in comparison to successful customers
(Chart 3.6). Unsurprisingly, being given a good explanation for the outcome of their case is more of a
priority for this sector. The tiee core priorities for service delivery for unsuccessful customers are:

® receiving good explanation for outcome
e information aboutwhat would happen on the day
e staff knowledgeable
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Chart3.7 plots service aspects for SSCSA customershand is just onepriority:-

® receiving good explanation for outcome

As we can see, receiving a good explanation for outcome has a much wider perception gap and
therefore other aspects are being pushed to the left. Removing this aspect however would only
mean that tribunal staff being knowledgeable would be introduced to the top right of the quadrant.
Being informed of progress leading up to the hearing and the venue being close are no longer
priorities for SSCSA customers compared to last year.
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For ET, service aspects which are priorities forrmmpment (top right of Chart 3)&re:

® receiving good explanation for outcome
e beinginformed of progress leading up to hearing
e information about what will happen on the day
® learning outcome quickly
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Priorities for the Criminal Injuries Compensation triburee again consistent with other tribunal
customergChart 3.9:-

® receiving good explanation for outcome
e staff knowledgable
e information about what will happe on the day
e being informed ofprogress leading up to the hearing
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ForSENLzustomers priorities shown in ChaR.10are:-
being informed ofprogress leading up to the hearing
receiving good explanation for outcome
learningoutcome quickly

information about what will happen on the day
venue easy to get to/find

ease of paperwork

The perception gap for the venue being clean and tidy has further improved on last year with actual
service exceeding expectations.
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Priorities for AIT/AST customers are (Chart 3.11):
® receiving good explanation for outcome

e informed of delays

® learning outcome quickly

As with the previous charts, the refreshments aspect is an anomaly and being welcomed on arrival
also has a particularly loexpectation mean score in comparison with other aspects and is therefore
shown below the chart, to ensure other factors are not unduly rated as of high importance.
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Chart 3.1Xhows priorities for AIT representatives and they are:
® receiving good explanation for outcome
® learning outcome quickly

As with AIT customers, refrésnents and being welcongeon arrival both have low expectation
mean scores in comparison with other aspects and are therefore shown below the chart.
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wss customers who had some contact with ithieibunal were also asked to rate certain aspects of
service. While perceptions of paperwork are similarhearings customers, satisfaction ratings are
lower on being kept informed and the venue being close by.

Q Inyour experience how would you rate...?
Mean scores out of 10 (where 10 = absolutely perfect service) Hearings
customers

Easy paperwork*** 6.64 6.50
Informed of what would happen** 6.30 7.12
4 Paperwork .
Information ]
Informed of progressleading up to hearing* 6.36 6.71 Getting there |
Staff |
Speed .
Venue close** 6.62 6.98 Comfort




2008/9 Customer Satisfaction Survey

Summary of priorities

Table 3.14 summarises the priorities for different Tribunals customer groups

1 = High gajpetween expectation and experienédigh importance lfighlighted in thechartin grey)
2 = High gap / low importance

3= Low gap / high importance
4 =Low gap / low importance

Table3.14: Summary of priorities

Summary of priorities
Customer type...
Successf Unsucce SSCSA ET CICAP  SEND | AIT/AST AIT Reps
-ul -ssful
Easy 2 3 2 3 4 3 4
paperwork*
Informed of 3 3 3 3 3 2
delays**
Informed of 2 4 4
what would
happen*
Given good 3
explanation for
outcome*
Informed of 2 2 2 4
progress leading
up to hearing*
Venue easy to 4 3 4 3 3 3 4
access**
Venue easy to 3 3 4 4 3 4
get to/find**
Venue close* 2 3 2 4 2 2 2 4
Staff helpful, 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4
friendly, polite**
Staff 3 - 3 3 3 3 4
knowledgable**
Welcomed on 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
arrival**
Not having to 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 2
wait too long to
be called**
Learning of 3 3 3 3
outcome
quickly*
Venue clean 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4
and tidy**
Refreshments 2 2 2 2 2 2 4 2
available**
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In 2007, understanding the level of involvement customers haitk & hearing helped to provide
context to their overall opinions and this is still relevant 2008/9. Throughout the following
sections, we examine customer views on a range of factors which can influence customer attitudes
and tribunal experience

e The proportion of hearings customers receiving representation in 2008/09 was again around
three in five (58%) including 48% who had professional representation

e In 2007, most hearings respondents believed the time allocated to prepare for tesrveas
about right(67%) and the results remain unchanged in 2008/9 (65%)

¢ Although aggregate results on attitudes towards the time to prepare for a case were stable in
comparison to last year, the proportion of Criminal Injuries Compensation tribustdroers
saying it was too long has declined from 51% to 39%

¢ In 2007 hearings customergere generallypositive regarding the ease of finding out about
tribunalsand this is still the case in 2008/8th seven in ten (7%) stating it is easy and 16%
difficult.

Three in five hearings customers3¢s) had representation at some stage during their casdeline
from 62% in 2007), and this was again mostly through a formal channel such as a solicitor or
dedicated wéfare worker rather than a family member or friend.

This pattern of distribution ithe sameacross the tribunal¢Table 41 below) butas in 2007SEND
customers are particularly likely to have formal representatio®®g).

Also onsistent with the 200%esults,amongEThearingscustomers businessesare more likely to
receive professional guidance than general public custoifta®% versugl8%).

Compared to hearings customers, wss customers are less likely to say they received representation,
advice orguidance aany time during their case (%4).

AIT/AST customers responding to the survey are more likely than hearings customers to say that they
had representation, with over twthirds having some form of support. This is mostly professional
(55% compeed with 14% informal).



2008/9 Customer Satisfaction Survey
Starting the process

Table4.1: Representation during case
Base: All respondents

Q Did you have representation, advice or guidance from a professional or a friend or fal
member at any time during the run up to the tribunal and/or at the tribuhéself?
Yesq represented No
Base Total Professional  Family/friend

Total (3,656) % 58 48 11 42

SSCSA (1,099 % 55 43 12 45

ET (1,13 % 65 57 9 35

Tribunals Service Crimini (306) % 51 40 11 49

Injuries Compensation

SEND 41y % 77 69 11 23

Other (716 % 64 61 4 36

WSS customers (846) % 51 46 7 49

%
AIT/AST customers (132 % 68 55 14 32
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Among those whose case went to a hearingarly three-quarters (2%) of those having some
representation had this at the actual hearing and for three in five (61%) this was from a professional
(Chart4.2). This equates t@5% of all customers being formally represented at their hearargl is
consistent with the 2007 results; when 37% were formadlyresented atheir hearing.

EVYes
ENo

/ % formally represent%

Yes No

SSCSA (1,092) 30 70

ET (1,131) 43 57

Criminal Injuries Compensation (306) 35 65

SEND (411) 49 51

Other (716) 53 47
WT/AST customers (90) 51 49 /

As in 2007, customers having an SSCSA hearing are the least likely to have had formal representation
at the hearing iself (0% did not).

