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 Chapter 1 - Summary
“Fewer metrics, better supported, better connected”
Objectives 

The objective of this work was to review the effectiveness of the Performance Management Framework (PMF) in driving improvements in the quality and cost effectiveness of telephone contact.  Its focus was specifically on Central Departments and Agencies and the following vision statement was agreed with stakeholders at the outset of the project.   

“Our vision for the PMF is that it will become a world class benchmarking tool for public sector customer contact centres, which is championed by participating departments and which acts as a catalyst for public sector service transformation by driving improvements in the customer experience.”

The recommendations in this report are made in the context of this vision, and in the context of the Contact Council’s role in driving increased professionalism in government contact centres.

Recommendations
The work carried out was specialist, detailed and extensive and is explained in detail in the course of this report.  It can however be summarised into three core recommendations which are as follows:  

i) That the PMF metric set should be simplified from its current set of 25 metrics to a new set of 12 metrics. Metrics which are proposed to be dropped are not being devalued, but rather the revised set of 12 is deemed to be an optimum selection of metrics to report in the PMF to drive learning and improvement between departments.  
 
ii) That, where possible, the input data used to arrive at these metrics should be brought into alignment with current internal reporting and data gathering practices to reduce the reporting burden and improve comparison and accuracy.  

iii) That a new set of metrics and data inputs alone is not sufficient to drive change and that the PMF data should therefore be used to identify a series of “task and finish” projects, within three broad performance areas, to drive change and improvement within departments.  
Context

The 2006 Varney report
 recommended that a system for benchmarking public sector contact centre performance be put in place as a means of raising awareness and driving change and improvement.  The current PMF question set was agreed by the Contact Council in late 2007.  It was arrived at following consultation with Local and Central Government representatives and telephone contact centre managers. It was based on best practice in terms of delivering high quality and cost effective telephone contact and attempted to cover all public sector telephone contact centres above twenty seats.  

Having been in place for over one year it has become apparent that although the PMF question set had been appropriate at the time of its implementation, it was not fully delivering the benefits anticipated and that opportunities for improving customer contact were not being realised.  This was seen as being particularly evident for large departments and agencies where the PMF was seen as being out of step with internal performance management processes and departmental plans. There was also a desire to exploit more fully the new reporting options offered by a web based reporting system which could configure question sets to specific user groups and allow central Departments and Agencies to develop their own question set.  

Approach

The approach taken has been to focus on the four departments providing the largest volumes of telephone contact and exploit existing expertise within their telephone contact centre.  This has been done through a series of interviews and workshops which were facilitated by external contact centre experts who had experience of both public and private sector contact centres. 

Findings

Value of the PMF
After one year of data collection the subject matter experts within the departments and agencies involved in this work saw few tangible benefits being realised using the current PMF data set.  Their own internal contact centre procedures captured performance data in more detail and reported it more frequently.  The data captured by the PMF was often incompatible with their internal management processes and could cause confusion when presented alongside their internal performance metrics.  These experts often had little knowledge of how the other departments and their agencies managed their telephone contact and there was little opportunity for gaining this insight, which further weakened the PMF as a benchmarking tool.
However, despite the belief that the PMF was not adding value, there was a strong belief that peer to peer benchmarking is of great use, where it can be achieved in sensible and cost effective way.  It also became apparent that many departments were already attempting to compare themselves against the best of the private sector and learn how to improve performance in specific performance areas.    However, they were not using the PMF to do this.  
These department and agency contact centres have developed significantly since their inception, and they no longer need help or advice on the basics of delivering a large efficient contact centre operation.  Rather, they are typically large professionally run operations, often part of virtual networks, and which employ complex and detailed internal performance metric sets. Most monitor performance in fifteen minute intervals, sometimes on a 24 hour basis.  For these centres many of the PMF metrics were simply not valuable.  What was relevant was peer networking and benchmarking with other operations facing similar challenges. 

Delivery Models

The current PMF question set assumes that telephone contact centres operate as standalone entities or ‘businesses’ with hard boundaries and management frameworks.  In the course of this work it became apparent that the telephony and delivery models currently employed by the departments and agencies involved were more complex than this.  

With advances in telephony technology many departments have joined up their contact centres into virtual, centrally managed operations with multiple individual sites supporting national services. This has many benefits and makes the interpretation of service performance possible only at the level of the network. The PMF is not currently configured to present this kind of data.  

