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Minutes of the Wellbeing Public Dialogues Oversight Group Meeting,  

28th April 2015 

 

Attendees 

In person  teleconference  

Dr Paul Litchfield Chair, What Works Wellbeing 
Tom Smith DWP 
Andrew Spiers Sports England 
Simon McKee BIS 
Dave Wall Dept for Social Development, NICS 
Prof Christina Victor Brunel University 
Dr Jan Emmanuel De Neve LSE 
Prof Peter Kinderman Liverpool University  
Prof Kevin Daniels University of East Anglia 
Saamah Abdallah, New Economics Foundation 
Nina James Cabinet Office  
Robin Clarke Sciencewise 
Anna MacGillivray Ursus Consulting, evaluation  
Anita Van Mil Hopkins Van Mil 
Henrietta Hopkins Hopkins Van Mil 
Nancy Hey What Works Wellbeing 
Dawn Snape What Works Wellbeing  
Sara Lomelli What Works Wellbeing, Secretary  

Susan Hodgett, Ulster 
University 
Jude Stansfield, PHE  
Catherine Parker, PHE 
North East Region  
Lucy Smith, Southwark 
and Lambeth Council 
 

 

Apologies: Andrew Mowlah, Arts Council; Baljit Gill, DCLG; Anne-Marie Conlong, 

Scottish Government; Faye Gracie, Welsh Government 

1. Welcome and introductions 

Paul Litchfield introduced himself as the new Chair of the What Works Centre for 

Wellbeing and outlined the role of this group as maintaining strategic oversight of the 

wellbeing public dialogues project and advising on the design of dialogue materials 

and reports. This group will act as Steering Group for the project. 

2. About the What Works Centre for Wellbeing 

Nancy Hey described the aim of the Centre ‘to understand what government, local 

authorities, businesses and individuals can do to improve wellbeing’. The Centre’s 

four initial evidence programmes are (1) community wellbeing (2) culture and sport 

(3) cross cutting capabilities (4) work and learning.  Wellbeing is about people and 

hearing the voice of the public from across the UK at the very start of the Centre’s 

work is fundamental to the approach of the new Centre as a UK-wide organisation.   

3. The place of the wellbeing public dialogues in the development of the What 

Works Centre 

Dawn Snape emphasised the importance of the public dialogues in ensuring that the 

Centre’s work is useful, timely and relevant. The findings will inform the priorities and 
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work plans of the Centre as well as approaches to communicating with the public 

and policy makers about wellbeing.  

 

Each of the Centre’s evidence programme teams will spend their first six months 

consulting with the Centre’s users about their needs and priorities. The dialogue 

findings and other ‘listening’ activities will contribute to ‘voice of the user’ reports. 

These will also set out their work plans for the next three years. 

 

Milestones and timing  

Activity/ output Date 

1.  Dialogue events (12)  Between 6th June 

and 3rd October 2015 

2.  Video vox pops produced Available from 

September 2015 

3.  Report of dialogue findings and knowledge 

exchange event between the dialogue specialists 

(HVM) and evidence programme staff 

November 2015 

 

4.  HVM report of public dialogue findings published 
and dialogues data archived  

December 2015 

5.  Voice of the user reports and work plans 
submitted by the evidence programme teams 

December 2015 

6.  Voice of the user reports published January 2016 

7.  Final report of independent evaluation published March 2016 

 

Discussion  

 The dialogues will be held in each country of the UK. The locations are 

London, Bristol, North East England (location tbc), Cardiff, Belfast and Falkirk. 

 Each evidence programme has different plans for consulting with the Centre’s 

users during the collaborative development phase. The balance between the 

public dialogues findings and findings from other consultation activities will 

vary in the voice of the user reports. That’s to be expected. 

 In a local authority where they are deciding how and where to make cuts and 

need to engage with local community organisations and the members of the 

public to do so, the dialogues may offer an opportunity to discuss community 

priorities. 

 The dialogues will discuss how wellbeing can be improved by government, 

communities and individuals. The question is how we can create the right 

conditions to empower people to improve their own wellbeing and what can 

government and others do to support that.  
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 How can we share information about the dialogue findings in each area to be 

sure everyone can learn from all of the dialogues? Options included 

circulating all of the dialogue materials to all Oversight Group members or 

making an online space for sharing documents that can be accessed by all 

members if they wish. 

 The dialogues will use broad questions to frame each dialogue, with specific 

areas to be covered developed through further discussion with third sector 

organisations, policy makers and staff from the evidence programme teams.  

 The broad questions were developed through early discussions with policy 

makers so we’d like to work from that basis. There will be greater flexibility in 

the specific sub-topics to be covered and these will be arrived at in 

consultation with the Oversight Group. 