Caution is exercised when commenting on smaller tribunals due to their small base sizes. However,
representation ofWar Pensions and Armed Forces Compensadioth EAT customers at hearings
tends to be from formal channel$2% ofWar Pensions and Armed Forces Compensatidnnal
customers and76% of EAT customers). A relatively high proportion of AIT/AST customers also had
professional representation at their hearinglfs).

Those in Central London and Scotland areas were significaotle likely to have had formal
representation at their hearinghan cases in otherraas.

Among hearings customers who used professional services during their case, the proportion who say
that they received advice or guidance from a solicitor or barrister has increased over the past year
(34% in2008/9 compared with 27% in 2007). Similarly to 2007 however, the second most commonly
cited source for guidance is the Citizens Advice Bur2@b). A @irther sevenpercent state receiving
representation from community legal services (down from 14% in 2007)samdnpercent by a
welfare officer or organisation.

wss customers show a similar distribution of sources of information being most likely ® hav
received advice or guidanceofn a solicitor or barrister (4®), or fran the Citizens Advice Bureau
(24%).



Chart4.3 shows all responses mentioned by two percent or more of hearings respoAdents

- i — 34% B Hearings customers 2008/9
Solicitor/barrister 27%

| 40% B Hearings customers 2007

» ) — 27% O wss customers 2008/9
Citizens Advice Bureau 26%

[ 24%

7%
Community Legal Services 14%
5%

Welfare worker/welfare rights 9%

%
Charity/voluntary organisation 8%
3%

) ) ) 4%
Local Council/Social Services 5%
2

Armed forces/veteran 3%
association
| |

Advisory agency/consultant | 0%

. : 2%
Doctor/medical profession 1%
2%
ACAS %
4%

Customers of particular tribunals are more likely to receive guiddirmra solicitors or barristerin

comparison to the agggate of 386.Qiiminal InjuriesCompensationand EThearingscustomersare

the most likely to receive advice or guidance from a solicitor or barri8tE¥o(and 7% respectively
of those receiving professional hélp78% of represented AIT/ASTustomers also used a
solicitor/barrister.

These findings are consistent with 2007 and are likely talde=to the more formal nature asuch
proceedings as well as the possibility@iminal InjuriesCompensation tribunatustomers having an
ongoing relationshipvith and trustin a legal representative.

RepresentedSSCSA hearings customers continue to be the most likelyetdhesCitizens Advice
Bureau (42% in contrast to 2o/ average), whilSENDepresented customers are most likely to use
the services of a chayior voluntary organisatior?6% compared witliive percentaverage).

Among smaller tribunals there are limited significant differences. However, four in five of those
having professional help duringv/dar Pensions and Armed Forces Compensatibanal (80%) state

using an Armed Forces or Veteran Association (which reflects the type of appeal and is mentioned by
just three percent overall).

2 Full listings of responses are available in the computer tabulations



In 2007, we found that the use of legal representation from a solicitor or barrister was considerably
higher in he South compared to the North and this continue2@98/9 (55% versu2%). Similarly
non-white represented customers remain more likely to use ssetvicesin comparison to white
respondenty55% versus 32%) as do customers with a de@Bd&of represented customers using a
solicitor or barristecompared with just 15% of those with no qualifications).

The Citizens Advice Bureau is wheepresentedrespondents with no qualifications or a highest
qualification of GCSEs are more likely to go for sup@&% and 8% respectively).

In 2007 hearings customerg/ere very positive regarding the ease of finding out about triburzald

this is still the case i2008/9 with seven in ten (7%) stating itis easy and 16% difficult. Among
customers whose case went to hearing, ET customers are most positive on ease of finding
information (79%saying it wagasy to find out about the tribunal).

wsscustomers are also positive about the eas finding infomation with 626 saying that it is easy
and 17% difficult.

Over the past year the proportion of AIT/AST customers claifhisglifficult to find information has
fallen (from 20% in 2007 teight percentin 2008/9), and the proportion claiming it is easgdrisen
(63% in 20070 78% in2008/9).

The most common method of finding information about a tribunal was through contact with a
Government or benefits departmenti§%- a declinefrom 22% in 2007) followed by 15% citing th
Citizens Advice Bureau (shown in Cldad).

In comparison to thenine percentaggregate,25% of Giminal Injuries Compensation tribunal
hearings customers sdiiey used a legal representative to find informatialthough this isa drop
from 41% in 2007ET hearings customers are also more likely to find out infonaftiom a legal
professional (1%0).

As hypothesised last year, customers of ET amchi@al Injuries Compensatiotribunals may be
more likely to approach a legal professional for advice gnidance about their initial situation and
from them learn of the tribunal process.

AIT/AST customers are similarly more likely to cite a legal professional as the source of their
information.

Higher proportions oET, EAT and FTT customers say tissy the internet to find infornation,
most likely due to having business customers as well as general public.

The meanghat wss customers use to findformation about a tribunal are consistent with those
whose case went to hearing.

Chart 4.4 shows sponses cited by four percent or more of hearings customers.



2008/9 Customer Satisfaction Survey
Starting the process

Chart4.4: Sources of information
Base: All respondents hearings 2008 ¢ 3,656, 2007¢ 2,459; ws846

16%
Through benefits/Government department -* 22%
0

. . 15%
Citizens Advice Bureau 16%
12%

11%
Internet
14%

Solicitor/barrister

Correspondence/leaflet/booklet

Tribunals Service

B Hearings customers 2008/9
@ Hearings customers 2007
Owss customers 2008/9

Friends/family/word of mouth

Jobcentre/Employment Agency
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Starting the process

Time to prepare

In 2007 most hearings respondents believed the time allocated to pregar their case waabout
right (67%) and the results remauirtually unchanged ir2008/9 (65%). Those who do not perceive it
asabout right, are more likely to saiy wastoo long than too short (2% versus 10%J.he proportion
of Criminal Injuries Copensation tribunalcustomerswho believe it is too londhas fallen over the
past year from 51% t8%% but they are still the most likely to believe the process is lengthart

4.5).

The majority of AIT/AST respondents (both customers and represergptifeel the preparation
time for their case is about right (61% and 64% respectively).

Chart4.5: Time allocated to prepare for case for hearings customers
Base: All hearingsespondents

2007
® Much too short @Fairly short @ Aboutright %

Too About Too

% @ Fairly long ®mMuch toolong ODon'tknow short right long

2008/9 Hearings Customers (3,656) 4E 12 12 67 19

SSCSA (1,092) 13 10 68 19

ET (1,131) 10 ! 16 65 18

Criminal Injuries Compensation (306) 32 5 42 51
SEND (411) R 17 61 2

Other (716) 13 E 1 71 16

AIT/AST customers (132) §&§ 11 11 25 54 21

AIT/AST representatives (151) vl 11 7 ! 25 61 13

Most mental health tribunal representatives say the time t@pare for a case is about right (25 out
of 34) with similar numbers saying too long and too short.
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Over half ofwsscustomerssay that they withdrew their cas@able4.6). Just over a quarter (27%)

say that theircase was settled before the hearind% had their case struckut and six percenof

cases were withdrawn by the other party. SSCSA customers are more likely than others to withdraw
their case before going to hearing @), while ET an8ENDcustomers aremost likely to say that

their case was settled §P6 and 5% respectively).