Departments and Agencies are also increasingly mixing their ‘front office’ telephony and their back office ‘processing’ operations.  When a customer calls a department they may, during periods of peak demand, be routed to a member of staff outside the telephone contact centre.  There has also been an increase in the number of services that can now be resolved in real time by self service or at first telephone contact.  
There is also an obvious desire among service managers to deliver services wherever possible via the internet or interactive voice response (IVR) systems. There was also a shift from providing telephony only solutions for customers to end to end service delivery using multiple channels.  This meant that telephony was increasingly seen in the context of evolving multiple channel delivery rather than as a ‘static’ service.  In all departments there was an acute awareness that better exploitation of the web and new automated service delivery options was critical to the future viability of their delivery models.  However, the detail of how this transition was going to be measured was much less clear and provided an obvious role for the development of an “all channels” PMF.
Supporting Activities

One of the key observations of this work by participants was that although the PMF data had not been of great value in the past, the networking opportunities it had provided, including the work on revision, had been very valuable.  Furthermore, as the proposed new PMF metric set was based on a better defined set of common metrics that were in alignment with internal contact centre metrics, it could provide opportunities to establish peer networks of specialists.  Given that the Contact Council already exists and draws in departmental expertise to support its work programme further ‘standing committees’ were not seen as a sensible way forward.  Instead it was proposed that any work linked to the PMF process take place as subject specific and time bounded ”task and finish” projects to drive learning and improvements across government, with the PMF metric set at the core of this activity.  

Conclusions
The vision of world class benchmarking, which the participants have developed, has we believe resulted in a more focussed and more comparable set of metrics. They are easier to support, they have greater potential to drive learning and improvement, and they recognise the operating environment of today.  
The proposals made to support the PMF process with cross department working streams will, in the view of the participants, add significant value to operational performance improvement efforts for participating departments. 

In terms of value today, NHS Direct have used some PMF data for union negotiations and they use the common language to talk to other departments. But the sentiment of departments can be summed up by “It’s a wasted opportunity” (HMRC: 27th February). 
“Fewer metrics, better supported, better connected”
Chapter 2 – Arriving at new set of PMF metrics for departments and agencies
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 agencies might not yet be able to report on every metric immediately.  This was an important principle: to propose the right metrics; not the ones that were most readily available.  This principle was balanced against the equally important principle that the benefits of collecting and reporting a metric should outweigh the costs of collection.  
It was identified 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. A high priority in the project has been to create clear and consistent definitions, by involving specialists from the departments involved.  
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 Local Authority contact centre environment is also changing, but this was not examined in this report.
The brief for the project addresses the “refresh” through three core activities: 
· Examining and challenging the number of metrics which are required.   

· Examining the cost/benefit trade-off for departments reporting this information.   

· Identifying ways to increase the overall 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 and shared via the PMF.   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.”
The situation today

· 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 and it is being driven from within each department. 
· Each department uses its own benchmarking and seeks ad-hoc examples of external best practice, both public and private sector.  The PMF 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, has historically used different metric sets which cannot easily be compared. This has been an important factor in reducing the total number of metrics reported in order to make convergence and integration into internal reporting more viable i.e. “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 metrics set needs to be smaller and more focussed on those metrics which are usefully and tangibly comparable between departments, as a catalyst for learning and improving. 

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
· 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. 

This chapter goes on to describe the key changes proposed and the reasons for these changes in each of the three cluster areas:-
· Customer experience (including avoidable contact)

· Demand matching

· People engagement (including absence and attrition)

Table 1 summarises the proposed changes to the existing metrics and table 2 shows the final proposed metrics set.  Annexe 1 gives full details of all the metrics, the proposed changes and recommendations about input data and definitions. Some metrics require expertise and detailed understanding to see the important differences in definition. It is to be expected that even professionals who use these metrics will need to refer to the detail.
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 


 Customer experience metrics

The customer experience area is most affected by the proposed changes. This is to give a much clearer focus to both customer needs and the efficiency or effectiveness with which they are met.  This area includes avoidable contact, quality management and the relationship between cost and customer effort.  
· Four metrics are proposed in this area, two of which are new, because they offer insight into areas that are of critical importance to departments in driving change and utilising channels effectively and efficiently. 

