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Scope and purpose of this annexe

This annexe describes the proposed changes and:-
· Defines the new metrics and data input fields that are proposed

· Lists metrics that it is proposed to drop or to replace with alternative processes

· Describes the reasons for the proposed changes together with the main insight and improvements that can be supported by these 
· Describes any significant issues that have been identified in terms of the feasibility of collecting this data.  
1 Approach taken to revision of the metrics

The project team were asked to propose a revised set of metrics, driven by the ‘big 4
’ departments and agencies, but suitable for use by all central departments. The brief was that the metrics should add value by providing insight into performance differences, ultimately driving improvements in operational performance whilst minimising the PMF data gathering and reporting burden.
The approach taken was to engage representatives from the ‘big 4’ departments in briefing visits and detailed workshops in order to assess the value of each existing and potential new metric against the following criteria:

1. Does this metric provide insight into the efficiency and effectiveness of the contact centre or the customer experience?  
2. Does comparison of this metric across different contact centres, departments or operations provide opportunities to drive improvements?  

3. Is the anticipated benefit proportionate to the cost of collecting and reporting on the data?  

4. Would the metric more fully meet any of the above criteria if there was a change to its definition or the way in which it was collected? 

5. Is there a critical area not currently covered by a metric, where insight could drive improvements?  

It was agreed by the full project team that the metric set needed to exploit as fully as possible the value of the collected data.  This implied looking at how a smaller number of metrics, which when ‘joined up’, could potentially provide greater insight than the current set.  It also implied that we needed metrics that would drive improvement, even if this meant that some centres might not yet be able to report on every measure immediately.  

It was identified from early in the project that the use of different terms and definitions can create confusion.  Given that departments have different performance metrics and different operational procedures, some variety is inevitable, but a high priority in the project has been to create clear and consistent definitions, by involving specialists from the departments involved.  
2 Insight: gaining maximum effect from the effort invested

The original PMF metrics were appropriate at the time and for the task they were designed, that is to cover the whole public sector and include all key performance metrics.  However since then a great deal of development has taken place in the contact centres within the central departments and agencies as their operations matured.  These mature call centres now have well established internal performance metrics, and this refresh of the metric set is required to bring the PMF up to date, and to maintain its relevance today

The brief for the current project addresses the “refresh”  through three core activities: 
· Examining and challenging the number of metrics which are required.   

· Examining the cost/benefit ratio for departments reporting this information.   

· Identifying ways to increase the value that departments gained from the PMF.  

This report identifies which metrics provide insight that supports departments and agencies in driving change and delivering improvements when reported via the PMF and shared.   

From the Contact Council’s perspective (source: Sarah Fogden, March 2009) “the aspiration of a PMF remains a highly current and important part of the Council’s work plan:

· Being the first exemplar of its kind of a potentially comprehensive service delivery/channel optimisation tool.
· Showing that government is collectively committed to improving the efficiency of a major access channel.
· Providing the opportunity for benchmarking and dialogue between departments/broader public sector – valuable too for increasing contact council discussion and fostering ownership of its development.
In terms of future developments, it needs to be fine tuned to create a tool for insight and change that meets the needs of its users.” 

· It is clear from our interviews that in departments, the PMF metrics are not widely distributed and they are not yet driving the desired changes. Change is occurring within the departments and agencies, but is being driven from within each department. 

· Each department uses its own internal benchmarking and seeks ad-hoc examples of external best practice, both public and private sector.  This is seen by these contact centres as a lost opportunity to benchmark against peers.  However, integrating the PMF data with internal performance metrics has proved an intractable problem.  

· Each department and in some cases each agency within the department have historically used different metric sets which cannot easily be compared.  This has been an important part of the logic of reducing the total number of metrics reported in order to make convergence and integration into internal reporting more viable e.g. “fewer metrics, better supported, better connected”.

In proposing to reduce the number of metrics, we do not imply that the original metrics are not useful within departments. Only that, for the PMF to succeed, the PMF metrics set needs to be smaller and better integrated into internal performance management processes. 

3 The new metric set: fewer metrics driving more insight 
Application of the criteria and thinking set out above led to the proposals for a new metric set which, it was agreed, meet the objectives set out for the review: “fewer metrics, better supported, better connected”.  
1. The metric set is halved from 25 to 12  (“fewer metrics”)

· to provide a much clearer focus on what supports departments in driving change

· to reduce the data gathering work that is required by the PMF.

2. These metrics offer a joined up set of cross departmental benchmarks (“better connected”)

· focused on customer experience, demand matching and employee engagement

· offering a consistent  view of what is normal or exceptional in departments/agencies

· in a framework in which factors driving changes can be understood and shared

· and a best practice resource for less mature centres.  

3. Data definitions have been reviewed with departmental representatives to remove inconsistency and create common understanding (“better supported”)

· Annexe 1 provides extensive detail on the data inputs and revised definitions

· It explains each metric and why it is being used, modified or dropped

· It documents what departments will be required to conduct and the work required to achieve this.

4. It is proposed to drop some of the current metrics, where they are not readily comparable or the workload is out of proportion to value (“better supported”).

· Many of these metrics will remain as departmental performance targets even where they cannot be directly compared or where there is not value in reporting them through the PMF

· An approach to deriving learning outcomes from the PMF is proposed in chapter 3, which suggests sharing of data and best practice in areas where the data itself is not reported within the PMF

· In some cases the metric itself was not clearly defined or easily comparable. 

Table 1 summarises the proposed changed, the final proposed data set is shown more clearly in Table 2 and the proposed changes to the input data are shown in Table 3. 

This annexe goes on to describe the key changes proposed and the reasons for these changes metric-by-metric, in each of the three cluster areas:-

· Customer experience (including avoidable contact)

· Demand matching

· People engagement (including absence and attrition)

Table 1:    PMF Metrics before and after - summary of changes
	PMF Metrics (25 originally – 12 after the refresh)
	Action Proposed

	
	

	Customer experience
	

	Contact rate (CpX) 
	New

	Cost per X (new metric)
	New

	Avoidable contact
	Retain/Modify

	Calls completed in IVR
	Retain

	Customer wait time 
	Retain/Modify

	Cost per contact minute
	Drop

	First contact resolution
	Drop 

	Customer satisfaction rating
	Drop

	Customer consultation (yes/no question)
	Drop

	Contact types (top 4 reasons)
	Drop

	Customer segmentation (yes/no question)
	Drop

	Compliments comments and complaints
	Drop

	Contacts valued/avoidable/unclassified
	Drop

	Contact demand - % calls via CCs
	Drop

	Budget tolerance
	Drop

	Industry recognised awards 
	Drop

	Contact handling quality 
	Drop

	
	

	Demand Matching
	

	Schedule flexibility (new)
	New

	Demand forecast accuracy 
	Retain/Modify

	Calls not answered (unmet demand)
	Retain

	Customer contact time (utilisation/availability)
	Retain

	Resource planning accuracy
	Drop

	Seat occupancy
	Drop

	Contact demand volumes
	Drop

	
	

	People engagement
	

	Absence (working days lost)
	Retain/Modify

	Agents leaving dept (attrition)
	Retain/Modify

	Employee engagement/satisfaction 
	Retain/Modify

	Investment in staff – training budget and coaching time
	Drop

	
	


Note:  This table describes 28 metrics: 25 from the current data set and 3 new metrics  
Table 2:    12 metrics – the ‘refreshed’ metric set
	Customer experience

	Contact rate (CpX) (new metric)

Measures the contact rate per transaction or active customer, to focus on reducing customer effort 

	Cost per X for end to end transactions (new metric)

Measures total cost across all channels per transaction or active customer 

	Avoidable contact

Measures the percentage of avoidable calls based on departmental samples

	Calls completed in IVR

Measures calls successfully completed in the IVR as a percentage of IVR calls 

	Customer wait time 

Measures the time that callers wait longer than a minimal acceptable standard 

	Demand Matching

	Schedule flexibility (new metric)

Measures how scheduled resource matches forecast demand in each period of the day/week

	Demand forecast accuracy 

Measures the accuracy of forecasts used for daily forecasting

	Calls not answered (unmet demand)

Measures the percentage of caller attempts who do not get answered 

	Customer contact time (utilisation)

Measures the proportion of agent time spent in calls and other customer contact

	People engagement

	Absence (working days lost)

Measures average days lost per agents through sickness or other absence from work

	Agents leaving dept (attrition)

Measures agents leaving the department as a rolling annual average percentage of FTE

	Employee engagement (not yet)

Measures % very satisfied and % satisfied for key questions in the common civil service question set 


Table 3:    PMF input – changes to data from which metrics are calculated
	Input fields from which metrics are calculated
	Action Proposed
	Updated

	Incoming call data - used for calls not answered metric
	

	Calls blocked or busied before ACD 
	Retain/Modify
	Quarterly

	Calls connected (calls offered)
	Retain/Modify
	Quarterly

	Total calls
	Retain/Modify
	Quarterly

	Calls completed by agents (calls handled)
	Retain/Modify
	Quarterly

	Unique offered calls
	Drop
	Quarterly

	IVR call data – used in IVR completion rate
	
	