Reason for not having a hearing
Withdrawn by ~ Withdrawn by Setled before Struckout
Base customer other party hearing
Total (849 % 55 6 27 12
SSCSA (252 % 81 0 0 19
ET (345 % 12 14 74 0
SEND (95 % 22 20 51 6
FTT 67n % 57 43 0 0
Other (86) % 52 12 20 16

wss respondentsvith a degree or equivalent qualification are mdikely to say that their case was
settled before the hearing than those with no qualifications or GCSE as a highest qualification.

Among those withdrawindheir case 77% say that theTribunalsService did not influence their
decision. Of the 2% sayinghey were influenced, the most common reasons are:

e Informing them it was not worth if16%)

e Lackof information/advice (1%)

e The process being too slow/taking too long (10%)

e Pressuring them (8%)

e Medical evidence @)

e Not giving enough time to organiseggpare case (6%)
e Tribunals Service failure¥d

Among those settling their case, just% say they were influenced by Tribunals Serniif¢hese 46
respondents, 1%claim to have beemfluenced by advicerovidedandeight percentoy:-

information giveron costs

the offer of mediation

change of dates/date too far away
ease of settling the case



2008/9 Customer Satisfaction Survey
Starting the process

Seven in tercustomers whose case was strembt (69%) say they were tal why. The most common
reasons for cases being struclat were because:

¢ Did not qualiy (20%)

e Customer had not got b&do Tribunal/returned forms (1%)
e Lack of evidence (28)

e Too late/time factors (3%)

e Medical reasons/result of medicé8%9

Despite being given a reason why their case was stoutk63% say they did not think the reason
was acceptable, most commonly as they saw it as ui@&bo) or because there vgaa lack of/poor
information (19%).

Half of wss respondents {86) say that they did some preparation before their case was withdrawn,
settled, or struclkout, and this was sigficantly higher forET,SENDand FTT customen§5%, 86%
and87% respectively).

In line with the results for hearings customers, of wss customers who had done some preparation,
64% think that the time to prepare their case was about right (Chaft

Chart 4.7: Time allocated to prepare for case for wss customers
Base: wss respalents who did some preparation

B Much too short O Fairly short W Aboutright
% E Fairly long B Much too long ODon'tknow
2008/9 wss customers (535) 8 11

SSCSA (86) [T n 15 H

ET (258) WM 7 7
SEND (81) 2 11 !
FTT (49) 2 15 E
Other (56) |4 7
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This chapter explores customer perceptions of the communication and contact they had with their
tribunal during theprocess.

e Contact with a tribunal in the lead up to a case is on a level with last year, however more have
been in touch to ask for additional information and fewer to check on the progress of their case

o Nearly half of hearings customers wdutave liked to receive updates on their case even when
there were no developments but this has fallen significantly since 2007

e Among those having telephone contact with the tribunal, a positive improvement has been the
perception of the speed with whichalis are dealt with

e Speed of dealing with written correspondence and responses being knowledgable demonstrate a
decline in opinion

o The number of customers making use of the Tribunals Service website has increased from 16% to
20% with the vast majority ofsers saying it was helpful to them

e But while62% of AIT/AST representatives and 47% of ET customers used the website only 7% of
SSCSA customers did so

Nearly half of astomers awaiting a hearingould havepreferredto receive updates on their case
even ifthere were no developmentg47%, down fronb5%in 2007%. If tribunals are more likely to
now provide unprompted information to customers compared with last year, this could explain this
finding.

The proprtion of customers who saney would have liked to receive information only when
something happened has remained consistent (38% in 2008/9 compared to 35% in 2007).

As in 2007, EBusinessustomers are more likely to state a preference for receivifigrmation only
when there has been a development (49%).

Demonstrating similar views on process aspdu#df of wsscustomerg(49%)alsosay they wouldike
to receive updates on their case everhére areno developmentswhile 38%would like to receie
updatesonly when something happened.

The poportion of hearings customers contacting their tribunsiconsistent with2007 (36% both
years)and likelihood of contacicontinues to correlatéy tribunal. SENDcustomersare againmost
likely to make contact (65%) and SSCSA custaanelsast likely (32%).



2008/9 Customer Satisfain Survey
Communication and contact

AIT representatives appear less likely to say that they have contacted the tribunal when compared
with 2007 findings (68% in 2007 compared with 52% in 2008) #HWABT custoers completing a
questionnaireare stillless likely to contact their tribunal (28%)

Just over a quarter of wss customers (27%) say that they contacted their tribunal during the
process (Chart 5.1), and as with hearing custom&ENDvsscustomers are lhe most likely to
make contact(58%)Chart5.1: Contact with the tribunal

Base: All respondents Total 3,656

OYes
HENo
/ % contac@

SSCSA (1,092) 32
ET (1,131) 46
Businesses (543) 43
Customers (588) 48
Criminal Injuries Compensation (306) 41
SEND (411) 65
Other (716) 37
WSS customers (846) 27

AIT/AST customers (132) 28
AIT/AST representatives (151) 57

Mental Health tribunal representatives are more likely to have contacted the tribunal during the
process of a case than not (28 respondentsusro).
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Asking for additional information and to check on progress are still the most common reasons for
making contact before a hearing, but there have been changes over the past year. In 2007 23% of
customers contacted task for additional information, rising to 31% in 2(®8In contrast, the
proportion contacting to check on the progress of their case has fallen (from 28% in 2007 to 18% in
20089).

This may link to the earlier finding that fewer customarmswv state a peference for being updated
even if no developments.

The most common reason for contact among wss customers is to withdraw the case (25%).

Chart5.2 shows responses stated by at least two percent of respondents.

— 31%
To ask for additional information 23%

| 21%

—L‘
To check on progress of case 28%

| 12%

_ 13%
To ask for advice/help 15%
13%

Had to inform tribunal of facts/send 8[?/2/0
additional information 30

4 B Hearings customers 2008/9

- K ford . 82?(1]/ B Hearings customers 2007
0 ask fordocuments
3% ’ O wss customers 2008/9

E 6%
To change/reschedule hearing date 2% o

%0
_ 0%
To withdraw my case | 0%

| 25%

In 2007, 484 of Criminal Injuries Compensatidrearings cusimersmaking contact did so to check
on the progress of their case, but in 2098his has fallen t@1%

A hgher than average proportion of ET wss customasked for advice/help @®6) while SSCSA
hearings customers were more likely to have provided additional information to their tribunal in
comparison to others (11%).

% Full listings of responses are available in the computer tabulations



Telephone $ the most common means of contacting the tribunal for both rivegs and wss
customers (Table.B), though over the past year there has been a slight decrease in the proportion
of hearings custmers contacting by telephone (66 in 2008 compared with 67%n 2007). The
second most popular mode of contact is by letter, cited logparter of respondents (23).

Customer Type
Hearings customers WSS customers

Base (1,515 (319

% %
Phone 66 62
By letter 22 20
By email 5 8
Through representative 3 4
In person 2 1
By fax 1 2
Through website/internet * *

SENDearings customers are more likely than otlespondentdo contact by telephone (®6), and
are leas likely to conact by letter (1060).A higherthan average proportioof ET customerare likely
to contact via email (13%).