 There are potential overlaps between evidence programme areas in relation 

to the dialogue topics. A Venn diagram where the dialogues may cover some 

issues common to all of the evidence programmes, while other areas will be 

specific to a particular evidence programme would be useful.  This underlined 

the importance of jointly developing the dialogue materials and sharing 

findings. 

 None of the topics relate specifically to the Cross-cutting Capabilities 

evidence programme. Their role might be to help facilitate discussion of what 

everyone has heard across all the evidence programme teams. The cross-

cutting capabilities team has proposed to get all the teams together for a joint 

event in October and this might be another opportunity to consider how the 

dialogue findings can feed into the work of the Centre. 

 What type of policy makers we want to involve in the events depends on the 

dialogue question(s). The project aims to involve local and national policy 

makers in areas relevant to the dialogue questions- people who can act on 

the findings. 

 ‘Wellbeing’ may mean different things to different people and there was 

discussion about the need for a definition of what we mean by wellbeing.  It’s 

important to understand what matters to people in their own lives and part of 

each dialogue will explore what matters most to people and what wellbeing 

means to them. They may use words other than ‘wellbeing’ (eg, ‘flourishing’) 

to describe what contributes most to their quality of life. We want the 

definitions to arise from what people tell us. 

Actions: 

a. DS to circulate information about the evidence programmes 

b. DS to propose a way to make documents accessible to all group members. 

c. DS to circulate the questions to all group members. 

4. How the Oversight Group will work 
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The group discussed the draft Terms of Reference and the following points were 

made: 

 Sciencewise requires that the minutes of the oversight group be made 

available for transparency. The minutes of the Oversight Group could go on 

the Centre or Sciencewise websites, though Sciencewise do not usually do 

this. There was discussion about how to do this in a way that people would 

find useful.  All of the documents from the public dialogues should be 

published for transparency. Publishing only the minutes may not help people 

to understand fully what we are doing; other documents are needed to get the 

full picture. The group agreed that we want the process to reflect a culture of 

openness and that the minutes and other documents relating to the dialogues 

should be publicly available on the Centre’s website.  

 Sub-groups for each dialogue topic could be formed to avoid over-burdening 

Oversight Group members and to enable more efficient working. All Oversight 

Group members would be allocated to a sub-group with primary responsibility 

for commenting on the development of a particular dialogue topic. This was 

agreed, on the understanding that any Oversight Group member could access 

and contribute to all the dialogue materials if they wish. The sub-groups would 

meet in person or online. For the first set of dialogue events at least a virtual 

meeting or correspondence via email would be arranged.  

 It would be difficult to take decisions efficiently in a group of this size so the 

Oversight Group should act in an advisory capacity with decisions taken by a 

small project management group. This could include the same people who 

managed the commissioning of the public dialogues project: Robin Clarke 

from Sciencewise, Nina James from Cabinet Office and Dawn Snape from 

What Works Centre for Wellbeing. 

 There will be four Oversight Group meetings at strategic points in the project 

in April, June, September, and November. The group agreed to have a fifth 

meeting focusing on lessons learned in March 2016 to coincide with the end 

of the project and reflect on the findings of the independent evaluation. This 

could be combined with the Sciencewise ‘wash up’ meeting as we would 

expect some overlap between membership of the Oversight Group and 

invitees to the ‘wash up’ session. 

Action:  

a. NH to organise a new web page for the Public Dialogues project on the Centre’s 

website. 

b. DS to suggest initial sub-group allocations and circulate to Oversight Group 

members. 

c. Project team to set up oversight group meetings as agreed.  

5. Overview of public dialogues design and methods 
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Anita Van Mil and Henrietta Hopkins summarised what the dialogues would entail 

and methods to be used: 

 The content of the dialogues have not yet been developed but will relate to 

the broad questions used to frame the dialogues. 

 Each dialogue will present evidence on the topic and consider how it relates 

to wellbeing. 

 Each dialogue event will run from 10am to 4pm on a Saturday. The dates 

proposed for the events will enable us to avoid recruiting participants during 

purdah and holding events during the month of August when more people are 

away.  

 
 

The table below shows the proposed timing and locations of each event. 
 

Evidence area Location 1 – 
Team 1 

R1 Dates R2 Dates Location 2 – 
Team 2 

R1 Dates R2 Dates 

Work and Wellbeing Cardiff  05/09/15 03/10/15 Glasgow (tbc) 05/09/15 03/10/15 

Sports, culture, 
community learning 
and wellbeing 

London 20/06/15 18/07/15 Newcastle (tbc) 20/06/15 18/07/15 

Community Wellbeing Belfast 06/06/15 04/07/15 Bristol 06/06/15 04/07/15 

 

 This schedule allows four weeks reflection time in between each round of the 

dialogues and time between each dialogue topic. Lessons learned from 

previous wellbeing public dialogues undertaken by Hopkins Van Mil suggest 

that four weeks is the ideal time between dialogue events to enable reflection 

and preparation of materials for the next round of the dialogue. 