	Calls connected to IVR
	New
	Quarterly

	Calls completed by IVR
	Retain/Modify
	Quarterly

	Calls abandoned in IVR
	New
	Quarterly

	Other channel demand – not currently used in any metric
	

	Outbound calls
	Retain
	Quarterly

	Emails handled
	Drop
	

	Webchat, SMS, other channel
	Drop
	

	Staffing data – used in customer contact time metric (agent utilisation)

	Contact centre employees
	Retain/Modify
	Quarterly

	Contact centre agents
	Retain/Modify
	Quarterly

	Contact centre agent FTE
	Retain/Modify
	Quarterly

	Hours per FTE
	Retain/Modify
	If changed

	Paid agent hours from CC
	Retain/Modify
	Quarterly

	Paid agent hours from other depts
	New
	Quarterly

	Working hours (‘available’) 
	Retain/Modify
	Quarterly

	Agent Contact Hours (total of field below)
	Retain/Modify
	Quarterly

	Talk time (inbound calls)
	New (for converter)
	Quarterly

	After call work time (wrap)
	New (for converter)
	Quarterly

	Hold or transfer time
	New (for converter)
	Quarterly

	Other contact hours
	New
	Quarterly

	Agent wait time (gaps between calls)
	New (for converter)
	Quarterly

	Cost data – used in cost per X or per contact minute
	

	Contact centre operating budget
	Retain/Modify
	Tbc

	Contact centre actual spend
	Retain/Modify
	Tbc

	Note: all definitions have been reviewed and clarified definitions are proposed for most metrics. These changes are described in the section about the metrics for which the data fields are used Where  calculated and direct entry fields are altered both fields are shown as retained/modified.


4 Customer experience measures
This section contains details of proposed changes to the metrics for the customer experience area – including avoidable contact.  
· These metrics have been grouped together in order to give emphasis to the customer experience in determining the value of these metrics.   
· A section for each metric describes in detail what the metric covers, how it is used, why it is changed/added and what is involved for departments in providing this data.  
· A final section describes the measures that it is proposed to drop or to replace with an alternative workshop approach to benchmarking. 

The approach to representing customers in the refreshed PMF

A focus of government services is the customer experience of those services. That is to say, what tax payers think of the services offered by government. One of the key components of the customer experience is what happens when customers try to get in touch with departments and agencies by telephone. The design for contact by phone in many high contact areas is now through contact centres. 

The steps in the experience are typically: 

· How easy is it to get through by phone?
· Do I get the information, answer or resolution that I want?
· How easy was it?

What is often forgotten in improving the customer’s experience is that the customer would have preferred not to have had to do anything in the first place. The reason for the need for contact is not in the contact centre. It is in the design of policies and procedures, in the speed or error rate of processing, in the expectations set or confusion caused by communications. Furthermore, the need for the contact to be by telephone of face to face is caused by an inability of customers to help themselves through online or other self service channels. So the customer’s experience of the contact and the contact centre cannot, in reality, be seen in isolation.

Accordingly, the role of the contact centre is changing. It is no longer just to handle contact.  It is also to identify:

· Why telephone contact happened at all and how much of occurred for what reasons.
· Why customers could not self serve themselves.
· How non contact and contact processes could be improved.
· What customers perceive, their insights and feedback.

The original telephony metrics for customer experience or customer quality have therefore being changed to recognise these context changes and the fact that departments are operating contact centres professionally. 

Customer quality 

This does not mean that departments will change their focus of quality: quality of execution and compliance such as the accuracy in the amounts of money distributed to vulnerable members of society;  quality of contact handling in their contact centres. It is proposed that the PMF will continue to support this work through working groups who share best practice. It is proposed that the PMF will not continue to collect and share metrics which vary considerably in content and context, and which do not add value to that sharing.

A new metric

At the heart of the new approach to customer experience is the proposed new PMF metric called “CpX” or contact rate per X. This is the rate at which customers have to call departments per capita or per transaction. It is a measure of customer effort. Effort to call at all, and effort to get what they need through the number of calls required. It also correlates with costs incurred to support the service and strongly supports practical activities to reduce avoidable contact.

If the customer’s experience is improved by any improvements in the end to end process, the contact rates for unnecessary calls fall, and the costs to support the services reduce. The changes in cost are more fundamental and much more effective than removing costs or headcount regardless of impact on the customer. The approach takes a joined up view across channels, with better self service causing fewer contacts by telephone.

In benchmarking contact rates in different areas are not necessarily comparable but the speed of change in the contact rate is. Fast changes can be highlighted and good practices shared. Negative or no change in contact rate shows that initiatives, whilst appearing successful, are not successful as far as the customer is concerned.

Departmental approach

For departments to drive improvements, there will be added granularity below the top line contact rate per X reported through the PMF metric set:

· Specific strategies to stop, simplify, automate or resource per contact reason, allowing targeting of changes in avoidable contact.

· Allocation of responsibility for root cause to the part of the department that causes the contact. This will allow better engagement of all functions with the contact they cause.

· The engagement of front line staff to identify solutions and insights from what they know and what the customers, they talk to all day, know.

· Relative customer effort and cost allocation against contact reasons, allowing better understanding of how to drive costs whilst improving quality, rather than driving cost regardless of quality. It is proposed that a PMF work stream looks at how an end to end cost metric of “cost per x” can be shared. This metric will encourage quality solutions, rather than reductions in costs in the telephony channel at the expense of other channels. This is crucial to avoid public criticism that “avoidable contact” means not answering the phone.

Further work 

A further area of significant benefit in the private sector is how businesses are facilitating customers helping other customers through forums and blogs. For example NHS Choices is using some of these approaches. In the technology sector, customer help customer is now a major support channel, without cost to the business. This topic includes knowledge sharing between front line staff and between customers in such techniques as wikis. 

Contact rate (new metric) – also called CpX

This metric measures the number of times customers have to call the department or the number of times customers have to call regarding a transaction.  

Contact rate per X is defined as 

· Contacts per relevant population of (active) customers per annum

· Defined as total contacts (handled by agents) that quarter (times 4), divided by total number of possible customers that quarter or

· Contacts per transaction per annum

· Defined as total contacts that quarter (times 4), divided by total number of total transactions that quarter.

· The contact rate should, in practice, be counted or sampled according to the reasons for contact, not just at the highest level. PMF reporting should show tracking over time, not just that quarter’s metric.

Its use is that it allows departments to monitor and reduce customer effort and costs to serve.
· Contact rate is a measure of customer effort: effort to call at all, and effort to get what they need through the number of calls required. 

· It correlates with costs incurred to support the service and strongly supports practical activities to reduce avoidable contact.

· If the customer’s experience is improved by any improvements in the end to end process, the contact rates for unnecessary calls fall, and the costs to support the services reduce. 

· Changes in contact rate provide the best comparative use of this measure. 

This new metric is recommended because it allows departments new insight to help them reduce customer effort and costs to serve:-

· The change in contact rate over short and long periods is a true measure of how effective avoidable contact initiatives are, of new demand types and of otherwise seemingly unrelated impacts such as press releases and communications campaigns.

· The new metric is at the convergence of improved customer experience and improved cost.  It reduces effort for customers and reduces costs for the business. It is important to major strategies for avoidable contact and for “lean” in departments.

· The development of skills and approaches to understand and handle avoidable contact are high on the agenda at DWP, HMRC and DVLA. At NHS Direct, avoidable contact is about avoiding contact going to GP surgeries and hospitals so it has a different emphasis. 

· The approach relates closely to work on “lean” talking place in HMRC and DWP. Root causes can be added through frontline engagement in questioning (or analysis projects) and accountabilities for root causes set up across the business and tracked in order to stop, simplify or move avoidable contact to a self service channel.

· A PMF work stream using this metric could assist departments in learning from each other and from private sector best practice.

· “This is the first time we’re close to an all channels approach” (Gerald Power, 23rd March, Integration Workshop).

This metric is derived from new work that will need to be undertaken in each department as part of their wider lean and avoidable contact initiatives. 

Departments have confirmed they can adopt the approach and what work is required to do so: 

· DVLA are keen to use the approach and propose to use contacts per transaction. They expect to be able to provide this data within 2 months.

· HMRC is proposing the approach and are considering UK population, although “relevant population” may be considered. If UK population is used then this data is immediately available. The department is looking into the area more fully and expect to be able to report within 3 months. 

· The avoidable contact specialists at DWP want to adopt the approach. DWP has more variety across its agencies and needs to consider the options; it is likely to use different “x” s for different agencies. Time to report will depend on these decisions. This is a sizeable piece of work it is expected to take about 1 quarter to do and it will need sign off within the department.

· NHS Direct is likely to use UK population and can report this straight away.

Practicalities of the approach

Below the PMF reported level, departments will have contact rates broken down further. The reasons why customers call fall into 4 categories:

· Those that add no value to the customer or the department – these “waste/waste” calls should be stopped at root cause.
· Those that add value to the customer, but not to the department – because of the value to customers, these are likely to be successfully automated through other channels.
· Those that add value to the department, but not to the customer – automation is unlikely to work well and simplification is the likely strategy.
· Those that add value to both customers and the department – these “value/value” calls are where both the department and the customer benefit from as full a conversation as possible to fully and correctly resolve issues.
Although at this time the benchmarked total contact rate is intended to go down in the PMF, at departmental level it is important to work at this more granular level. It is important not to target only the savings from the first 3 types of call without allowing time for more quality in the valuable calls.