Overall views on telephone contact are consistent with those in 2007 and the majority of hearings
customers ontacting the tribunal via this method are positive towards each aspect of the service
(Table5.4). This is especially true in reference to their treatment; with 94% of hearings customers
(and 91% of wss customers) stating staff were respectful and polite.

The only significant change in customer perception over the past year is a positive one and relates to
speed of dealing withthe call Hearings customergew this morepositively than last yeawith 88%
saying the call was dealt with quickly compare@®386 in2007.

AIT/AST customerare also positive about contact over the telephone, particularly AIT/AST
representatives



Q Did you find the staff...?
Customer Type
Hearings customers WSS customers

Base (1,012 (201

% %
a)
Answered the call quickly 86 81
Took too long to answer the call 9 8
52y Qi 1y26 5 11
b)
Dealt with your call quickly 88 85
Took a long time dealing with 10 10
your call
52y Qi 1y26 2 5
c)
Were knowledgable 77 82
Lacked knowledge 17 8
52y Qi 1y26 6 9
d)
Were polite and respectful 94 94
Were not polite and respectful 4 3
52y Qi 1y26 2 3
e)
Were fair/sersitive 84 80
Were unfair/insensitive 10 7
52y Qi 1y26 6 13

As with telephone experience, those having mainly written communication with their tribunal are
relatively positive across each aspect although slightly lower for each factor in comparisonavith th
telephone. As shown in Table55 having contact which is polite and respectfubpain rated most
highly (by 8%among hearings customers and8%:mong wss customers).

While speed of telephone response showed a positive improvemaetyésults show amdicative
decline in rating of speedf responseto written contactover the past year (down from 73%) and
correspondence showing knowledgaldo down from 73%). While thesdifferences are not
significant they may show a possible future priority

The only significant difference between wasid hearingscustomerss that wss aresignificantly more
positive regarding speed of respongewritten contact (85% compared with 6&).



Q Did you findhat they...?
| Customer Type
Hearings customers WSS customers

Base (416 (99

% %
b)
Dealt with your correspondence 65 86
quickly
Took a long dealing with your 30 12
correspondence
52y Qi 1y26 5 1
c)
Were knowledgable 64 73
Lacked knowledge 20 10
52y Qi 1y26 17 17
d)
Were polite and respectful 89 85
Were not polite and respectful 7 9
52y Qi 1y26 4 6
e)
Were fair/sersitive 72 64
Were unfair/insensitive 22 20
52y Qi 1y26 6 16

There is a narrower gap betweareferencesfor contact method compared t@ctual means of
contact (Table %). Just over half (36) state they wouldike direct contact by phone (47%) or in
person (96), whileone in fivestate some form ofwritten communication(letter, email, fax or text)
as ther preferred means of contact (28).

There are no significant differences between the preferred means of contact for wss and hearings
customers.



Q How would you like to have contact with the <tribunal> if you had to in the future?
Customer Type
Hearings customers WSS customers

Base (3,656) (846)

% %
By phone 47 46
By letter 20 18
In person 9 8
By email 9 11
Througha representative 9 10
Through their website/internet 1 1
By fax * *
By text/SMS * 0
Other 1 2
52y Q0 1y26 4 4

SENDhearings customers are more likely to show a preference for telephone contact in comparison
to customers of other tribunals 846 prefering contact be telephone), wheredmgher proportions

of ET customershan averagewould prefer contact via -enail (21%). Hearings customers with a
degree or equivalenqualificationare also more likely to prefer written communication.

Preferences for antact among AIT/AST customers follow a similar distribution of responses to the
main aggregate (Table.B) but there are some significant differences between AIT representatives
and AIT/AST customers. Over the past year the proportion of AIT represestaireferring to
contact by phone has risen from 47% in 2007 to 61% (this compares with 43% of AIT customers in
20089 who say that their preferred method of contact is by phone).

Q How would you like to have contact with the <tribunal> if you had to in the future?
Customer Type
AIT AIT customers Mental health
representatives representatives

Base (151 (132 (34)

% % N
By phone 61 43 14
By letter 16 17 5
In person 5 16 0
By email 13 8 11
Through a representative 0 11 1
Through their website/internet 0 1 1
By fax 3 2 1
By text/SMS 0 0 0
Other 1 0 0
52yQi0 1Y26 3 2 1




Preferences for Mental Health tribunal representatives are to have contact with the tribunal by
phone or email.

Most customers say they would like to deal with someone who was working on their case if
contacting the tribunal on the telephone 8% of hearings customers aim®% of wss customers as
shown inChart 5.8, a sligh fall in comparison t®007 when 61% stated this. Three in ten customers
have a preference for a response from the first available tribunal representatigdong as they are
able to deal with the query.

B Hearings customers 2008/9

55% .
Somebody who was working on 6190 B Hearings customers 2007
your case 9 Dwss customers 2008/9
58%

The first available tribunal 32%
representative as long as they 31%
could deal with your query | 30%
13%
No preferenc: 7%

12%

In 2007, 56% of AIT/AST customers preferred to speak with a dedicated case worker and a quarter
(25%), the first person available. In 20®8he proportion preferring to speak with a dicated case
worker has fallen slightly to 48% and the proportion preferring to speak to the first person available
has risen to 30%.

Awareness of the complaints and feedback procedures was evenly divided for hearingmeangst
last year, with around half saying they both were and were not made aware of it. These results
remain unchanged in 2008 (50%) and the results for vescustomers are very similar @laware).

There are again variations by tribunal, wiENDhearirgs customers most likely to be informed
(68%).

AIT/AST customers are again less likely to say they were aware of the procedure:

o 52% of AIT representatives aware
e 30% of AIT/AST customers aware
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Tribunals service website

Using the website

One h five custty SNBRA Kl @S dzaSR G KS ¢ NRA o059y ¢cofmpared{t& M inOS Q &
2007. Usage of the website is, as in 2007, particularlydngbng AIT/AST representative2%) and
a high proportion of ET cushers also use this resource (47%). In contrasty few customers of

the Criminal Injuries Compensatiomiliunal or SSCSA usénd website (180 andseven percent
respectively).

ChartsdcpY | I @S &2dz dzZaSR GKS ¢NAOdzylf {SNIBAOSQa 6 S
Base: All respondents Total 3,656

/ % using Websih

SSCSA (1,092) 7

ET (1,131) 47
Criminal Injuries Compensation (306) 18
SEND (411) 42
Other (716) 25

WSS customers (846) 23
AIT/AST customers (132) 30
AIT/AST representatives (151) 62 /

A relatively high proportiomf Mental Health tribunal representatives use the website as a source of
information (16 out of 22 respondents answering).
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Communication and contact

Helpfulness of website

The majority of those using the website fiitchelpful (as shown in Chart ) which is consistent
with lag year. AIT representatigdind it especially helpful (92).

