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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1  
The purpose of the 2004 Mystery Shopper programme was to review the 

performance of the information services provided by the Authority at it’s offices in the County. The survey simulated customer interactions on a covert using similar methods to those in the 2001Mystery Shopper survey.

1.2 27 sites were monitored by the 2004 programme compared to 21 in 2001, through127 visits, 125 telephone calls, 120 postal or email communications, and web site visits.  This final report summarises all interactions with the departments covered. The sites monitored in 2004 included the new Sutton County Contact and some additional County libraries. 

1.3 The programme was based on four research themes: Moving Home, The

            Family, Caring & Disability, and Travel & Environment, using a wide range of


 information requests and scenarios all approved by the Council Project


 Officer.

1.4 Compared with 2001 there was a marked improvement in overall levels of customer satisfaction with information services reported by those who contacted Authority offices during this survey. Nine locations showed an improvement and two a decline in ratings (2001/2004).

1.5 In the case of visits made to County offices 68% resulted in the customer being satisfied with the information provided, compared to 60% in 2001.  In the case of telephone calls 50% resulted in the customer being satisfied with the information provided compared to 45% in 2001.  

1.6 In spite of the overall improvement in service in several locations, in 32% of Visits and 49% of telephone calls the customer did not receive sufficient or in some cases any information from the contact.  Shoppers may have higher expectations for information than they may actually get in some cases.

1.7 In the case of postal contacts to County offices 66% of enquirers received a reply from the authority compared to 77% in 2001.  The average time to make a reply was 7.7 days.  In the case of email contacts, 44% received a reply and the average time for response was 4.25 days.

1.8 The Council’s Charter Standard for enquiry response was achieved in 80% of contacts. But there was variation in performance caused by call transfers, being passed on to another person, not checking the customer is happy etc, that are not covered by Charter, which should be considered.

1.9 The Council might review service standards in respect to what level of information is reasonable for the public to expect from a visit, telephone call, or letter, and what might be considered complete or adequate information.

1.10 County Contacts and County libraries offer a one-stop contact point for customers requiring information: these outlets have the remit and the information systems to answer a broad range of enquiries.  Other Authority offices tend to be best at handling requests relating to their specific services and less able to respond to requests outside of their domain.

1.11 Where a Council office received a poor rating for the information staff provided, it was the inability to provide the exact information required that was at fault.  In 38% of the contacts the officers were unable to deal with the scenario presented, this was the same for 31% of telephone calls made.  The Council should investigate why some types of information are not provided/available and whether such information should be accessible.

1.12 There may be a staff development requirement for those involved with providing information to bring all up to a similar level of competency. It would also be desirable to work towards similar standards of service in all front line staff, including those who meet customers and those who advise on the telephone. Common standards should be observed.

1.13 In 2001 a number of offices followed the practice of referring requests to other branches, or sometimes different departments, when the request was not within their remit (instead of offering to find the information themselves). This practice continued in 2004, however when it occurred in most cases useful telephone contact numbers were given for the enquirer to follow up.

1.14 When busy some offices switch to answer phone service when staff are not available to answer queries, such as during training. There is also variable performance when temporary staff are on duty who are not necessarily trained/used to dealing with enquiries from the public

1.15 It was noted in 2001 that information provision was not a full time occupation for most departmental staff. In 2004 the quality of response the customer received depended on the quality and/or knowledge of staff on duty at the time.  Some staff and offices are better at providing service than colleagues in other areas, and more consistency may be desirable.

1.16 There continues to be variation in the standard of environment and signage in Council buildings where the public are received. In some older buildings traditional counters and glass divides are retained and finding where to go can be a challenge. The Sutton County Contact however improves the image and access to information in the North of the County. 

1.17 Performance levels should be regularly monitored through Mystery Shopper surveys to track improvements and training requirements perhaps annually or biannually.