 The round 1 headline findings will be swiftly produced by Hopkins Van Mil and 

those findings reflected upon to make the best use of the round 2 session. 
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 The relevant sub-groups will be asked to review the headline findings from 

round 1 sessions and help to develop the content and design of the round 2 

sessions in the light of the findings. 

Discussion  

 The findings will be shared so all evidence programme teams can benefit from 

what’s been learned in all the dialogue events 

o ‘Headline findings’ will be produced and circulate shortly after each 

session. 

o Each event will be recorded and audio transcribedwhich will enable 

more detailed coding and report writing.  

o Interested Oversight Group members can attend the coding meetings 

organised by HVM to get more detailed insights into the findings.  

o There will be a knowledge exchange workshop in November to which 

all the evidence programme teams will be invited.  

o The draft report will be produced by the 16th November and this will be 

the basis of the knowledge exchange event.  

o The report will be circulated before the November Oversight Group 

meeting. 

 HVM are now in the research and set up phase.  A request was made for 

suggestions of evidence that would help the dialogue contractors focus in on 

each dialogue question.  The contractors will want to speak individually with 

Oversight Group members and policy makers about their interests in each 

area. 

 HVM will draft a process plan for each of the dialogue events to be circulated 

to sub-group members for comments. 

o For each dialogue, 20 people will be recruited. 

o The same topic will be covered simultaneously in two areas of the UK, 

using two project teams from HVM. 

o They will also produce ‘think pieces’ on each topic to help people 

engage with the subject before they attend a workshop. 

o They will require some presentations from academics or other experts 

at the events. It’s important to maintain a good balance between 

‘experts’ and dialogue participants. There should be no more than 5-6 

experts or policy makers attending each dialogue event. 

o HVM will produce ‘vox pops’ from members of the Oversight Group 

saying why the public dialogues matter. This helps people understand 

why it’s worthwhile to participate and how the findings will be used. 

 A discussion was held on what to do if the findings seem to suggest 

something impractical- like everyone thinks having a pet owl is the key to 

wellbeing? 

 The dialogues aim to understand the relevance of people’s comments and to 

explore exactly what they are saying ismeaningful to them and why. 
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 The dialogues are not based on a series of questions, but on activities and 

facilitated sessions to help people feel comfortable discussing the topics. The 

questions used to ‘frame’ the dialogues may never be asked of people in that 

way at all. We’re interested in discussing the issues around that topic, rather 

than question exactly as it’s written. 

 A concern was raised in ensuring that people who are carers, for example, 

can participate.  Participants will be given a total of £130 for attending the two 

dialogue events. They can use that for care costs, travel, or in whatever way 

they wish. 

 The dialogue outputs will feed into a knowledge exchange workshop 

organised by HVM in November. All the evidence programme teams will be 

invited. 

 For the community wellbeing dialogue it was suggested that it might be helpful 

to engage with a more “un-networked” group of the public, as engagement 

with well-networked community groups will take place separately. HVM 

highlighted that their recruitment process aims to include a mix of people with 

different levels of engagement in the topic area.  

 The deadline for agreeing locations for the dialogues in the North East is the 

8th of May- or as close to yesterday as possible. 

Actions:  

a. DS/SL to arrange a date for knowledge exchange event. 

b. DS to circulate a link to the findings of the previous wellbeing dialogues 

report. 

6. Independent evaluation of the wellbeing public dialogues project 

Anna MacGillivray from Ursus Consulting explained that she has been appointed to 

lead an independent evaluation of the wellbeing public dialogues project. This is an 

essential part of all Sciencewise funded public dialogue events. The aim is to identify 

what has worked well and what could be better next time to improve the dialogues. 

She will attend Oversight Group meetings and dialogue events and gather 

perspectives on the project from a range of stakeholders. Her findings will be 

included in a report published in March 2016 and available on both the Sciencewise 

website and the Centre’s websites. 

Next steps 

 Setting up the project sub-groups as a matter of priority. 

 The first dialogue events will happen on 6th of June and preparation of 

dialogue materials must start as soon as possible. 

 The date for the next Oversight Group meeting should be fixed soon, ideally 

for the week commencing 22nd June.. 

Actions: 
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a. DS to design and circulate a template for the ‘voice of the user’ reports to the 

evidence programme leads. 

b. DS to circulate the project plan with key dates 

c. DS to circulate a list of sub-groups for each dialogue topic 

d. SL to circulate a list of email addresses of all Oversight Group members 

 

AoB: there was no other business 