It should be recognised that seasonality causes rises in contact rates at certain times of the year so it is important to build up a picture over time. For example, January and July tax returns in HMRC, weather affects illness at NHS Direct. Therefore there needs to be consideration of the trends in contact reduction versus the seasonal trends. 

· In the case of contacts per transaction there is no seasonal effect because as more transactions arise, the need to call or the effectiveness of handling those calls per transaction should not change. For example, if I do my tax return in March, I should not expect to make more calls to HMRC than if I make my return in December.

· In the case of contacts per (relevant) capita of the population, the reporting of contact rate in any one period will change seasonally, unless a rolling 12 month average is used. These factors will be considered in the PMF as departments decide their optimum way of reporting in order to reduce unnecessary contact. 
1. Cost per X for end to end transaction (new metric)

This metric measures the total cost to serve a customers need or deliver a key transaction across all channels, including contact and processing. This metric has not been defined in detail as further work is proposed that was judged to be outside the scope of the current project. 

Its use is to drive common sense outcomes, resulting in genuine cost savings, rather than with channel specific costs which were more likely to move costs around.

· This metric correlates with contact rate, to identify the costs incurred to support the service and strongly supports practical activities to reduce avoidable contact.

· Using the new metrics, the changes in cost are more fundamental and much more effective than removing costs or headcount regardless of impact on the customer. The approach takes a joined up view across channels, with better self service causing fewer contacts by telephone.
· Changes in this metric provide the best comparative use of this measure. 

It is recommended that costs per X should replace costs per contact minute, because:
· In the discussions about customer experience, it was agreed that it was important to measure end to end cost, not partial delivery, in order to drive real cost saving that benefits customers in reduced effort, and to avoid “squeezing the toothpaste” so that less cost in one area creates more cost in another. 

· By linking costs to the business line “X”, further alignment can be made to the “CpX” method described in the customer experience section of this annexe - including accountability for costs caused in the contact centre by actions or omission of actions beyond the contact centre.
· Cost metrics associated with the telephony channel are difficult for departments to report at present. This is because many costs are not allocated according to the telephony channel since, for example, buildings and staff are used outside the telephony channel as well as in them. Whilst the current PMF metric is not useful, departments felt it important that cost should not be dropped from the PMF metric set.  This means that the cost per minute metric is not comparing like-with-like at the current time.

The metric is derived from data in the finance departments and from the information used in the contact rate measure. 

· Further work on this metric was taken out of the scope of the current project because of time-frames.  It is proposed that work be undertaken on this measure in conjunction with progress on the CpX metric. 

Departments have not yet scoped this metric. 

· Further work in the area of costs was taken out of the scope of the current project due to timescales and the need to involve a different set of stakeholders who had not been identified at the start of the project.   

Avoidable contact 

This metric measures the percentage of calls that are avoidable, defined as:-
· The percentage of avoidable contact calls relative to all calls in the sample. 

· This is the measure proposed for STA reporting for avoidable contact.

· The percentage of calls that are avoidable will be taken from a sample of calls completed by agents.

· There is no definition of sample size, but departments are expected to be able to justify their sampling, if necessary.

· The department or agency decides what is avoidable in any quarter. 

· It is not an estimate of the absolute number of calls against a baseline number of calls. 

Its use is for tracking progress against STA baseline targets. 
· The customers’ measure of success is decreasing levels of unnecessary contact and the effort/time it takes. Contact rate per X measures this success. The increase or decrease in % of calls categorised as avoidable is required for STA reporting.

It is recommended that this definition be used because … 

· At the workshops it was agreed that this ‘relative’ definition of avoidable contact should be adopted as the most statistically sensible. 
· Avoidable contact (AC) is already reported but a definition is proposed to remove any confusion as to whether to report a percentage of current calls or against a baseline of a number of calls. It is a percentage.

· The wording of progress measure one from the 2007 Service Transformation Agreement (STA) is shown at Annex A and its intent is to reduce avoidable contact and track this reduction.  The ‘target’ is ‘a 50 per cent reduction in avoidable contact by the end of the CSR07 period’.   
This metric is derived from sampling at departmental level.
Departments need to sign this off.
It was agreed that sign off for the targets and definitions must go through the Cabinet Office route for STA reporting on AC and not through the PMF leads [GP to action]. Collection of data and reporting of the metric will be through the PMF.  The Cabinet Office will complete discussions with departments about the STA definition and targets.

· NHS Direct do not sample for this purpose at present so it would be additional work. For context, NHS Direct collects a great deal of information about call reasons for “clinical sorting” of demand. It uses this to provide insight into the wider health service. It looks at avoidable contact in “completion rates” ie a target to handle 56% of customers at home rather than them going to a GP or an A&E department. It works in a multi-channel environment already. The call to NHS Direct is avoiding more expensive work in other channels. This is the business’ focus. NHS Direct still look to develop self service applications to avoid telephone calls, eg the online self diagnosis application.

· DWP has used a quarterly sample and is developing its approach to avoidable contact more broadly as an important business strategy.

· HMRC sample via projects in which samples take place for the purposes of the project. STA sampling will be just for the STA target. HMRC is developing its avoidable contact strategy more widely as a major business priority. 

· DVLA has a longer experience of reducing avoidable contact and has monthly samples of 5000 calls in place.

All departments will need to issue quarterly avoidable contact figures via the PMF from April 09 ie data for January to March 09 should be reported in early April 09.  DVLA have confirmed they have no problem moving from reporting against baseline number of calls to the relative method.

Calls completed in IVR

This metric measures calls completed in the IVR as a percentage of calls connected to the IVR.  
· IVR is interactive voice response. IVR applications can be driven by touch tone (eg press 1 for x or 2 for y) or by voice recognition (eg rail enquiries: “say the name of the station you require”). 

· Typical applications are as follows. 

· Auto attendant or call routing to take the caller through to the appropriate agent

· Information lines providing frequently required information

· Transaction services, which allow the caller to self serve their needs.  For example at DVLA, customers can complete transactions on IVR for applying for driving licence or giving a change of address. 

· The applications can be mixed in a menu such that different applications are available after dialling a published number. For example, DVLA’s car tax renewal transaction can be reached from the routing IVR, from the information lines IVR  or direct on its own number. 
· Speech recognition IVR applications can identify what customers are saying and give appropriate responses eg DVLA use speech recognition to give the nearest office, based on a spoken post code.

Its use is to support departments in driving:- 

· Improvement in the quality and effectiveness of IVR from a user perspective 

· Fewer contacts, as routing to appropriate staff causes better resolution and therefore fewer calls/less work for customers

· Better self service applications contributing to contact avoidance.

· More customer patience in queues allowing greater effectiveness in staffing, since mathematically faster response times cost more money in terms of staffing levels required. 

It is recommended that the underlying data inputs for this metric are changed to clarify what is required for consistent comparison.
· The current definition is “calls completed in IVR or other automated system”. It is defined as “only calls that fully complete the transaction in IVR and do not transfer to an agent or abandon”.

· After discussion at the workshops it was agreed that the definition of “IVR completion” would be Calls Completed in IVR as a percentage of Calls connected to IVR based on the following definitions: 
	Calls connected to IVR
	New
	Total number of calls which are offered to the IVR system (call attempts).  For centres offering information messages (which are sufficient to answer the call) on their ACD auto-attendant facilities, the calls routed to these messages can also be included.

	Calls completed in IVR
	Modify
	Total number of calls completed in IVR or other automated system. Completed calls are calls which have been played an information message and calls where a transaction has completed.  - do not include calls transferred to an agent or calls abandoning (see below). 

	Calls abandoned in IVR
	New
	Calls which abandon at points when it cannot be presumed that the caller has gained the information they were seeking.  One example will be calls that abandon in the menu/routing process.  Calls which are routed to agent queues are not included.  


· A key change to the underlying data is to separate IVR calls from calls offered to agent queues.  Combining the two figures made it impossible to compare metrics on call handling for DVLA (where IVR is most extensively used) with other centres. Separation of the data makes if possible for the new metric to be more clearly applied to driving improved use of IVR, where this is used.  Some services will continue not to use IVR functionality.

· The difficulty in measuring impact on customers is that the IVR may be situated in the network, at the site or reside in the ACD. This results in different levels of management information being available [example].

This metric is derived from the telephony systems used for IVR. 
· Where separate IVR systems are used, this will be collected direct from these systems.  
· Where ‘IVR’ is applied by using the ACD, to play messages that allow the caller to complete their call without speaking to an agent, this data needs to be derived from the telephony MI by configuring the systems to capture it.  
· Some key assumptions are:

· Abandon out of IVR after an information message is played will be treated as completion.
· DVLA’s “answered” is the same as “completed” in this terminology.
All departments have confirmed at the workshops on 11th March and 23rd March that they can provide this metric easily.

· The difficulty in measuring impact on customers is that the IVR may be situated in the network, at the site or reside in the telephone system (ACD). This results in different levels of management information being available [example]. However all departments have confirmed that they can represent the metric. 

· DVLA use IVR extensively with a dedicated IVR system.