Chart5.10: Helpfulness of website
Base:AlaAy 3 ¢NARodzyl f { SNOWAOSQa ©So6aArids

W \Very helpful @ Fairly helpful O Neither/nor
% ENotvery helpful B Notatall helpful ODon'tknow

2008/9 Hearings customers (1,011)

2007 Hearings customers (651)

2008/9 wss customers (245)

2008/9 AIT/AST customers (39)

2008/9 AIT representatives (93)

Similarly to AIT representatives, Mental Health tribunal representat@resvery positive about the
website wth none saying it was unhelpful
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e Three-quarters of respondents attended their hearing in person (76% in 2007). Respondénés w
SENDearing are most likely to attend 2%) while SSCSA customers are least likeBb)7

e In 2007, 81% said that they were informed by the tribunal about what would happen on the day,
but in 2008/9 this has fallen to 77%

e Of those informed about whawould happen on the day, 89% found the information accurate

e The proportion suggesting possible improvements to the venue has declined, from 77% in 2007 to
62% in 2008/9

o Just undethree-fifths (58%)of customers with special needs who attendeditheearing stated the
tribunal made provision for their needs although access to venue buildings is a greater priority for
these customers.

e 57% of hearings customers learnt the outcome of their hearing on the day of their hearing.

¢ In 2007 there wasa correlationbetween the speed of hearing the outcome of a case and
satisfaction levelsregardless of tribunal. This continues to be the case, with mean scores for actual
experience of learning the outcome of a case declining the longer the wait for an outcome

As shown in Chart.8, threequarters of respondents attended their hearing in person (76% in 2007).
Respondents with 8ENDhearing are most likely to attend 2%) while SSCSA customers are least likely
(70%).

As noted in thereport introduction, AIT/AST respondents received selfnpletion questionnaires at
hearing centres; therefore, all participating in this study attended their hearing. Thisotis
representativeof all AIT/AST customers, so this finding is not included in the chiawbe

As we would expect attendance is much lower among wss customers (23%) as many will have had the
case withdrawn or settled before going to hearing.



2008/9 Customer Satisfaction Survey
The hearing

Chart 61: Attending the hearing
Base: All respondents Total 3,656

BYes
B No

/ % attending hearing \

SSCSA (1,092) 70
ET (1,131) 81
Criminal Injuries Compensation (306) 80
SEND (411) 92
Other (716) 73
WSS customers (846) 23

WAST representatives (151) 79 /
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Among those who did not attend their hearing, health issues continue to be the most common reason.
Other responses given by four percent or more of respondents in 2008/9 are shown in Chart 6.2

liness/mobility/disability ——ﬁ%g 2o

. 14%
Hearing too far away 18%
- 11%
Not appropriate for me to attend 15%

Representative attended in my place 5 10%
10%

isi 7%

All decisions made through post 5 7%

Elected not to be present 0%

Family/personal commitments ﬂ/o 6%

i 4%
Not notified #' 5%

W 2008/9 Hearings customers
B2007 Hearings customers

A higher proportion ofmnon-attending SSCSA customers could not attend because of illness and/or

mobility problems (37%).

In contrast, a high proportion afon-attending ET business customerscha representative attend in

their place (44%).

In 2007 59% of those not attending who had special needs gave illness, mobility problems and/or a

disability as their reason, but in 208this has fallen slightly to 52%.

Those in the Midlands were sifioantly less likely to attend their hearing than customers in other
areas, however reasons for nattendance do not differ from other areas.

* Full listings of responses are available in the computer tabulations



In 2007, 81% said that they were informed by the tribunal about what would happéimeotiay, but in
2008/9 this has fallen to 77% (Chart 6.3). AIT/AST customers are least likely to claim to have bee
informed about what would happen at the hearing (58%).

B 2008/9 Hearings customers

(2,831) 77%

TOTAL 22" I |, oo
SSCSA 79 —_‘79%

(687) 83%
ET o —

(784) 73%
Criminal Injuries ~ (25%) — 83%
Compensation (133) 83%
SEND <378)— 92%

(130) 92%
Other (527) —750/0

(200) 79%
AIT/AST

(132) ~ 58%
customers 61) 5206
AIT/AST (120) 74%
representatives (110) 7206

Most of the Mental Health tribunal representativiad been informed what would happen at the
hearing of their most recent cag@1 out of 34 respondents)



Of those informed about what would pgen on the day89%found the information accurate. There is
little variation among sulgroup categories, however, customers who have a special need are more
likely than others to claim information provided was inaccurate (11% comparedsiitpercentof
those who do not have any special needs). Customers whose case was suecessioie likely than
those whose case was unsuccessful to say that the information provided was ac@3fteompared

with 82%).

When asked why information was inaccuratee timost common reasons given were because:

e Poor/lack of detai(20%)

e Given incorrect information @%)

e t NP OS R dzNEhe Way Rey Qérdold 2 would (13%)
e Was not impartia(10%)

Just under twethirds of hearings custorme attending their hearings in person sty venuewas
suitable for their needs (64%).

As shown in Chart 6.4differences by tribunal are minimal. In 2007 however, Criminal Injuries
Compensation customers were more likely to be dissatisfied with theuerethan SSCSA and ET
customers but in 2008/9 there is no significant difference.

m 8-10 out of 10 (satisfied) m4-7 outof10 2007
., 2007
%  m1-3outof10 (dissatisfied  mDon'tknow % satisfied

2008/9 Hearings Customers (2,831) 64 8 61

SSCSA (768) 9 60

ET (904) 6 64

Criminal Injuries Compensation (254) 12 58
SEND (378) 8 60

Other (527) 9 62

AIT/AST customers (132) 7 64

AIT/AST representatives (120) 64 7 63



Hearings customers in London/South East were significantly mory likebe dissatisfied with the
venue than those with a hearing under the Scotland, Midlands and North West/North East areas (129
versus nine percent, seven and seven perefsthigher proportion of those with special needs were
also dissatisfied with te venue (126 versus six percent of those with no special needs) and this is
consistent with 2007.

Customers attending their hearing were asked for spontaneous suggestions for ways in which the
venue could be improved. While in 2007 %23aid there was no particular way it could be improved, in
20089 this hassignificantlyincreased to 3%o.

Suggestions for improvement remain the same as last year with the most frequently mentioned being:
e providing more, better or cheaper refreshmenfl5%);
e venues to be closer to home (11%); and

¢ hawe more paking facilities €ight percent).

Criminal Injuries Compensatiaand SENChearingscustomers are more likely to say that the venue
should be closer to thenll@% and 8% respectively).

Customersn the Central London or in London/South Easeas weresignificantly more likely to say
that the venue should provide refreshmentsifa and 2% respectively).

A similar proportionto 2007, learnt theoutcome of their case on the day (Chart 6.5), and again the
speed with which customers learn the outcome varies significantly by tribunal.

Nearly éght in tenCriminal Injuries Compensation tribunadspondents received a decision on the day
compared wih just12% ofSENZustomers.

AIT representatives continue to wait the longest to hear the outcome of their cases (g82iting
longer than a fortnight).