2.0  BACKGROUND/OBJECTIVES
Nottinghamshire County Council (NCC) has responsibility for providing a variety of services to the general public.  An important element is the provision of Information on the services offered by the various departments who deal with the public. Six departments now provide the public with information, help and advice on their respective services:


CHIEF EXECUTIVE'S
CULTURE AND COMMUNITY
EDUCATION
ENVIRONMENT
RESOURCES
SOCIAL SERVICES

Information is provided to the public on demand and during working hours to anyone who contacts the Authority at their offices. The public can also obtain information via traditional post, by email, or through the ‘Ask a Question’ facility on the Authority’s website. The 2004 Mystery Shopper survey sampled each information source covering all departments visited in 2001 except for Tourism.

Information of many kinds may be requested at NCC customer service points in Nottinghamshire.  In the 2004 survey enquiries were made at the District Council offices of Social Services, Area offices of Education or Highways, various Public Libraries, and County Contact points. See section 3.0 for location addresses.

The Need to Monitor Service Standards

NCC are committed to providing and maintaining the best standards of service and information at every office. A service Charter was set up to judge this. The officers with responsibility for checking standards need to know how good is the service offered to the public; there is also a need to know how the service responds and how it can deal with a broad range of scenarios. The scenarios used are in section 5.0.

The ‘Mystery Shopper’ Programme

Mystery Shopper simulates consumer experience and is an important tool for the accurate measurement of customer service delivery.  It’s value lies in the use of independent and trained observers, who have the freedom to make timely visits to monitor service on subjects of their choosing.  Effective mystery shopper programmes are covert, undetected, and test staff response in a natural way.

Mystery shopper surveys carried out annually can identify weaknesses in delivery and monitor change/improvement in policy and delivery.  Such results can feed into effective staff training and information systems supporting change .

The task of the 2004 Survey was to rigorously test the context and quality of the information service. Qualified research professionals were employed to sample the different services at agreed locations covertly and unannounced.  The schedule required each Shopper to request help and information from an office and report on what they found and on the quality of advice given.  

All front line contacts were made in 3-4 weeks terminating March 15 2004. Shopper Questionnaires and other documentation are Appended in 5.0 

In addition to personal visits Marketing Innovation Ltd’s Call Centre in Loughborough made 125 Telephone calls, plus email and Postal requests were issued from many different postal addresses in the County. Replies from the letter and email distribution are covered in the report. 

The Best Value Review is ongoing and was made public knowledge to staff in County Hall and District offices via their Trades Union.  To ensure secrecy at no time was the purpose of visits or calls revealed, or for that matter to friends or acquaintances.  Privacy ensured that staff behaved normally during visits or calls.

Functions Monitored:

· Response to customer enquiries at different times/days of the week

· Quality and completeness of response to 60 different enquiries/scenarios 

· Customer satisfaction with the information service and the environment

· Time taken for enquiries in visits, telephone, electronic and postal communications

