Public Engagement Analysis report
Background
During the summer of 2025 we gathered people’s views about the way that we engage and consult now. The feedback has been used to help us develop this revised Engagement and Participation policy. 
We will ask residents for their views on the draft policy before we present the final draft to Ceredigion County Council Cabinet for approval.
Methodology
People were invited to complete a survey, online or on paper. Members of Ceredigion People Panel were invited to focus groups, which they could join online or at our offices in Aberystwyth, Aberaeron or Cardigan. We also attended summer events in Aberystwyth, Aberaeron and Cardigan. These events were aimed at families and enriched our understanding of a demographic that engage less with our online surveys. 
Promotion
We promoted the campaign with a press release, posters and regular social media posts. We also used our Engagement and Participation bulletin (emailed to 1,815 people) and emailed directly to 48 members of Ceredigion People Panel and other relevant stakeholders including our town and community councils.
Responses
176 people responded to our survey, mostly online. Some responses were received on paper and two people completed a paper copy Easy Read version of the survey. Eight people attended a focus group; these were co-designed with Dr Anwen Elias, Aberystwyth University and were by nature, small, but rich in conversation.
Experience of engagement and consultation campaigns
Most people that responded (62%) had not previously responded to one of our engagement or consultation campaigns. Those who had taken part said that they feel their views are not considered or acted upon. People often mentioned lack of transparency or no follow up. One respondent noted having to use a Freedom of Information request to get answers.
Online consultations were described as inaccessible, especially for screen readers. Some did appreciate the convenience of online surveys (this was reflected in conversations at the events that we attended). Several people felt that consultations were biased, leading or predetermined. People also said that it is difficult to find consultations on our website. A few respondents have had positive experiences, especially when engaging face-to-face with staff or via their local councillor.
Some useful suggestions
“It’s been a generally positive experience. However, the council is becoming more of a “faceless” organisation, so I would encourage the council to hold more face-to-face public engagement events/activities when consulting with the public.”

“Hopefully you will agree that any new policy must include a method for town and community councils and local organisations to submit corporate responses.”

“The questionnaire that I completed could benefit from improvements to allow the recipient to express their views more clearly.”

“...a lot of the consultations are influenced by the budget available and so sometimes feel that we need to know the financial challenge (where applicable) and limits we can expect.”

Engagement preferences
People were asked to rank their preferences for various methods of giving feedback to the Council.
· Online survey – frequently ranked 1st or 2nd.
· In person meeting – often ranked 1st or 2nd.
· Focus groups – typically ranked in the middle.
· Via Community groups – typically ranked in the middle.
· Paper survey - frequently ranked 4th or 5th.

One person said that the question is misleading - these should not be kept in order, they are all important and dependent on the nature of the consultation. This point was repeated at a focus group meeting.
Barriers
We asked people about the barriers that stopped them from taking part in our consultation campaigns. People could select more than one of the options provided.
 
	I don’t think my views make a difference
	69%

	Not enough information
	30%

	Lack of time
	15%

	Too complicated
	13%

	Too many consultations
	11%

	Digital barriers
	6%



Other comments included:
“In person consultations are inaccessible, online consultations poorly advertised.”
“Questionnaires engineered to give the responses desired by CCC with minimal opportunity for free text expression.”
“The information has to be user friendly - for all abilities.”
“In person consultations are inaccessible, online consultations poorly advertised.”
“It depends on the time of day/evening.”
“No method available for submitting corporate responses.”

​Removing barriers
We asked what we could do to make it easier for people to respond to our engagement and consultation campaigns. There were five strong themes. 
1. Increase transparency and feedback
Respondents want to feel heard and see their input reflected in decisions. Phrases like “listen to the people of Ceredigion”, “rebuild trust”, “stop ignoring us”, and “act on feedback” were common. Several expressed frustrations with perceived disregard for public opinion. 
[bookmark: _Int_kklaTm46]There were requests for clear outcomes from consultations and evidence that views had influenced decisions. Some people asked for feedback loops to show what had changed as a result of their feedback. However, a focus group member noted that there is a difference between hearing people’s views and acting on them; in some situations, we cannot act on the views of the public and we need to be clearer when this is the case.

2. Improve communication & promotion
Suggestions included email newsletters, leaflets through doors and better use of social media. Some noted consultations were poorly timed or promoted, with events happening before people were aware of them. Others reported unclear signage at drop in events.

3. Offer more accessible formats
There were requests for paper surveys in public places, face-to-face sessions in neutral venues, drop-in sessions at community hubs and online options that are well-advertised. There were accessibility concerns from non-drivers, elderly residents, and those uncomfortable in group settings. People also asked us to improve digital tools and simplify written materials.

4. Simplify language & structure
Respondents asked for less jargon, clearer questions, avoidance of leading or overly complex documents. One comment criticised “woke” equality monitoring questions as distracting or irrelevant.

5. Better scheduling
Suggestions included evening and weekend sessions, more notice before events and more effort to avoid clashes with other commitments e.g. work and childcare. 
People highlighted the value of being involved early in policymaking.

Innovative engagement techniques						
We asked people if they would be interested in working with us to explore the following innovative techniques:																		
Community assemblies - local gatherings where residents come together to share ideas, discuss issues, and help shape decisions that affect their area.
An example of community assemblies from Gwynedd: GwyrddNi Community Assemblies – GwyrddNi.

Participatory budgeting - a way for local people to have a direct say in how a portion of public money is spent in their community.
An example of participatory budgeting from Glasgow: Govanhill, Glasgow | Local Government Association.
 
Legislative theatre - a way for communities to act out real-life problems and then work together to come up with ideas for new laws or policies to solve them.
An example of legislative theatre from Manchester: Legislative theatre | Homeless Link.															
There was a mixed response to this exploratory question as shown in this graph:
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Legislative Theatre was the least popular option although one of the people at our focus groups said that their daughter (in her early twenties) might be more inclined to take part in this type of engagement. This is relevant because we do not do well at reaching out to the 0-24 year old age group with our engagement and consultation campaigns.







Demographic profile of respondents to this campaign

	Did the responses reflect the population of Ceredigion?
	Survey responses (number)
	Survey responses (%)
	Census 2021 (%)

	Age: 0-15 years
	0
	0%
	14%

	Age: 16-24 years
	1
	0.7%
	15%

	Age: 25-44 years
	49
	32%
	19%

	Age: 45-64 years
	71
	47%
	27%

	Age: 65+ years
	31
	20%
	26%

	Male
	44
	30%
	49%

	Female
	102
	70%
	51%

	Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual
	12
	9%
	5%

	Ethnicity other than white
	2
	1%
	4%

	Christian
	58
	43%
	47%

	Other religion
	7
	5%
	24%

	No religion
	71
	52%
	43%

	Previously served in the Armed Forces
	5
	3%
	4%

	Disabled or long-term illness
	33
	22%
	22%



The figures above show the characteristics of those who share their views with us in percentage form. The survey response figures show the number and percentage of people that answered each of these questions.  Answers left blank or ‘prefer not to say’ are not included.
It is evident that we need to do more to gather the views of people who are:
· Aged 0 – 24 years
· Male
· Have an ethnicity other than white
· Practice an ‘Other’ religion (as opposed to Christian or no religion)

We are very grateful to everyone who shared their views with us during this engagement campaign. The feedback has been used to inform our revised Engagement and Participation policy.

We plan to consult on the draft policy in December 2025/January 2026.



I don’t think my views make a difference	Not enough information	Lack of time	Too complicated	Too many consultations	Digital barriers	0.69	0.3	0.15	0.13	0.11	0.06	
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