2008/9 Customer Satisfaction Survey

The hearing
Chart 65: How soon learnt of outcome to case
Base: All who knew outcome
% mOntheday ®Withinafortnight ®Longer/DK
2008/9 Hearings Customers (3,499) Y4 21
2007 Hearings customers (2,344) 61 17
SSCSA(1,077) Y4 19
ET (1,066) Y4 26
Criminal Injuries Compensation (300) 78 12
SEND (396) 12 48
Other (660) 52 24
AIT/AST representatives (123) 10 52

26 out of 34 Mental Hedl tribunal representatives had learnt the outcome of their case on the day.
Ten respondents had received written confirmation within a week while 13 had waited for more than a
week.
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We asked customers how long theypexted to wait for an outcome and only a minority said on the
day (3%); the actual wait is therefore outperforming expectation.

In 2007, we found a correlation between the speed of hearing the outcome of a case and satisfactiol
levels- regardless of ibunal. This continues to be the case, with mean scores for actual experience of
learning the outcome of a case declining the longerwhait for an outcome (Table 6.6

Mean satisfaction scores out of 10 for learning the outcome

Learnt outcome...

Base TOTAL  On the day Within a Longer/DK
fortnight

Total (3,499 7.54 8.59 7.00 5.22
SSCSA (1,079 7.59 8.78 6.71 5.03
ET (1,066 7.40 8.16 7.75 5.46
Criminal Injuries (300 7.59 8.41 5.15 4.32
Compensation
SEND (396) 7.51 8.45 8.15 6.34
Other (660) 7.55 8.48 7.59 5.54

There is also a correlation between speed of hearing outcome and overall satisfaction. Among thos
who learnt the oticome of their case on the day, 70% are satisfied with the overall process compared
with 58% among those who learnt the outcome within a fortnight and 53% among those who had to
wait longer.

The most common wayia which the outcane is learntare on a par with 2007, 52% at the hearing and
35% by letter (compared with 56% and 34% respectively). Over eight in ten believed the way they wer
informed of the outcome was dable (84%)and 13% believed it was unsuitable. Those who though
that the way they were informed of the outcome was unsuitable were much less likely to hear on the
day and more likely to hear by letter.

In 2007 nearly all respondents were aware of the outcome of their case and this trend continues in
20089. Overall 97% of respondents were aware of the outcome of their case, however, 92008
fewer respondents had been successful (62% wereesstal in 2007, compared with %lin 2008).

One of the main reasons for the shift in success rates istdube fall out of unsuccessful SSCSA
customers included in the 2008 survey.In 2007, 36% of SSCSA customers interviewetk we
unsuccessful compared with %9 in 2008. As reported inearlier sectiors, as SSCSA customers
dominate the profile of TribunalService customers, their views have a strong impact on overall scores.



It is important to note that this question was not asked to ascertain success rate so much as for cros:s
analysis purposes as those with a successful case may have been more incli@etictpate in the
research. However, this shift towards interviewing more unsuccessful customers will have an impact ol
overall results as there is a correlation between success of case and satisfaction.

As shown in Table Bthere are variations in sicess rates by sufroup categories, with certain groups
more likelythan othersto be successful in their casEor example SENDrespondents ardhe most
likely to be successful (88), whereas SSCSA amun@al Injuries Compensationrespondents are the
least likely of the large tribunslcustomers to be successful (50% an%5&spectively).

Region also continues to have an influence on likelihood of success with those in the South more likel
to have been succeful than those in the North (58% versa®)).

In 2007 representation during the case hadteong correlation with achieving a successfutcome,
and this continues to be the case in 2008/9. Among those represented at some stage during their case
61% were successful in comparison to 43% whee not.

However, there is no significant difference in outcomes between those who were formally represented
at their hearing and those who were only represented prior to the hearing (65% for both). Those who
attended their hearing but received no reggentation at all were however less likely to hesessful
(56%).

Among customers who did not attend their hearing in person but had formal representation at the
hearing, 46% were successful. This is slightly higher than the 37% success rate amomdthdie

not attend but were represented prior to the hearing and much higher than the 25% who were
successfuamong those whalid not attend their hearing and were not represented.

As we might expect, those whuave a successful outcome are more likelyb® satisfied with The
CNRAOGdzy £ a4 { SNBAOS 2y 020K WaLRyllyS2dzaQ |yR W



% %
successful unsuccessful

Total (3,656) 54 43
Tribunal
SSCSA (1,092) 50 49
ET (1,131) 65 29
Criminal Injuries Compensation (306) 51 46
SEND (411) 68 27
Other (716) 45 47
Region
North (2,075) 52 46
South (1,581) 58 37
Spontaneous satisfaction with process
Satisfied (2,405) 67 30
Dissatisfied (962) 26 72
Consideredatisfaction with process
Satisfied (671) 63 33
Dissatisfied (183) 23 74
Represented during case
Yes (2,245) 61 35
No (1,411) 43 54
Attendance at hearing and representation
All attending (2,831) 62 35
Attended- formally represented at (1,254) 65 31
hearing
Attended¢ not formally represented  (623) 65 33
at hearingg represented prior to
hearing
Attended ¢ not represented at any  (954) 56 41
point
All not attending (825) 31 65
Not attendingg formally (224) 46 44
represented at hearing
Not atending¢ represented prior to  (144) 37 60
hearing
Not attending ¢ not represented  (457) 25 72

prior to hearing




Percentages are to be read horizontally, that is 50% of those in the SSCSA sample had a succes
outcome.

Consistent with 2007 results,successful decisiois alsoinfluenced by attendance, with 82 of those
who did attendbeing successful compared t@% of those who did not.

In 2007, attendance at the case had more of an influence on the outcome for some tribunals rather
than others ad this remains unchangeid 2008/9 ForSENDrustomers there appears to be a similar
success rate regardless of attendance, whereas for S8@i8¥nal Injuries Compensation tribunahd

to a lesser extent ET tribunals there is a clear disparity betwatsndance at the tribunal and
receivinga successful outcome (Table 6.8

% % %
successful unsuccessful not known

Total
Attended (2,830 62 35 3
Did not attend (829 31 65 4
SSCSA
Attended (768 61 38
Did not attend (329 23 77 1
ET
Attended (909 66 29 5
Did not attend (227) 58 28 14
Criminal Injuries Compensation
Attended (259 61 37 2
Did not attend (52 13 79 7
SEND
Attended (379 68 28 4
Did not attend 33 72 19 9
Other
Attended (527) 50 43 7
Did not attend (189 33 59 8

The Tribunals Service may therefore wish to consider the possibility of exploring further how customer
make the decision of whether or not to attend procéeglks or not.



Since 2007 the proportion of respondents informed of the right to appeal remains unchangedogth 6
saying tlat they were informed (Chart 6)9and consistent with previous results, customers from
certain tribunals wee more likely to be informed of their right to appeal than otheB&NDIrustomers
are most likely to be informed (88) and AIT/AST customers are the least likely to be (20%).

There are also differences among other gyrbups, with customers in the Nortmore likely to be
informed of their right to appeal than customers in the SoutB%6versus 5%), and as in 2007, ET

appellants are more likely to feel informed about their rigbtatppeal than ET respondents $%&ersis
50%).

The proportion of customerswho are informed about the appeals process does not rise among
unsuccessful customers.