Locations Covered:  see page 6, Section 3
3.0   LOCATIONS/CONTACT METHODS 2004

County Contact Points:      9 Visits, 10 Telephone Calls, 9 Letters, 3 Email 

Mansfield County Contact

16 Regent Street

Mansfield

Nottinghamshire

NG18 1SS

01623 476800

Retford County Contact

17b The Square

Retford

Nottinghamshire

DN22 6DB

01777 713800

Sutton County Contact

Idlewell’s Shopping Centre

Sutton in Ashfield

Mansfield NG17 1BP

Social Services Offices:       9 Visits, 10 Telephone Calls, 9 Letters,  1 Email 

Gedling Social Services

Sir John Robinson Way

Arnold

Nottinghamshire

NG5 6BN

Broxtowe Social Services

Broadgate House

Beeston

Nottinghamshire

NG9 2EF

Ashfield Social Services

High Pavement

Sutton in Ashfield

Nottinghamshire

NG17 5GG

Newark Social Services

County Offices

20 Balderton Gate

Newark

Nottinghamshire

NG24 1UW

Rushcliffe Social Services

The Hall

Bridgford Road

West Bridgeford

Nottinghamshire

NG2 6AP

Bassetlaw Social Services

Queens’s Building

Potter Street

Worksop

Nottinghamshire

S80 2BZ

Education Offices:         5-7 Visits, 10 Telephone Calls, 6 Letters, 1 Email 

South Base 

Home Brewery Building

Howitt Court

Sir john Robinson Way

Education Department

County Hall

Nottinghamshire

NG2 7QP

Area Highways Offices:           4 Telephone Calls, 3 Letters, 1 Email

Newark Area Office 


Rushcliffe Contracting

Kelham Road 



Gamston Depot

Newark 



Radcliffe

Nottinghamshire 


Nottinghamshire

NG24 1BX



 NG2 6NP

Registrars:       4 Telephone calls, 3 Letters
Newark Office



Rushcliffe Office

County House 



The Hall

Balderton Gate 



Bridgford Road

Nottinghamshire 


Nottinghamshire

NG24 1UW 



NG

Public Libraries:         3 Visits unless stated

a)
Front Street, Arnold, Nottingham, 

b)
Wellington Place, Eastwood  (also Education point, Wellington Place, Eastwood – 1 visit)

c)
Main Street, Kimberley

d)
Forest Road, Ollerton, Newark

e)
Beaumont Garden, Newark

f)
Idlewells Shopping Centre, Sutton-in-Ashfield

g)
High Street, Warsop, Mansfield

h)
Bridgford Road, West Bridgford

i)
Scrooby Road, Bircotes

j)
Foster Avenue, Beeston  (also Education point, Foster Ave, Beeston – 1 visit)

k)
High Street, Warsop

4.0    SURVEY RESULTS
4.1    TOP LINE PERFORMANCE      

All face to face and telephone interactions used a set of 9 common performance indicators.  The first table below shows the separate achievements based on the results from ALL offices that received Visits and Calls.  Most offices received both visits and calls, however Registrars/Highways received telephone calls only, and Libraries visits only, by arrangement with the Authority. 

NB: Interviewer’s returns required a coded answer Yes/No ‘Complete’ or a rating 1-5 (1= Poor. 5= Excellent) for each measure that was common to both Visit and Caller questionnaires:

	COMMON MEASURES 
	VISITS %
	CALLS%
	Response Rated

	
	2001
	2004
	2001
	2004
	

	Were you made to feel welcome?                           
	82
	88
	66
	65
	4-5

	Did the person fully understand your needs?
	64
	79
	62
	56
	Completely

	Were you passed on to someone else?           
	45
	68
	21
	35
	Yes

	Did you get the information you asked for?            
	See 4.4
	See 4.4
	See 4.4
	See 4.4
	Yes

	 Did the information fully satisfy your need?   
	60
	68
	45
	50
	4-5

	 Did staff ask if it answered your need?         
	41
	49
	71
	33
	Yes

	 Did staff ask ‘Do you need more info’ ?            
	39
	31
	84
	32
	Yes

	 Was any further information offered?          
	39
	42
	38
	31
	Yes 

	 Overall satisfaction with experience?               
	See 4.4
	See 4.4
	See 4.4
	See 4.4
	Yes


Comparing 2001 with 2004, we see that for Visits, the ratings increased on 6 measures quite appreciably, whilst decreasing on 2 measures. For Telephone Calls, ratings increased moderately on 2 measures, whilst decreasing on 5.               

There was noticeable variation when comparing ratings for visits and phone calls. In 2004 face-to-face interactions continued to result in better satisfaction levels than those on the telephone. In all cases poor satisfaction ratings in 2004 were due to a failure to provide the information required, this being due to incomplete delivery, or the outlet being unable to help. Staff who meet people face to face may receive more training and be more experienced than those  answering the telephone.  If so, training might be considered to level abilities.