· HMRC are starting to using ACD messaging more to provide information messages which mean the caller does not need to wait to speak to an agent at busy periods of the year. This was successfully piloted at the end of 2008.   

· Different departments have and will continue to treat IVR attempts in different ways but there will now be a standardised definition so that caller and ivr information is comparable. This does not mean departments cannot react to the information differently as their circumstances require eg DVLA count all IVR calls, but they treat calls abandoning under 30 seconds as unavoidable since customers have not gone through the initial messaging.

New skills are required for channel swapping

· The treatment of the caller by IVR often causes customers frustration unless the menus, wording and options are carefully designed. The skills of how to develop and manage IVR applications is important to departments and useful to share across departments. 

· In reality, customers use channels together and businesses design channels together, not in isolation. So IVR and web applications are designed to help customers at the point at which they need that help. For example with links or frequently asked questions on a web page, numbers to call and call back buttons. In the IVR channel, common forms of crossing channels are to request that a caller has the information ready before speaking to someone or opting out to speak to a human being.

· As part of the customer experience work stream, it is proposed that these skills can be shared and developed.

· This is another self service channel for customers. Just as in completion on the web, as the IVR completion improves by answering the simpler calls, so the remaining calls handled by agents become more complex impacting other metrics.

Customer wait time 

This metric measures the time that callers wait longer than a minimal acceptable standard for civil service centres.

· It is defined as calls answered within 60 secs (from the time the call was presented to an agent-handled queue) as a percentage of total calls connected to an agent handled queue. 

Its use is to provide a consistent measure across all departments of the number of customers experiencing wait times longer than a commonly accepted minimum.   

· It offers a benchmark against which departments can measure any outliers.

· It provides a framework of common understanding about what is an acceptable minimum, while accepting that many (or most) services will require different standards which reflect the need of that particular service and be targeted accordingly within their own operations. 

· It provides clear and objective evidence about how many callers are waiting longer than a minimum acceptable threshold across the whole civil service. 

· In most cases, where capacity is not seriously constrained, this metric will be maintained at a high level in all centres.  

It is recommended that this metric is changed in order to provide a consistent and comparable measure of the customer’s wait time experience across all departments.

· Wait time is currently measured by using average speed of answer.  Although this is commonly collected in all systems, it is not used as a target in any departments and does not convey information about how many customers are waiting longer than acceptable, as the average is a very broad-brush figure.   For example an average of 30 seconds could be derived from some callers waiting far much longer at peak times and other callers being answered without waiting at all in quiet times. 

· Measuring performance against target service level or grade of service (% calls answered within target) was also considered and extensively discussed.  This is not possible because service areas set different targets for good reasons, because of the different nature of their services.  For example the needs of citizens calling for medical assistance are different from those calling to renew a car licence or report a change in circumstance.  

· Some centres do not target wait time at all, but only target % calls answered or % not answered (unmet demand).  It was agreed at workshops that, by itself, this measure did not give enough information on the customer’s wait time experience for comparison. 

· Longest call waiting is also currently collected in the PMF alongside average speed of answer.  It is proposed to drop this measure because, while this can be a useful metric for real time operations, it is ill suited to benchmarking comparison.  Currently the PMF reports the time waited by a single caller in the whole three-month period; it is therefore not at all representative of the range of customer experiences.  

· A key issue of data definition was clarified: calls should be counted from the time that they are presented to an agent queue.  This was an important issue raised by specialists because there are different operating practices and systems used for the flow of calls to messages and IVR systems.  Without this clarification specialists could not be sure that the comparisons would be accurate. 

· The threshold for minimum acceptable times has been set at 60 because this is higher than target answer times in all departments.   Focus groups held by the Professional Planning Forum in team leader and planning training sessions support this threshold as a time by which the majority of people are tired of waiting.  Benchmark research in 2007 showed that very few centres targeted to answer calls at more than 60 seconds (source: Professional Planning Forum Research 2007 – see the Research attachment  to this annexe). 
· It was agreed by all participants at the workshops on 12th March and 23rd March that a direct comparison of calls answered within a set threshold was needed to provide a meaningful and useful comparison and that 60 seconds was an appropriate minimum threshold to set. 

This metric is derived from data captured in the telephony systems (such as the ACD – Automated Call Distributor).  

Departments have confirmed that they can provide this information and what is involved in doing this. 
· It is a standard report, but some systems need configuring for particular thresholds and not all departments are currently configured for 60 seconds.   

· DWP will have costs to incur to have their MI reconfigured to capture data at 60 seconds waiting (currently they can only collect data at 0, 10, 20, 30 seconds). This configuration is not difficult or time consuming for them, however, and will give more information about the number of customers experiencing longer wait times. 
· Other departments stated that they could capture this data already.

Metrics no longer reported but used in work streams and in departments

Seven metrics will no longer be reported as part of the quarterly PMF dataset because they do not meet the criteria agreed for the purpose of this review (see section 2 of this annexe).  

This section explains metric by metric how this decision has been made.   

· Existing departmental measures in the areas below will all remain as departmental measures.
· It is proposed that the existing measures below will all remain as departmental measures and be discussed at in work streams as part of the framework. This will include better common definitions or common understanding of departmental definitions. The data will no longer be reported as part of the quarterly PMF dataset. 

· The evidence presented below is drawn from visits to operations in February 2009 and 4 workshops (11-13th and 23rd March 2009). The metrics are defined in the PMF Definitions version x, dated 20th March 2008.

1. First contact resolution – this metric is difficult to measure, is measured in different ways but it is highly valuable topic. It is incorporated directly in the new contact rate metric. If a call is not resolved at first contact further calls add to the contact rate. It is better practice to concentrate on detecting lack of resolution and acting on it, rather than attempting to say when something is resolved. Deciding if something was resolved is complex and involves subjective judgments, judgments based on a contact being resolved rather than the issue being resolved. A customer may say something is resolved only to find it becomes unresolved slightly later.

2. Customer consultation – There is no value in the yes/no data presented. Customer consultation is now happening in all departments anyway but the value in sharing what works requires a conversation not a metric.

3. Contact type – There is no common categorisation of contact types and so data reported adds no value to other departments. The PMF avoidable contact work stream will help define comparable contact categorisation types which can be used in departmental discussions. It is probable that the work streams will share information about contact types, with their context and with explanation of activity and results. This type of sharing is not aided sufficiently by the work of collecting detail data for the PMF metric set.

4. Customer satisfaction – there is no common standard and data does not aid comparison. It would be a disproportionate amount of work to make a common metric that adds significant value beyond the discussions in the work streams. The private sector has many ways of measuring and acting on customer satisfaction and the main trends are discussed in the section below.

5. Customer segmentation – at this time there is no common approach and so a metric does not add value above the wok involved. It is proposed that this topic be addressed in the work stream.

6. Compliments, comments and complaints, – whilst useful these are not comparable without considerable work. Departmental data can still be shared in discussions and better definitions developed. Trend analysis on complaints is very useful in driving change and it is expected that this be discussed at the relevant work stream. Insights from compliments, comments and complaints (as well as focus groups and many other feedback mechanisms) is highly relevant to developing the departments’ customer experience and avoidable contact strategies when aligned to an overall approach. It is proposed that this be developed in the work streams.

7. Contacts valued/avoidable/unclassified – this is superseded by the proposals made for the avoidable contact and contact rate metrics.
8. Contact demand % via call centres – This is intended to measure the percentage of calls being handled by the telephony (as opposed to other channels).  It is proposed to drop this metric because it is not valued by departments and in most cases it is based on only partial information.  The reason for this is that contact centres are not accurately able to determine the call volume received by other channels.

9. Budget tolerance - It is proposed to drop this measure because it was identified in the briefing visits that comparison of this metric did not add value in any department. It remains a key departmental measure, but not one that needs comparison or management within the PMF.
10. Industry recognised awards – While useful information to share, this is not a metric like the others and it was agreed by all the departmental representatives that this information could more usefully be shared in some way other than through the PMF data set.  Suggestions included putting this on a PMF web page or publishing it through some other central government portal.  
11. Contact handling quality – although very important, there is no comparability in reporting metrics on this subject.  Quality of call handling has many different methods of measurement and of management. Discussion of these complex issues is better done face to face than through metrics.  
Specifically, the question has been asked: “Why we haven’t put a better quality measure in?”. 
This is because:

· We have contact rate (CpX) representing customer experience and effort, representing resolution and costs incurred. Implementation of CpX within departments will provide and will use customer insight and customer feedback. It is a powerful customer metric.

· We have customer perceptions of quality in metrics such as customer wait time and calls not answered. 

· Work shopping is a better way to compare how departments and benchmarks are driving quality than different metrics. It is expected that departments can use their own methods and share them in context. This will add more value with no extra work for the PMF dataset.

· The objective was to reduce the number of PMF metrics in the dataset and only have ones which aid comparison. Further metrics can be added later if the proposed working group agree there is value above the effort involved.
· From the private sector there are [were] some best practice options considered: 

· Netpromoter (NPS) asks customers how likely they are to recommend. That is hard, with any common sense, to do in services provided exclusively by the government. Also many private sector companies claim to use the system but many do not use the same scoring system (eg using 1 to 5 or poor to excellent, instead of 0 to 10)  and many do not use the correct calibrations (eg “good” is counted as significantly positive whereas only the 9 and 10 from 10 should be counted). Although many executives and boards like the simplicity of NPS, it is is hard to use NPS to drive operational improvements. NPS was rated by NPS users at minus 22 in its own scoring system of advocates, scoring  9 and 10, minus detractors, scoring 0 to 6 (source: Socapie).