B Yes
B No

O Notapplicable

/ % informed %informm

if lost
Total (5,656) 60  (1,468) 57
SSCSA (1,092) 63 (537) 60
ET (1,131) 54 (346) 47
Criminal Injuries Compensation (306) 45 (134) 34
SEND (411) 83 (114) 76
Other (716) 58 (337) 54
AIT/AST customers (132) 20 (5) 20

AIT/AST representatives (151) 79 (39) 87/

AmongMental Health tribunal representativethere was even split betweethose who had been
made aware and those who had not.
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customers (480) say they would speak highly, includib@% without being asked. A quarter of
customers are neutral and42 would speak critically.

Despite lower ratings than on satisfacti@advocates do outnumber critics by 2:1 which is encouraging
for the Tribunals Service.

wss customers are the least likely to say that they would speakyhafhithe administration of their
case 40%), whereas AIT/AST asENDcustomers are the most likely to speak highlg%® and 6@
respectively).

In 2007 Qiminal Injuries Compensation tribunalstomers were more likely to display a negative

perception, wth a third stating they would be critical of the tribunal, and this remains unchanged in
2008.

W Speak highly without being asked B Speak highly if asked
O Neutral/Don't know m Speak critically if asked

B Speak critically without being asked

2008/9 Hearings customers (3,656) 31 | 27 | 13
2007 Hearings customers (2,459) 34 | 24 | 13
2008/9 wss customers (846) 29 | 40 |12 n
2008/9 AIT/AST customers (132) 43 | 25 5
2007 AIT/AST customers (61) 41 | 23 | 13
2008/9 AIT representatives (151) 38 | 26 L1

2007 AIT representatives (152) 39 | 30 | 5
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service. In this section we explore how well the Tribunals Service provides for people with special
needs (such as difficulty with English, or those with a disability) and we also explore in more detail
any differences in results between custers with different demographic characteristics such as age

and ethnicity.

e The most common special need among hearings customers is mobility impairment (65%),
followed by serious illness (18%), learning difficulties (11%), visual impairnvenpéficent),
hearing impairment (four percent), and mental health problems (four percent)

o Just undethree-fifths of hearings customers with special needs feel the tribunal did well in
making provision for their needs the venue

o Two in fiveof thesehealings customers3®%)say that the tribunal provided forms and
documents catering for their special neeuth a significant minority31%) saing they did not
cater well

e Both likelihood of success with their case aati$actionappears to decline if a stomer has
special needs

e There are no significant differencesoverall satisfactiotvetween white and noavhite
customersand whereas in 2007 satisfaction was closely linked to the age of customers these
differences now appear far lesisible

Slightly fewer customers than in 20074¢8 in 2008 compared with 41% in 2007) state that they
have a special need i.e. mobility impairment, difficulty with English, learning difficulties or a serious
illness (Chart 7.1). The highest incidencepscial needs is among SSCSA custordé&bs)(and also

the War Pensions and Armed Forces Compensdtibanal (4%).

Among wss and AIT/AST customers, incidence of special needs is 18%eof(kvss customers and
19% of AIT/AST customers).



2008/9 Customer Satisfaction Survey
Equality and diversity

Chart 7.1: Whetler have special needs
Base: All respondents Total 3,656

BYes
BENo

/ % with special needm

SSCSA (1,092) 46
ET (1,131) 8

Criminal Injuries Compensation (306) 22
SEND(411) 12
Other (716) 33
WSS customers (846) 23

\&IT/AST customers (132) 19 J

The most common special need among hearings customermlility impairment (65%), followed
by serious illness (18%), learning difficulties (11%), visual impairment (five percent), hearing
impairment (four percent), and mental health problems (four percent).

Among AIT/AST customers with a special need the biggest issue is difficulty with the English language
(76%), while 16% haweobility impairment and 16% learning difficulties.

Overall, 71%0f customers with special needs attended their hearing in persorine with 2007,

nearly three-fifths of hearings customers with special needs feel the tribunal did well in making
provision for their needsit the venue(Table 7.2), and for AIT/AST ausers and representatives a
KAIKSNI LINPLIRNIAZ2Y albeé GKFG GKSANI 62Nl Ay GKS C
provided for.
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B Very/quite well ONeutral/DK B Notvery/at all well

%

2008/9 Hearings customers

2007 Hearings customers

AIT/AST customers (25%)

AIT/AST representatives (27%)

*very small base

Among hearings customers, SSCSA are the most likely thestribunal did well in making provision
for their needs (60%), andri@inal Injuries Compensation tribunalstomers are the least likely
(37%).

All those who felt that theifor their clienf@) needs were not well catered for were asked what help
they would have liked, and the most mentioned formssopport are better understanding/more
helpful service18%), better access §%), and better disabled parking2p).

Better acess is an area which the Tribunals Service might wish to examine in further detail as those
with a special need (65% of whom have mobility problems), are less likely than others to be satisfied
with ease of accessing the venue building (mean score ofcosipared with 8.23 among those who

do not have any special needs).



It is important that Tribunals Service literature is accessible to all custorii¢isse withvisual
impairments, learning or English difficultieere askedwhether forms and documents catered for
their special need. Ay two in fiveof thesehearings customers30%)say that the tribunal provided
forms and documents catering for their special negidh a significant minority31%) saing they did
not cater vell. Three in ten customers (30%) said that they did not know or had no opinion.

Recommended improvements (from hearings customers saying not catered for) include:

e making them clearer/easier to understand?o);
e bigger font type 83%);

e someone to helpifl in form (19%); and

e putting information in audio formaf5%).

Three in five §8%) of those with visual impairments, learning or English difficulties say that the
website is easy to use, amight percentsay that it is difficult.

As highlighted throughout the report, attitudes frequently differ dependent on customer
demographics. However, when we examine the key measuspaftaneoussatisfaction, results do
not vary markedly by ethnicity or age.

There are nosignificant differences between white and narhite customers (Table 7.3), and
whereas in 2007 satisfaction was closely linked to the age of customers these differences now
appear far less visible.

Base % satisfied % Dissatisfied
Total (3,656) 65 28
Ethnicity
White (3,287) 65 27
Nonwhite (313) 62 30
Age
16-24 (114) 65 25
2544 (1,471) 63 28
4564 1,777) 66 27
65+ (268) 70 23
Special needs
Yes (930) 57 35
No (2,724) 68 24




Satisfactiordoes however appear to decline if a customer has special needs. This could be explained
by a higher proportion of customers with a special need being unsuccessful in their case.

Interestingly, among customers who were successful in their case, there are no significant
differences in overall satisfaction between customers with a special need and others. However,
among those who were unsuccessful, customers with a special need arécaigiyiesslikely to be
satisfied with the overall service (37% compared with 50%).

Customers with a special need also express less satisfaction with the majority of the service
elements, though their reasons for dissatisfaction with overall serviceaddiffer significantly from
respondents who do not have a special need.



Customer perceptions of the process and procedures experienced during a tribunal case vary little
compared with 2007. The majority of customers are positive on keycéspé service delivery.