Face to face interactions required the following information specific to the visits, during which three new questions (*) were inserted for 2004:

	VISIT SPECIFIC MEASURES
	VISITS %
	ResponsesRated

	
	2001
	2004
	

	Was the place visited inviting/pleasant?        
	74
	71
	4-5

	How would you rate the signage/directions?
	81
	73
	4-5

	How long did you wait to get attention?         
	86
	77
	0>2min

	Number of people in the queue ahead?          
	78
	69
	Nil

	How easy was it to access the office? *
	-
	72
	4-5

	Did they wear a name badge? *
	-
	38
	Yes

	How long were you in the place? *
	-
	84
	>15min


Comparing 2001 with 2004, we see ratings reduced slightly on 4 measures.               

On the new measures the majority of offices have good access, also staff are not keen to disclose their identity, and most visits took shoppers less than 15 minutes.

There are differences in the style of buildings in which the Council offers public access, and also in the aesthetics of the places where people are received. Older buildings are less user friendly to wheel chair users, and those with nice meeting areas were better rated than others that did not.  In most places there were no queues.

Generally the quality of signage at Council offices directing customers to the information point is indistinct and could be made a lot clearer to those unfamiliar with the buildings.  In some cases larger print signs in more obvious places are needed to guide the customer to where they should go especially where secondary reception areas are visited.

Time taken to be seen was within Charter standards in 88% of visits, and in over 90% of cases there were no customers or at most one person in the queue.  The Charter pledges that customers will be served by clearly identified staff: in practice just over one third of Council staff wore an identifying name badge or one clearly visible.  Having a named contact facilitates later contact should the customer need to clarify or receive further information.

	TELEPHONE SPECIFIC MEASURES
	CALLS %
	ResponsesRated

	
	2001
	2004
	

	How many rings before they answered?        
	82
	84
	>4

	How many transfers to get right person?      
	51
	34
	Nil

	Time taken to reach the right person?          
	70
	67
	<1min

	Did the person identify themselves?         
	30
	9
	Yes

	Did the person identify their department?
	60
	68
	Yes

	Was a greeting given?                                      
	86
	87
	Yes

	Describe the manner/tone of the conversation (respectful/friendly or polite/business-like?)
	83
	74
	Both


Comparing 2001 and 2004, the ratings increased very slightly on 3 measures, whilst decreasing on 3.  In 2004 84% of calls were handled within the prescribed 4 rings/10 seconds.  Often the caller spoke to the person they needed in less time than was taken during personal visits, this being due to telephony access.

Transfers

The incidence of transfers has increased between 2001/2004, which suggests that increasingly the first person cannot answer the query personally. 

The amount of call transfers and the increase in proportion of enquiries that could not be dealt with by the first person may be due to either misplaced calls, or people not being available.  In two thirds of cases the enquirer had to deal with two or more people within a department, and in some cases external calls had to be made to get information not available in the department.  Quite often staff would volunteer helpful telephone numbers to assist the request where they could not handle it themselves or lacked the data.

Customer care

Reception staff mostly greeted customers appropriately and dealt with the enquiry in a satisfactory manner.  However in less than 10% of instances telephone based staff were prepared to identify themselves to the customer, leaving callers without a contact name for future call back.  

Whilst the majority of calls were dealt with politely, the speed and abruptness with which enquiries were handled on the telephone indicate that some staff had insufficient time or training to answer all aspects of a customers’ enquiry.  On a number of occasions callers reported staff had little time for them and were not able to answer all parts of their enquiry. This was not the same story when people visited.

Difficult scenarios

In a number of instances Council officers found difficulty in satisfying some of the enquiries made during visits or telephone calls.  This was discovered whilst checking into the reasons why contacts received a “poor” rating (1 or 2) in answer to the question “Did the information given to you fully satisfy your needs?”

In 31% of telephone interactions the callers gave a rating of 1 or 2 citing incomplete information or no information being given as the cause.  In 15% of visits shoppers rated 1 or 2 giving the same reasons for their dissatisfaction.