· Many companies are gaining much greater quality improvements by giving direct customer feedback to the member of staff who handled that customer and within a very short timescale so the agent can remember the call. This is done using text and email. 

· Best practice in private industry is slowly moving away from more and more data gathering and measurement. Most private companies are still adding more and more measurement regardless of ability to act on the data. [ source: Budd/PPF benchmark 2008]

Other data that it would be valuable to share 

In the other industries, web 2.0 techniques are making large impacts on telephone support, knowledge sharing, research insights and costs when customers help each other. There is no contact metric in use or proposed at present but it was agreed that this area should be a subject for future discussion in the customer experience work stream.

For example, Procter & Gamble now generate 35% of all ideas are from customers, giving 60% productivity increases. 80% of product launches are successful compared to an industry average of 30%.

For example, technology supplier McAfee is reported to have made a 60% saving in support costs, reducing its cost per transaction from $7.50 to $0.73. 

Demand matching measures

This section contains details of proposed changes to the metrics for demand matching.  These have been grouped together in order to put focus on demand matching at more detailed level of granularity and significantly re-clarify the definitions of the data input required, in order to gain consistent cross-department comparison for some highly complex measures.   
Each section describes in detail what the metric covers, how it is used, why it is changed/added and what is involved for departments in providing this data.  
In addition two final section describe
· The measures that it is proposed to drop or to replace with alternative processes. 

· Proposals for the data currently captured on contacts other than inbound calls.

2. Schedule flexibility (new metric)

This metric measures the way in which scheduled resource matches forecast demand at each period of the day and week. 

· It is defined as the percentage of intervals in the period where forecast resource scheduled matches forecast demand requirement.

Its use is to drive improvements in matching supply and demand at all points in the day and the week and to increase schedule efficiency, by: 

· Providing an objective indicator of flexibility and efficiency in this area that can be used as a benchmark, both between departments and to measure changes over time.

· Creates information that makes evident the nature of the requirement for new working practices and therefore enables communication with others in the management team (training, recruitment, operations etc) as well as unions and staff representative.

· Focussing attention at a granular level that is not covered by any other metric in the PMF set, but which is fundamental to how call centres operate in meeting demand for an answer within seconds.

This new metric has been recommended because …

· At present there is no metric in the PMF at all that looks at how capacity matches demand at a detailed granularity, yet the ability to match demand with capacity equally at different periods of the day and week is widely recognised as a key element of effective resourcing in contact centres.  
· An industry-standard metric is now available that shows the percentage of periods in the day where scheduled resource levels match forecast demand requirements, without excess over or under staffing.  
· Orange reduced schedule inflexibility by a third in a call centre network of over 8,000 agents.  Your Time created new lifestyle shift options, to attract and retain a deliberately diverse mix of employee, increasing the ratio of part-timers from 9% to 29%. This metric has also been used in focussing and driving flexibility at HBOS and the AA. These and other award-winning case studies are in the case study attachment to this annexe.
· Discussion at the workshop on March 12th with planning specialists from 3 or the 4 departments demonstrated that they all faced major challenges in matching peaks and troughs and believed that focus on this metric could really drive improvements in this area. 
· Improvements in schedule flexibility require changes to working practices, which involve significant consultation between resource planning, human resource, operational management and strategy teams – as well as unions and staff representatives.  An objective and visible metric supports the resource planning teams in this communication.

· A metric that provides specific evidence to support the need for specialist working practices in the contact centre environment fits well with the emphasis in the Varney report on development of a contact centre profession within the public service. 

It is derived from information in a workforce management system.

· The data for this calculation is available from the workforce management systems in use in all departments (but not in all centres within these departments).  
· This metric is not currently used in any of the department, but all participants at the demand matching workshop on 12th March agreed that this would add real value.  Collation of this metric will required new processes, as well as discussion about the best way to use and present this powerful information.  
Departments have agreed that this new metric would add real value.

· Within DWP, Pensions and Debt management are rolling out workforce management in 2010.  Job Centre Plus CCD, HMRC, NHS Direct and DVLA have already implemented systems. Different systems are in use in each department and the metric that is proposed is system-independent.

· The best way to calculate a more granular metric was discussed in detail at the workshop and agreed by subject matter experts. It was agreed that departments would need support in implementing this new measure and that a workshop or training process be held in the April-June period, to offering advice, compare data and discuss best practice in how to use the measure to drive change. 

3. Demand forecast accuracy

This metric measures the accuracy of forecasts used for resourcing decisions.
· It is defined as the percentage of days in which calls connected to agent handled queues are within +/- 5% of forecast calls.  Forecasts are taken at the point when the majority of the resource is scheduled/fixed.

· For example if schedules are published 3 months out, but changes can be made up to 28 days in advance, then the forecasting point would be 28 days. If a few teams can be changed at 7 days out, the majority remain fixed, then the forecast point would still be 28 days. 
Its use is in improving the accuracy of forecasts by:- 

· Creating an objective measure on whether the demand forecast assumptions used to create resourcing plans are accurate.
· Providing data that can be used with stakeholders outside the contact centre who influence demand drivers (eg policy makers, communication teams, back office functions etc).
· Providing a meaningful benchmark that departments can use in comparing the contribution that forecasting is able to make to effective resourcing in each department.
It is recommended that this metric is changed because …

· The current measure is calculated as the total forecast demand for the quarter, divided by the actual demand for the period.  Planning specialists at the workshop on March 12th  agreed that this calculation had two major disadvantages:-

· Days that are under-forecast are balanced out by other days which are over-forecast in the quarter.  This gives an appearance of perfect forecasts, when forecasts day-by-day could be very inaccurate.  This is important because the level at which resourcing decisions are being made requires accurate forecasts at the more granular level. 

· Forecasts are made and adjusted at different points, because of differences in operational practice within departments and the need (in all departments) to update forecasts regularly with the latest information.  This makes the current metric hard to compare meaningfully. 

· A good forecasting metric is important because: 
· Forecasts are a critical component of effective resourcing.  Many of the management activities that drive the other metrics depend on accurate forecasts – for example activities around scheduling or resourcing to achieve good results on customer wait time or calls not answered.  

· Call volume forecasts provide feedback on management information flows within departments, because strategies and internal drivers (such as customer communications and new products or services) are a key driver of demand.

· This changed definition is consistent with common industry practice, as identified in benchmark research from the Professional Planning Forum 

· An accuracy level of 5% is the most common forecast target (64% of respondents) and over 40% already target accuracy of daily forecasts – less than 30% targeting at a lower granularity.   

· While forecasts are created, their accuracy at this level is not tracked as a key metric in all departments, so that objective data is not available to influence stakeholders.  Participants at the workshop on 12th March agreed that focus on this metric within departments could add significant value.:-
· “It’s shifting the fog” 
· “A powerful metric to reflect work created from the rest of the organisation”.  
· Because planners in the departments create forecasts for different purposes at different times, a consistent definition was agreed at the workshop on 23rd March 2009.  Forecasts will be compared at the point when the majority of resource is scheduled or fixed, because at present this is the key application of forecasts within the planning process in all the departments.  
The metric is derived from …

· Daily forecasts for incoming calls to service lines, created by forecasting specialists either manually or via workforce management systems.

· This data may be held in forecasting spreadsheets or in workforce management systems, depending on the way forecasts are created within each department. 

Departments create the forecasts needed to compile this metric, but in some cases this may require additional work to collate the information
· DVLA and NHS Direct stated that they could provide this data.

· DWP may have some internal work to do on this definition but they create  forecasts at this level
· HMRC need to confirm that they can meet the definition without undue work

Calls not answered (unmet demand)
This metric measures callers who are not answered by agents in the call centre

· It is defined as the percentage of calls which do not get connected to an agent (includes blocked, failed, busy/engaged calls and calls where the caller hangs up. Previously called unmet demand.

Its use is as a high level measure to provide insight into overall capacity constraints and caller behaviour (when they abandon).
· Comparison of trends provides benchmarks that departments can use to identify who they wish to speak to or what they want to earn about.

· The input data provided can be used to identify if there are common problems with system capacity (e.g. blocked calls) or resource capacity (e.g. busy/abandoned calls). 

It is recommended that the names and definitions are changed for this metric and the input data fields from which it is calculated.   
· Benchmark research shows that 81% of contact centre organisations use % calls answered or % calls not answered as a key performance indicator [source: PPF benchmarking data 2009].  
· Although typically unanswered calls are at low levels in mature contact centres, this measure is popular because it provides insight into overall capacity constraints and caller behaviour.  For these reasons, the nature of the services and resourcing policies should be taken account of in directly comparing this metric across operations.  

· Capacity in peak period, of both staff and seating, is limited in several of the departmental operations and so this measure continues to provide meaningful and appropriate insight.  Changes in the metric, from quarter to quarter, could provide particular insight. 