However, the findings clearly highlight areas where the Tribunals Service can focus its resources to
provide the best opportunity for improving the service to its customers and therefore raise overall
satisfaction.

e Overall, Emplpment Tribunal an@ENLzustomers tend to be most satisfied with their
experiences. Criminal Injuries Compensation tribunal customers tend to be the least satisfied of
GKS fFNABSNJI iNAodzylfaQ Odzadi2YSNEO®

e There continues to be a strong correlation betweernomme of case and overall perceptions of
service

e Improved prehearing advice should enable customers to make a more informed decision about
representation and attendance at hearing. Both aspects have a strong correlation with a
successful outcome. Howewvthere is no significant difference in outcomes between those who
areformally represented at their hearing and those who attended but waseonly represented
prior to the hearing.

e Better preparation for those with special needs should improve theedrnce and lead to
increased perceptions of satisfactiorustomers with special needsve lower satisfaction levels
than other customers and they are just as likely to attend their hearing.

e Three prioritiesdentified in 2007continue to be areas gdriority this year. These are the strong
drivers of satisfaction and by improving perceptions here, overall satisfaction should also
increase;

¢ staff being knowledgeable
¢ receiving a good explanation for outcome
¢ being informed what would happen on the day

In 2007, being informed of progress leading up to the hearing was also identified as a priority. This
factor does continue to have a significant bearing on overall satisfaction with relatively high
importance and a wide gap in perceptions.
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As detailed in the introduction of this report, to ensure analysis could be conducted by tribunal, the
main sample (comprising customers with heariagsl customers with a case withdrawn, settled or
struckout completing a telepone interview) was stratified rather than representative.

The stratification wadased on sample available for each tribunal for the previous three months
proportional to the number of hearing/wss cases covered. The stratification targets across the four
quarters wereas follows:

Hearings customers WSS customers
N of interviews N of interviews

Adjudicator to HM Lands 7 20
Care Standards Tribunal 15 13
Criminal Injuries Compensation 320 70
Employment Appeals Tribunal 158 0
Employment Tribunal 1,0 260
Financial and Tax Tribunal 156 72
Immigration Tribunal 0 1
Information Tribunal 5 5
Lands Tribunal 14 21
SEND 462 80
SSCSA 1,030 260
Transport Tribunal 16 30
Upper Tribunal Administrative 15 0
Appeals Chamber
War Pensions and Armed Force 414 24
Campensation




We llustrate in the table below the distribution of interviews by tribunal against the original
proposed sample categorieBue to some incorredielephone numberor limited sample available
some tribunals experienced a shortfaflinterviews

During eachwave of interviewing, quotas were monitored and where shortfalls were identified,
additional interviews completed within other tribunals to reach the target number of 911 hearings
interviews and219 wss interviewper quarter.

Hearings customers WSS customers
N of interviews N of interviews

Target Achieved Target Achieved
Adjudicator to HM Lands 7 9 20 8
Care Standards Tribunal 15 19 13 12
Criminal Injuries Compensation 320 306 70 11
Employment Appeals Tribunal 158 110 0 0
Employment Tribunal 1,032 1,131 260 345
Financial and Tax Tribunal 156 119 72 57
Immigration Tribunal 0 0 1 0
Information Tribunal 5 0 5 0
Lands Tribunal 14 16 21 13
SEND 462 411 80 95
SSCSA 1,030 1,092 260 252
Transport Tribunal 16 13 30 33
Upper Tribunal Administrative 15 20 0 0
Appeals Chamber
War Pensions and Armed Force 414 410 24 20
Compensation
TOTAL 3,644 3,656 856 846




As the sample was stratified to enable interviews with smaller tribunalsstodmpleted, weighting
was applied to correct for any undeor over representation. The weighting was appliedreflect
the profile ofcaseloads disposed a$ year to date Septembe2008. Weighting was applied across
the mainstage hearings and wss data

The weighting proportions imposeate shown in the table below:

%
Tribunal
SSCSA 63
ET 30
Criminal Injuries Compensation 1
SEND 1
Other 5
Region
Central London 10
Greater London/South East 14
Wales/South West 12
Scotland 13
North West/North East 26
Midlands 24
ASC 1

We show the weighting effedn the following table.
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Hearings respondents

Unweighted Weighted

N % N %
Total 3,656 100 3,606 100
Tribunal
Adjudicator to HM Lands 9 * 2 *
Care Standards Tribunal 19 1 5 *
Criminal Injuries Compensation 306 8 43 1
Employment Appeals Tribunal 110 3 25 1
Employment Tribunal 1,131 31 1,036 29
Financial and Tax Tribunal 119 3 29 1
Immigration Tribunal 0 0 0 0
Information Tribunal 0 0 0 0
Lands Tribunal 16 * 4 *
SEND 411 11 37 1
SSCSA 1,092 30 2,302 64
Transport Tribunal 13 * 4 *
Upper Tribunal Administrative Appeals 20 1 5 *
Chamber
War Pensions and Armed Forces Compensat 410 11 113 3
Region
North 2,075 57 2,298 64
South 1,581 43 1,308 36
Area
Central London 768 21 373 10
GreaterLondor South East 425 12 484 13
Wales/South West 388 11 450 12
Midlands 539 15 844 23
North West/North East 1,053 29 972 27
Scotland 483 13 482 13
Gender
Male 2,050 56 1,908 53
Female 1,606 44 1,697 47
Special Needs
Yes 930 25 1,212 34
No 2,724 75 2,393 66
Sample Type
General Public 2,944 81 3,045 84
Business 712 19 561 16
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WSS respondents

Unweighted Weighted

N % N %
Total 846 100 896 100
Tribunal
Adjudicator to HM Lands 8 1 2 *
Care Standards Tribunal 12 1 3 *
Criminal Injuries Compensation 11 1 2 *
Employment Tribunal 345 41 315 35
Financial and Tax Tribunal 57 7 15 2
Lands Tribunal 13 2 4 *
SEND 95 11 8 1
SSCSA 252 30 532 59
Transpat Tribunal 33 4 9 1
War Pensions and Armed Forces Compensat 20 2 5 1
Region
North 470 56 568 63
South 376 44 328 37
Area
Central London 158 19 82 9
GreaterLondor South East 137 16 151 17
Wales/South West 81 10 95 11
Midlands 167 20 246 27
North West/North East 235 28 213 24
Scotland 68 8 108 12
Gender
Male 448 53 462 52
Female 398 47 434 48
Special Needs
Yes 139 16 203 23
No 707 84 694 77
Sample Type
General Public 627 74 731 82
Bushess 219 26 165 18
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3,656 CATinterviews conducted with customers attending a hearilpese dta are weighted by
caseloadlisposal and region

AIT/AST data shown separatelg32 selfcompletion postal surveys completed by AIT/AST
customersThese dta are unweighted

Fieldwork conducteav2: July- August 2008; w3: NovemberDecember 2008; w4: December 2008
¢ January 2009; w5 pril ¢ May 2009

Where figures do not add up to/or are above 100, this is due to computer rounding

* indicates a finding less thah5% but greater than 0

Where a base is less than 30, data is shown as an unweighted number (N) rather than a percentac
(%)

Base sizes are shown where they differ from all respondents