Analysis of the locations where dissatisfaction occurred showed the following ranking by number of interactions:

Broxtowe   



8

Retford County Contact

5

County Hall 



4

Mansfield County Contact

3

Newark Social Services

3

Rushcliffe Social Services

2

Gedling Social Services 

1

Ashfield Social Services

1

Highways Gamston


1

South Base Education 

1

Libraries



3

Total




32

Analysing the scenarios with which the problems occurred shows that the following subjects proved a challenge on more than one occasion:

Dial a ride scheme


4 times

Attendance allowance


3

Council opinions


2

OT adaptations


2

Day centres for mental health

2

Council job vacancies


2

In addition to the above there were single cases where an office could not provide information such as the education maintenance allowance, residents parking scheme, university fees, fostering, tram services, college courses, and leisure passes.

It may be helpful to examine the content of the scenarios covered in the survey. These are detailed in the appendix for both visits and calls.  It would also be useful to review the Excel spreadsheet containing shoppers’ comments that tracks each enquiry from start to finish. 

4.2 POSTAL AND EMAIL INTERACTIONS

The 100 postal enquiries were mailed during a 7 day period across the range of Council offices including those areas not covered by personal visits or calls.  A variety of topics were covered based on variations of the Visit and Telephone scenarios.  All letters were hand written on personal stationery addressed to no particular person in the department.

The following tables show the letters issued to and the replies received from the Councils offices and the number of days taken to receive a reply.  7.7 days is the average turnaround time across all Council offices, Bassetlaw Social Services recording the lowest (5.0 days) and Highways Dept the highest (10.5 days).  County Contacts appear to reply more quickly as they have dedicated staff.

	Venue
	Letters sent
	Replies received
	%
	Average days

	Bassetlaw Social Services
	9
	6
	67
	5.0

	Mansfield County Contact
	9
	6
	67
	6.5

	Retford County Contact
	9
	5
	56
	6.8

	Gedling Social Services
	9
	4
	44
	7.0

	Sutton County Contact
	9
	7
	78
	7.3

	Newark Social Services
	9
	8
	89
	7.8

	Notts Education Dept
	4
	2
	50
	8.0

	Rushcliffe Registrar
	3
	3
	100
	8.0

	Broxtowe Social Services
	9
	4
	44
	8.0

	Newark Registrar
	3
	2
	67
	8.5

	Rushcliffe Social Services
	9
	6
	67
	9.2

	South Base Education
	4
	4
	100
	9.2

	Ashfield Social Services
	9
	5
	56
	9.2

	Highways Dept
	3
	2
	67
	   10.5

	Total
	98
	65
	66%
	7.70


EMAIL

16 Email enquiries were sent out to the Council some using departmental email addresses known from past studies, the rest being transmitted through the Council Website “Ask a question” web page.  Hotmail email addresses were given for replies and in total 7 were received ie. 44%.  The table overleaf indicates the issue and receipt of these interactions.

List of Emails sent/received 2004

	Enquirer
	Scenario
	Recipient
	Date sent
	Fwd to
	Date fwd
	Auto

response
	Date reply
	2nd reply

	Russell
	Free school meals criteria
	Social Services
	9.03.04
	Education
	12.03.04
	 
	12.03.04
	 

	Gemma
	Fees for son to go to college
	nottscc@custhelp.com
	12.03.04
	 
	 
	12.03.04
	15.03.04
	19.03.04

	Andrew
	Adoption
	nottscc@custhelp.com
	12.03.04
	 
	 
	12.03.04
	15.03.04
	19.03.04

	Siobhan
	Home adaptations
	nottscc@custhelp.com
	13.03.04
	 
	 
	13.03.04
	15.03.04
	 

	Anna
	Adapting car for disabled
	nottscc@custhelp.com
	14.03.04
	 
	 
	14.03.04
	15.03.04
	 

	Sarah
	Job opportunities
	Retford County Contact
	11.03.04
	 
	 
	 