· Within the PMF this metric has previously been called ‘unmet demand’.  This was queried by participants in the workshop on 12th as not industry standard or commonly used in contact centres and requested a term that is more readily understood by senior stakeholders, even if not experienced in contact centres.  For this reason “calls not answered” has been proposed as a more appropriate description of what this metric actually represents and more in line with industry practice.
The metric is derived from …

· It is calculated as Calls NOT completed by agents as a percentage of Total Calls from the following data input fields.  

	Calls blocked or busied before ACD
	Modify
	Count of calls attempting to get through to a contact centre agent-handled queue.  This includes calls that are blocked or fail to connect.  It will include calls that get the busy or engaged tone if not included in calls connected.

	Calls connected
	Modify
	Total number of calls presented to the contact centre for answering. Taken from the contact centre ACD.  This will now exclude IVR calls - unless they drop back to an agent queue. This includes calls which abandon.  Also called calls offered. 

	Total calls
	Modify
	Calculated field - count of all the calls attempting to get through to a contact centre number including blocked/failed, busy/engaged and abandoned calls.  See note below about calls abandoning within a short period. Also called total call attempts. 

	Calls completed by agents
	Modify
	Total number of calls completed by Agent ('calls handled').  Taken from the ACD.  This includes calls which drop out of IVR and are handled by agents. 

	Calls abandoned
	Calculated
	Calculated field - shows the calls connected to agent handled queues which are not completed by agents.

	Unique calls offered
	Drop
	


· These definitions were agreed by participants at the workshop on 23rd March.
· Following full discussion it was agreed that all abandoned calls, however soon after presentation to an agent queue ( “short abandons”) will be included in the metric, since this is most comparable number and fully represents customer experience.  This is not measured in HMRC who will review whether and when it is possible to change their MI collection. 

Departments can track the data required for this with the exception noted above.  

Customer contact time (also called ‘agent utilisation’).  

This metric measures the proportion of time spent in calls and other customer contact.
· It is defined as customer contact hours as a percentage of total paid agent hours.  The data it is proposed to collect can be diced and sliced in different ways to provide comparison that is meaningful to each department. 
Its use is in comparing operating models that determine use of agent time, which is a fundamental driver of call centre cost and resource efficiency.
· Each department has their own metrics which they used to manage efficiency in this area.  Comparison offers benchmarks against which to compare and challenge their operating models. 

· This measure is designed to measure the efficiency of the organisation not the agent.  Comparison of trends as well as absolute levels would be of value in this area.
It is recommended that this metric is retained and that the underlying input data be changed to allow better comparison. 
· The measures used operationally in departments vary considerably, because different variations of calculations, based on the same underlying data, provide a clearer focus on the area which that service has prioritised.  

· Feedback from departmental representatives at workshops on 12th March and 23rd March identified that displaying benchmark data in the format that is used in the departments would make this metric much more useful.    

· For this reason a small change to the underlying data fields is proposed, so that the results for different departments can be compared by all departments in their own ‘currency’.  This is not currently possible because a few key data fields are not collected.  The data required for this is readily available. 
· Two changes were made to reflect the changing operating models:

· A new field for other customer contact time means allows for the use of telephony staff to undertake works such as emails or call backs or detailed follow-up or prep work for complex calls where this is not done in wrap – previously this did not show as customer contact.  This is critical in agencies such as Job Centre Plus. 
· A new field for paid agent hours from other departments allows for the growing practice of support from the back office and other departments for telephone handling.  This is of growing importance in departments such as HMRC.
· Clear definitions have been agreed for all the fields which are shown below. 
	Contact centre employees
	Modify
	Total number of contact centre employees

	Contact centre agents
	Modify
	Total number of contact centre agents.  This should include agents who are handling calls, but not employees who are in non-call handling roles. If agents handle a mix of contact and non-contact tasks, they should be included. 

	Contact centre agent FTE
	Modify
	This is the same contact centre agents information - expressed as FTE (full-time equivalents)

	Hours per FTE
	New
	The number of hours over the period worked by one FTE - this will be in the meta data set as it does not change every quarter. 

	Paid agent hours for CC
	Modify
	Calculated field.  Contact centre FTE * Hours-per-FTE.   Ths is the total paid agent time for ALL contact centre agents.

	Paid agent hours from other depts
	New
	Total hours provided by other departments to support call handling (eg back office).  Put Zero if you do not have support from other departments OR if you these staff are not included in the ACD stats below (contact hours etc). Add comments if you do have this working practice but do not have the MI to supply this information yet. 

	Total paid agent hours
	Modify
	Calculated field.  Paid agent hours for contact centre + hours from other departments

	Working hours ('available' for work)
	Modify
	Work time (hours), excluding holidays, absence, secondments.  This is usually captured as signed-in or logged-in time in the ACD.  You should also add planned off-phone time (eg meals, filing etc) if the agents log off for these. PMF definition might be misleading.

	Contact hours
	Modify
	Calculation - total of Talk + after call work + hold/transfer + other contact

	Talk time
	New (for converter)
	Time (hours) talking to customers on inbound calls.  From the ACD/telephony system. 

	After call work time
	New (for converter)
	Time (hours) in after call work or wrap time.  From the ACD. 



	Hold or transfer time
	New (for converter)
	Time (hours) in hold or transfer.  From the ACD. 

	Other contact hours
	New
	Please include other time spent in direct customer contact or pre/wrap work related to this (eg emails, call backs)

	Agent wait time
	New (for converter)
	Time (hours) waiting for calls (usually shown as 'idle' or 'available' in your telephony system.  Note that terminology does vary between systems. 

	Not ready time
	New (for converter)
	Calculation - used for 'currency converter'.  This calculates the non-contact time during the working day. 


· From this data set it is possible to calculate metrics used in departments, so that they can be used in departmental reports, such as:

· Talk time utilisation in HMRC.
· Agent occupancy in DVLA.
· Different utilisation definitions used in DWP.
· From the data is it also possible to calculate customer facing time, an existing PMF metric which is currently called ‘availability’ (for work), and other industry-standard measures such as agent wait time (the gaps between calls which reduce as multi-skilling and virtualisation increase).  It is proposed that customer contact time be the main measure which is reported, but that other measures can be used as required by specific departments, workshops or groups. 

It is recommended that this metric be referred to as customer contact time:-

· In analysing the underlying data it became apparent during the workshops that it is very easy for people to be confused about what this metric means.
· The existing language appears common but is in fact not common.  Utilisation is used to mean different things in different departments.  In most telephony systems it has a standard meaning (akin to occupancy) which is different from that used in the PMF.

· Use of a name that uses “customer” language is more descriptive of what the metric actually means and is more in line with practice in leading private sector operations. 
· Change to a more descriptive name can create questions and create the opportunity to get clarity around definitions.

The metric is derived from information collected in the telephony system (ACD).
· This majority of this data is available from standard telephony system reports, which track ‘agent states’, or from workforce management systems.   
· Some specific items, such as call handling support from the back office, can require manual collection in some centres.
Departments have confirmed that this data can be provided (with some exceptions noted below) and these new definitions were agreed at the workshops on 12th March and 23rd March. 
· Some areas of DWP cannot report other telephony productive hours gained from staff used other back office areas on its MIS reports, although it has some data from its telephony systems.
· HMRC is developing the MIS for this metric in approximately the next 6 months.
It is also recommended that workshops be held to allow comparison of more detailed data in order to support departments in understanding and challenging their operating models. 

· Meaningful insight to enable departments to consider changes to their operating models will require more detailed discussion, because the time required for activities such as training and coaching is very service dependent (for example nursing, benefit or taxation experts with staff on skills handling short transactional calls) .
· All participants agreed that workshops to discuss this would be valuable and that a more detailed breakdown of off-phone time would be a useful starting point for such discussion. 

· Breaking off-line time down in more detail requires capturing this information accurately in a workforce management system which is not readily available in all centres. 

· Two departments [DWP and HMRC} are currently reviewing the time it would take to compile more granular data in order to determine if or when it is possible to do this. 

Metrics it is proposed no longer to report in the PMF
Three of the original PMF metrics in this area will no longer be reported as part of the quarterly PMF dataset because they do not meet the criteria agreed for the purpose of this review.  
This section explains metric by metric how this decision has been made.   

1. Resource planning accuracy    

This metric has been superseded by the (new) schedule flexibility and the (changed) demand forecasting metrics.  At present this metric calculates forecast FTE requirement divided by actual FTE requirement.  This can produce false figures as under forecasts at some times balance over forecasts at others, to produce a false impression of perfect forecasts. While this could be calculated at a more granular level, this information is not easy to get and the information is in any case more easily supplied by the combination of the new forecasting and scheduling flexibility measures, which together focus specifically on how the resource schedule matches demand forecast.   

2. Seat occupation    

It is proposed to drop this measure because it is not used by departments and the effort required to make the data accurate and comparable is not proportionate to the value.  Key difficulties in comparison include the fact that it does not reflect differences in operating hours and that seat capacity is driven by peak periods, which differ in nature between departments, rather than average requirement. It is still a useful measure for use operationally within departments. 

3. Contact demand

At present overall call demand to the contact centre is shown as one of the original 24 metrics.  While this data will still be collected, in order to calculate other information, it is proposed that this will no longer be shown as a metric because comparison of volumes in themselves do not add meaningful insight for the departments and volumes do not reflect performance.   Comparison of metrics such as contacts per X, avoidable contact, calls not answered and the other demand matching metrics give the information that is required.  
Other channel demand 

It has been noted in the main report that channel integration should be a major focus of PMF development, particularly as data is made available for other channels.  This  has been excluded form the scope of the current project. 

Until this work comes to maturity it is recommended that the data on other channels no longer be collected as part of this telephony data set, because the data is not currently comparable.  

· Data is currently collected within the PMF but not used in any current metric.

· Data on emails and other electronic contact (webchat, sms etc) is calculated on different bases because of the different operational practices.  

· A better solution can be found in the future through channel integration work.

· It is proposed to still capture information on outbound calls, which are more comparable. 

	Other channel demand – not currently used in any metric
	

	Outbound calls
	Retain
	Quarterly

	Emails handled
	Drop
	

	Webchat, SMS, other channel
	Drop
	


Employee engagement metrics
This section contains details of proposed changes to the metrics for people engagement.  These have been grouped together in order to put focus on absence, attrition and employee engagement.  
It is proposed that the following metrics should form the key metric as they provide a balanced comparison of performance and focus on areas where the departments are able to learn from each other or together.

It was agreed that there was value in collecting absence and attrition data at site level, as this facilitates regional comparison and benchmarking. 

Each sub-section describes in detail what the metric covers, how it is used, why it is changed or added and what is involved for departments in providing this data.  In addition a final section describes the measures that it is proposed to drop or to replace with alternative processes. 

4. Absence (average working days)
This metric measures days lost through sickness or other absence, defined as:-
· Average working days sick per agent (contact centre agents only).  All types of sickness.  Count half days as half if this data is available.

· Average days per agent for all other types of paid absence (not at work).  Don't include time captured in not-ready codes, annual leave or time in lieu.

· Average days per agent for all other types of unpaid absence (not at work) - eg special leave.

Its use is in supporting managers and project teams who are looking to reduce absence in particular centres, by:- 

· Offering a consistent benchmark against which departments can measure any outliers and use to support internal departmental target-setting.

· Providing a framework of common understanding about what is normal or possible within a civil service call centre environment and which can be used for benchmarking against centres in other sectors.
· Identifying centres where the level or trend is exceptional, so that best practice can be shared or case studies created. 

It is recommended that this metric is changed to better reflect the way that data is captured about types of absence and that workshops be set up to allow specialists and operations managers to discuss the issues it highlights.
· It is proposed to cease the current categorisation into short and long term absence as the definitions used in departmental systems for ‘long term’ are not standard, or consistent with the PMF.  Nor do subject matter experts or departmental representatives find this of value. 

· There are many different types of absence; HR specialists and departmental representatives identifies that these are not consistently reported in the PMF currently and that the definitions needed much more clarity. 

· It is therefore proposed that absence be categorised in 3 ways with total absence being used as the key metric.  These 3 types are:-

· Sickness

· Other absence - paid 

· Other absence - unpaid

· A full list of reasons is included in the flipchart outputs from the workshop on 13th March 2009 
The metric is derived from department wide HR systems
· This metric will now be reported as average days lost, because this is the way  that the data is collected in all departments in these systems.  
· These systems cannot track under half a day or in some cases under a day, although the workforce management (WFM) systems can track in hours.  

Departments have significant work going in to improve the consistency and understanding of data on absence, as part of projects in this area. 
· This does not affect the data comparison within the PMF, but is important as an issue in departments in providing information on which managers can take appropriate action.  

· There is good practice that can be shared and participants were very enthusiastic about meeting together on a regular basis.  They also identified that regional cross-departmental groups would be useful. 

Agents leaving the department (attrition)
This metric measures attrition among call centre agents. It is defined as:-
· Agents leaving the call centre (all reasons except transfers within dept) as % of average FTE.  Use as the key metric. Show as 12 month rolling average to smooth seasonality.  Definition of 'department' will be specified in the notes.

· Agents leaving the call centre but staying in the department, as % of average FTE.  To be shown as a 12 month rolling average to smooth seasonal effects.

Its use is in supporting managers and project teams who are looking to improve the retention of the best employees and establish an optimum attrition level, by:- 

· Offering a consistent benchmark against which departments can measure any outliers and use to support internal departmental target-setting.

· Providing a framework of common understanding about what is normal or possible within a civil service call centre environment and which can be used for benchmarking against centres in other sectors.

· Identifying centres where the level or trend is of particular interest, so that best practice can be shared or case studies created. 

It is recommended that the definitions of this metric are changed and that workshops be set up to allow specialists and operations managers to discuss the issues highlighted. 
· The data will be presented as a 12 month rolling average based on average FTE during the period.

· At present there is confusion about which types of leaver should be included in this statistic and to clarify this it was agreed at the workshops that:
· Leavers are people who leave the call centre not the role. 

· Internal transfer is outside the call centre but within the department.

· Seasonal workers & temps are included as leavers.

· The data in PMF will be for call centre agents.  There was agreement that it would also be good to share information on management attrition – perhaps doing this first in workshops to establish the value to be gained by adding it to the PMF data set in a later ‘refresh’. 

· It was agreed by participants in the workshop on 13th March that a more detailed breakdown of reasons for leaving would be useful and was available.  It was agreed however to share this in workshops, as it was too sensitive to share in larger groups or include in the PMF data set at this point.  There was clear consensus that value came out of discussion arising from the data rather than in the data itself.  

The metric is derived from department wide HR systems
Departments have a consistent way of tracking leavers and:- 
· It was agreed by all participants that clarified definitions will help all departments in entering data that can be consistently compared across departments. 

· What ‘department’ means for the purposes of internal transfers will be defined in the notes field for this data by each centre inputting it. 
· For NHS direct it means within the NHS as there is a deliberate policy of rotating nurses to keep up clinical experience.

· For HMRC it means within the whole agency

· DWP are clarifying how this should be applied in each agency.

· For DfT it will be applied at the agency level (eg DVLA). 

Employee engagement (not yet available) 
This metric will be changed to compare answers to key questions in standard departmental employee surveys.  This is defined as:-
· % very satisfied and % satisfied for 2-3 common questions in the civil service question set - the issues involved in compiling this metric to be addressed by June 2009.  Collected annually.  It may also be valuable to collect information on response rates for using in validating data comparisons. 
Its use is in providing insight that supports successful employee engagement, by:- 

· Providing a framework of common understanding about what is normal or possible within a civil service call centre environment and which can be used for benchmarking against centres in other sectors.

· Identifying centres where the level or trend is of particular interest, so that best practice can be shared or case studies created.

It is recommended that this metric is changed because …

· Currently only a simple yes/no answer is given and this offers no information of value to departments, now that surveys of this kind are in place in all departments.  

· It has been identified that a common questions set for the civil service has been set up, to allow cross-departmental comparison.

· A comparative benchmark on employee engagement would be of value.

The metric will be derived from department wide employee surveys using the standard civil service questions.  
· These surveys are conducted annually or bi-annually.  The latest results will be used in comparing results annually within the PMF. 

· Work is needed to identify the key questions to compare. It is proposed that this be undertaken by the end June 2009, under the auspices of the Contact Council, so that results can be compared for the April-June PMF cycle.

Departments have a variety of response rates and validity of the answers to these questions will need to be explored as part of the work 
· DVLA have bi-annual surveys specific to the call centre, which gains a much higher response rate than the annual department wide survey.  It may be possible to include the key questions in these.

· In NHS, DWP and HMRC it is possible to report on the data for call centre staff specifically in most areas, although in specific centres handling a mix of telephone and other activities this may not apply. 

Metrics it is proposed no longer to report in the PMF
It is recommended that the “Investment in Staff” metric should be dropped because:
· The availability of data is not consistent across departments and as a result the value of this data is regarded as low, especially compared with the work that would be required to create consistent information.  
· Specific issues include the fact that coaching time is not always available from workforce management systems and that training budget is held in a number of different ways, and is not always separately identifiable for the call centre.  
· This metric was used in the PMF to gather information on training budget and coaching time.  This information is planned to be shared in any case as part of the proposals for regular workshops in the area of demand matching and employee engagement.  A workshop process provides the opportunity to understand what the data means and to probe more closely the factors that affect consistency of comparison.    
Other data that it would be valuable to share 

It was agreed that cross-departmental workshops for HR specialists would be immensely useful as currently not formal mechanism exists for cross-departmental sharing among call centre HR specialists.  This is described more fully in chapter 3 of the report. 

In the area of people engagement participants in the workshop on 13th march identified a number of other areas where it would be useful to share data.  These have not been included in the PMF at this point, as it was agreed that it would be better to share the data in workshops first, to test the comparability and the value of insight that could be gained.  Areas where this would be of value included:-

· Length of service and demographic profile.  This could be linked in to workshops on skills development, if that theme were developed by the contact council. 
· Salary levels for a range of roles (not just agents).  

It was also agreed that the current information on agent salaries should be collected on an annual rather than a quarterly basis.   