	17.03.04
	 

	Ariel
	Bus timetables
	County Contact
	12.03.04
	 
	 
	 
	16.03.04
	 

	Abbas
	Learning disabilities
	communications@education.nottscc.gov.uk
	11.03.04
	 
	 
	 
	None
	 

	Liz
	Register birth
	contact.retford@nottscc.gov.uk
	13.03.04
	 
	 
	 
	None
	 

	Rowan
	Childcare
	contact.mansfield@nottscc.gov.uk
	13.03.04
	 
	 
	 
	None
	 

	Jodie
	Disability information
	http://notts-contact.custhelp.com
	10.03.04
	 
	 
	 
	None
	 

	Cath
	Blue badge
	http://notts-contact.custhelp.com
	10.03.04
	 
	 
	 
	None
	 

	Jess
	Leisure enquiry
	http://notts-contact.custhelp.com
	11.03.04
	 
	 
	 
	None
	 

	Fran
	Registering at doctors
	http://notts-contact.custhelp.com
	12.03.04
	 
	 
	 
	None
	 

	John
	Foreign language leaflets
	http://notts-contact.custhelp.com
	12.03.04
	 
	 
	 
	None
	 

	Ariel 
	Disability/welfare help
	http://notts-contact.custhelp.com
	12.03.04
	 
	 
	 
	None
	 


At the time of writing 9 replies were still outstanding, of which 6 should have come from the Council website and three from dedicated departments.  No acknowledgements or explanations have been given for the slow response.

4.3  PERFORMANCE BY LOCATION

First some general observations can be made as in 2001 on the issues that impact on the relative performance and perceptions of service in the different types of NCC outlet:

a) South Base, County Hall and County Contacts provide spacious and pleasant 


surroundings designed for the purpose of meting the public, that are usually 

            seen as good for interaction, efficient and customer-friendly service.

b) Social Services offices can be older, smaller buildings, more utilitarian in style. They may offer a basic counter service in a plain, matter of fact manner. Some are equipped with separate waiting rooms that offer privacy.

c) County Libraries are primarily lenders of books and reference material. They 


stock general information but try hard to meet more specific requests.

d) Other than County Contacts, most outlets still expect to fulfil requests that mainly 

            relate to their dedicated operations. There is much ‘signposting’ to other 

            council departments when staff do not have information immediately to hand.

e) Some offices offer reduced availability when they are short staffed, out of hours,

            or involved in staff training, resulting in phone callers getting the answer phone. 

f) Not all offices perform to Charter standards on every occasion. Exceptional 

            motivation and dedication is often in evidence, but complete satisfaction is not  

            always achieved.

Service Environment

For readers unfamiliar with what is provided at the offices we summarise this as follows:

RETFORD COUNTY CONTACT 

“CC has small entrance at side of building, not obvious, sign small and set well above entrance, inside not really sure where to go, receptionist good”
MANSFIELD COUNTY CONTACT

“In a prime market place position. Big shop front with good signage. An island reception counter

leading to an open public area as Retford”

SUTTON COUNTY CONTACT 

“In a good position towards the back of the Idlewells Shopping Centre next to the bus station. Nice new layout with reception desk to the front, good signage, and comfortable seating”

SOUTH BASE

“Obviously not a "public place", more businesslike, there are shelves and leaflets though. Desk not really "user friendly" to general public. Comfortable, bright and pleasant”
NEWARK SOCIAL SERVICES

“Shared sign with "building services" not immediately obvious, don’t like having to discuss my private business in the hallway in public”
BROXTOWE SOCIAL SERVICES 

“A big old place not well signposted off street. Spacious but too open for privacy with a long glass wall where ‘claimants’ explained their problems”