Data, data gathering and data analysis 
This section addresses the question of how input data is gathered and how the gathered information is processed to produce useful insights and outputs.     
5. Where is the data captured: input categories
As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2 the contact centres which are the subject of this report cannot be assumed to operate as discrete entities.  The trend in department and agency service delivery is towards networked contact centres where each centre supports one or more national service.  
· In the case of DWP and HMRC this involves already large 200+ seat centres to be joined up into a 1000+ seat virtual centre and allows demand to be met more consistently by handling calls nationally rather than locally.  
· In the case of NHS direct vitality is integral to the current operating model.  In addition to smoothing demand by handling it nationally, it provides a way of recruiting the locally available medically qualified call agents in each UK sub-region into ‘micro’ call centres of around 10 seats and creating a national virtual centre from these centres.  This provides the large numbers of agents needed nationally without undermining local healthcare provision.  
One of the implications of virtual networking is that it becomes impossible to report some performance metrics at the level of individual contact centres.  This poses the problem of how to use data which may be a mixture of network level performance and site specific performance extract useful information from it.  In practice this should be relatively easy to do using an appropriate database although this requires that extra information (‘tags’ or ‘metadata’) be attached to input data supplied by each contact centre or network.  It also requires that when analysis is carried out inappropriate comparisons are not made and duplications or multiple counting does not occur.  
During the course of the workshops and interviews each department was asked to indicate the ‘level’ at which each metric could be reported e.g. individual site, national network, regional network etc.   This carried with it a secondary implicit question of which level was most appropriate for gaining insight and driving performance.  
In general the conclusion reached was that metrics should be reported at a level that corresponded to the level at which they were managed.  
· In the case of service level metrics such as wait time and avoidable contact this was typically nationally or network level.  
· In the case of metrics linked to people issues e.g. sick absence and attrition this was typically at site level.  The outcome of this consultation is shown in the figure below.  

Table: 4  Input categories
	
	HMRC
	PDCS
	JCP CCD
	DWP DM
	DVLA
	NHSD

	Customer Experience 
	
	
	
	
	

	Contact rate per X (CpX)
	
	Overall
	tbc
	tbc
	tbc
	Single
	Overall

	Costs per X
	
	Overall
	tbc
	tbc
	tbc
	Single
	Overall

	Avoidable Contact
	
	Overall
	tbc
	tbc
	tbc
	Single
	Overall

	% IVR calls completed
	
	Overall
	tbc
	Overall
	tbc
	Single
	n/a

	Customer wait time
	
	Overall
	Ops Unit
	Overall
	Ops Unit
	Single
	Overall

	People Engagement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Absence/Attrition
	
	Site
	Site
	Site
	Site
	Site
	Region *

	Employee Engagement
	
	Site
	Site
	Site
	Site
	Site
	Region *

	Demand Matching
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Calls not answered
	
	Overall
	Ops Unit
	Overall
	Ops Unit
	Single
	Overall

	Customer contact time
	
	Site?
	Ops Unit
	Overall
	Ops Unit
	Single
	Overall

	Schedule flexibility/ Forecast accuracy
	
	Overall
	Ops Unit
	Overall
	Ops Unit
	Single
	Overall

	Other data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Call data
	
	Overall
	Ops Unit
	Overall
	Ops Unit
	Single
	Overall

	Employee/FTE data
	
	Each entry
	Each entry
	Each entry
	Each entry
	Each entry
	Each entry

	Agent hours/Contact time
	
	Site?
	Ops Unit
	Overall
	Ops Unit
	Single
	Overall



Operational Unit will be determined by the way the operation is managed – not by the departmental or agency structure.  For example departments will consider how wait time, calls not answered and the scheduling and forecasting activities are managed.  In a networked operation with central reporting and planning these will be at the network level.  Where these are managed by individual sites or clusters of sites this will be at the site or cluster level.   

Where overall is indicated, reporting will be at the highest network level for that agency.  Where site is indicated then normally each location under its own management will report separately. 

This was agreed by departmental representatives at the integration workshop on 23rd March, with the following qualifications:-

· DWP needs to agree the appropriate level of reporting for some metrics and to determine appropriate operating units in PDCS where there are a number of operations. 

· NHS will report by region rather than site because some sites have very small numbers and data would be mis-leading.  Regions refer to their management grouping. 
· HMRC to confirm the most appropriate unit for staff time utilisation data, at present supplied by site., but where benchmarks in the other departments will be at operation level.
Tags and ‘Metadata’: Extra Information
It was stated above that where centres operate as part of networks there is a need to aggregate or disaggregate in order to derive meaningful metrics and some metrics cannot be provided at site level for such metrics.  
In order to address this problem there is a need to add extra information to data provided by agencies and departments in order to indicate whether it refers to an individual centre of a network of centres.  
There is also a need to apply such tags to data entries to form meaningful peer groups from individual centres i.e. to group together all centres operated by HMRC or NHS Direct.  
These ‘tags’ or ‘metadata’ field can also be used to help exploit data by associating other information relevant to the provider which helps analysis and comparison.  
Table: 5    PMF overview data and data-analysis ‘tags’ 

	
	Action Proposed
	Updated

	Core data
	
	

	Contact details for person inputting
	Retain
	If changed

	Contact details for person authorising
	New
	If changed

	Authorised (yes/no)
	New
	Every time

	Post code of centre
	Retain
	If changed

	Department (drop down list)
	New
	If changed

	Agency (drop down list)
	New
	If changed

	Part of a virtual network (yes/no)
	New
	If changed

	Network (drop down list) – if applicable
	New
	If changed

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Analysis Tags (for qualifying data)
	
	

	Average Agent Seats
	New
	Annually

	Average annual agent FTE 
	New
	Annually

	Annual call volume
	New
	Annually

	Number of sites in network (if applicable)
	New
	If changed

	Region (drop down list)
	New
	If changed

	Average weekly opening hours
	New
	If changed

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Supporting data
	
	

	Hours per FTE
	New
	If changed

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Data for analysis/comparisons
	
	

	Ratios of agent: team leaders 
	New
	Annually

	Opening times (drop down list multi-choice)
	New
	If changed

	Accreditation (drop down – multi choice)
	New
	If changed

	Are any services outsourced?
	New
	If changed

	Average agent salary
	Retain
	Annually

	Average agent cost
	Retain
	Annually

	Technology used (multi-choice lists)
	New
	If changed

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Note: This data is described in the final section of this annexe.
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Core data identifying the reporting centre
Currently the PMF data submission requests information which identifies reporting centre.  The list of data currently requested needs to be updated to reflect the networked operations and the different levels of input described in the previous section.  
· It had been identified before the project that changes were needed to allow individual sites to input data directly to the web form, while having a security features to ensure that data was not reported on until validated by nominated authorisers.  

· Understanding whether a centre is part of a networked operation is also important in using the data for comparisons, 

· An accurate departmental hierarchy is missing from the current data set.  This would allow data aggregation and comparisons.  

· This list reflects the results of discussion at the integration workshop on 23rd March. 

	Centre data
	
	

	Contact details for person inputting
	Retain
	If changed

	Contact details for person authorising
	New
	If changed

	Authorised (yes/no)
	New
	Every time

	Post code of centre
	Retain
	If changed

	Department (drop down list)
	New
	If changed

	Agency (drop down list)
	New
	If changed

	Part of a virtual network (yes/no)
	New
	If changed

	Network (drop down list) – if applicable
	New
	If changed


Network Tags
Some entries will be made on behalf of networks rather than individual centres and it will be necessary to create tags that indicate data relating to a group of centres or to identify the best way of structuring this information within the database.   

Data Analysis Tags

A further set of data was identified at the integration workshop on 23rd March.  These analysis ‘tags’ provide the opportunity for data to be filtered in particular ways in reporting.  This list was not regarded by workshop participants as onerous to create – and does not require frequent updating. 
	Analysis Tags (for qualifying data)
	
	

	Average Agent Seats
	New
	Annually

	Average annual agent FTE 
	New
	Annually

	Annual call volume
	New
	Annually

	Number of sites in network (if applicable)
	New
	If changed

	Region (drop down list)
	New
	If changed

	Average weekly opening hours
	New
	If changed


Data for comparison/analysis  
A final set of data was requested by departmental representatives at the workshop on 23rd March.  This data can be collected or validated on an annual basis.   The data can be used for comparison – as well as offering information that qualifies comparison – to support greater insight, particularly when the core PMF metrics are used to stimulate discussion or for workshops. 
[ Is this part of the site specific data]
	Data for analysis/comparisons
	
	

	Ratios of agent: team leaders 
	New
	Annually

	Opening times (drop down list multi-choice)
	New
	If changed

	Accreditation (drop down – multi choice)
	New
	If changed

	Are any services outsourced?
	New
	If changed

	Average agent salary
	Retain
	Annually

	Average agent cost
	Retain
	Annually

	Technology used (multi-choice lists)
	New
	If changed


Other data to consider in the future

A number of other areas were identified which could be of value to compare in the future:-
· Analysis of service type while simpler in areas like local government where different centres are handling similar services, this is more complex for central government departments and agencies.

· Demographics of customers. 

· The number of repeat callers.
Version:1.10.0.8
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� DWP, HMRC, DfT and NHS Direct account for around 90% of telephone contact between citizens and central government.  All operate complex call centre operations and the group was seen as a representative set of stakeholders for developing the revised question set.  
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