ASHFIELD SOCIAL SERVICES 

“Located behind the Leisure Centre accessed via a long corridor with service counter behind glass divide. Not signposted well from the street or from the Centre.”
RUSHCLIFFE  SOCIAL SERVICES 

“Reception area was just a corridor but there was a small waiting room which was ok”
BASSETLAW SOCIAL SERVICES 

“Very large room, one side for benefits, the other two very harassed girls, not knowing what dept dealt with what query”
COUNTY HALL RECEPTION

“A big but rather impersonal building. Impressive place to be in but very open if you want private

conversation on son’s education”

4.4  SATISFACTION  LEVELS 

In 2004 shoppers and callers were asked to record their satisfaction with the service at three points in the visit and telephone questionnaires. Part A asked for a rating, Part B an explanation of the physical delivery outcome, and Part C for the experience overall:
RETFORD CC      
- Very good service reported in 79% of contacts (78% 2001)

MANSFIELD CC   
- Very good service reported in 67% of contacts (78% 2001)

SOUTH BASE      
- Very good service reported in 80% of contacts (66% 2001)

NEWARK SS        
- Very good service reported in 65% of contacts (53% 2001)

BROXTOWE SS  
- Very good service reported in 55% of contacts (39% 2001)
MANSFIELD/        
- Very good service reported in 63% of contacts (56% 2001)
ASHFIELD SS

RUSHCLIFFE  SS
- Very good service reported in 60% of contacts (63% 2001)
BASSETLAW SS  
- Very good service reported in 63% of contacts (20% 2001)
COUNTY HALL      
- Very good service reported in 70% of contacts (67% 2001)
BRIDGFORD HALL 
- Very good service reported 53% of contacts in 2001
LIBRARIES            
- Very good service reported in 68% of contacts (53% 2001)
REGISTRIES          
- Very good service reported in 83% of contacts (54% 2001) 
Comparing overall satisfaction ratings for 2001 and 2004, nine locations showed improvement and two a downward trend. Of those with downward trend one showed noticeable change (Mansfield CC) and the other minor (Rushcliffe SS).  Of those with upward trends, 4 showed significant improvement (Southbase, Broxtowe SS, Bassetlaw SS, Registries) and 3 noticeable improvement (Newark SS, Ashfield SS, Libraries overall).

TABLES OF ACHIEVEMENT

The Top Line Performance percentages reported in 4.1 were aggregated from the individual returns at each location. The results can also be seen at outlet level for all of the visits and calls made to each location on the grid tables that follow this page – see 2004 Mystery Shopper Visits and Calls Analysis in Appendix 5.1. There are two sets of grids to study and the tables are landscape for ease of comparison, for:

NCC MYSTERY SHOPPER    - in sequence of Shopper questionnaire Q1 – Q13

Please note that the scores in the RATINGS sheets show the number of times an office was rated by the shopper on the scale of satisfaction, or, how many times a function was ‘completed’ or a particular greeting given.  The Percentages shown at the far right of the grid pages aggregate the total scores over all outlets covered by that question.  

NCC MYSTERY CALLER       - in sequence of Caller questionnaire Q1 – Q13       

Again the same principle applies with columns indicating a rating/achievement.  In this case there are RATINGS given at each outlet for each question followed by percentages for the aggregate score over all outlets.

EXCEL SPREADSHEETS      - abstracted comments by outlet ( separate spreadsheets)

These spreadsheets record the progress and comments made by Shoppers and Callers from start to finish and at every visit or call. They provide useful insight into what happened at each contact, and the feelings expressed by shoppers on their treatment.  See Margaret Radford.

APPENDICES

5.1 Grids and Tables

                    ~ Mystery Shopper

                    ~ Mystery Caller

5.2  Survey questionnaires

                    ~ Mystery Shopper

                    ~ Mystery Caller

5.3   Scenarios

                    ~ Mystery Shopper

                    ~ Mystery Caller

          ~ Postal

               ~ Email/web

5.4   Customer Charter 
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