· It is proposed to drop twelve metrics in this area, many of which will remain as departmental metrics or will still be discussed under the arrangements outlined in chapter 3. 

The recommended metrics are …
· Contact rate per X (CpX), where X is to be defined uniquely within each department (e.g. “transaction” or “customer”).  
· Contact cost per X (CcX), where X is again to be defined uniquely within each department.  
· Avoidable contact.  
· Calls completed in IVR.  
· Customer wait time.  
Departments are already starting work to define the appropriate ‘X’ and calculate the contact rate metric as it supports their work on ‘lean’ and ‘avoidable contact’.  It is proposed that a project to support the work needed to report ‘cost per X’ be undertaken over the next 3 months under the arrangements described in chapter 3. 
The aim is that these metrics are used to drive a new focus on improving customer experience and identifying specific actions needed to deliver services more efficiently and effectively.  They are also intended as a starting point for ‘all channel’ metrics.  Key components of the ‘CcX/CpX’ approach include identifying:-
· Do service users get the information, answer or resolution that they want? How effortless was it? 
· Would the service user and provider have preferred not to have had to do anything (or not to have had active contact) in the first place?  Was the reason the service user made contact a consequence of policies or procedures, speed or error rate of processing, incorrect expectations set or confusion caused by communications? 
· Was the choice to make contact to be by telephone or face to face driven by an inability of customers to help them through online or other self service channels? 



All Channel Approach
One conclusion of the workshops was that if real progress is to be made in service delivery the customer’s experience of the telephone contact centre needs to be assessed within the context of a multi-channel delivery model.  Most customers will be aware of the options available to them and select the channel they feel meets their needs best.  The customer experience question set seeks to gain insight into the following questions:
· Why telephone contact was chosen if other channels were available? 
· How much of occurred for what reasons?
· Why customers could not – or chose not – to use self serve options?
· How do customers perceive/experience processes and contact?
These are the key changes to the five metrics 

· Two new metrics Contact Rate per ‘X’ and Contact Cost per ‘X’ (CpX and CcX) as described above.  

· Change to the definition of customer wait time to show the percentage of calls answered within 60 seconds.  The key change here is that the metric is now a fixed number not a mean average and shows what proportion of users waited longer than a minute.  The rationale for choosing 60 seconds was that it represented a reasonable “minimum” service level to measure.  
· Avoidable contact to be retained and defined in a way that supports tracking of the STA target.  

· Calls completed in IVR – definition to be changed to allow consistent reporting in all departments and include use of messaging to answer some common questions.     

These new or changed metrics are recommended because …
· The two new metrics are at the heart of the new approach to customer experience and reducing avoidable contact and costs.  The insight they could offer has already been welcomed by department specialists in avoidable contact as it strongly supports their work on ‘lean’ and ‘avoidable contact’.  It does this by identifying which services and processes drive contact, what this contact costs and whether the situation is improving, stable or getting worse.  
· Contact rate is also a measure of customer effort; that is the effort to call and effort to get what they need through the number of calls required. High customer effort normally correlates with problems in the delivery model or processes.  
· In benchmarking, contact rates in different areas are not necessarily comparable but the speed of change in the contact rate is. This is an important point: it is the magnitude and rate of change in the CpX metric that is compared from one department to another. Fast improvements 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.

· IVR completion is retained because this is a key channel for self service transactions in at least one department (DVLA) and for resolving customer calls.  Including IVR and tracking how demand may be moved from agents to IVR also allows work to be done on exploring an ‘all channels’ approach and models for channel optimisation.  
A ‘Quality’ Metric  
In the course of the workshops it became apparent that the current ‘quality’ measures were highly qualitative and were not being applied consistently between organisations.  This did not undermine their potential value within organisations.  However, it made them very unreliable when comparisons were sought between organisations.   These problems were further complicated by the potential for differences in the nature of the services to affect customer perceptions.  For example, paying tax or complying with licensing requirements will not be perceived in the same way as receiving a benefit or service like health advice no matter how good the service. 

Agreeing a common set of qualitative measures and means of applying them across all departments was considered, but the difficulty and cost associated was considered disproportionate to the likely benefit.  An alternative approach was agreed whereby a series of more quantitative measures would be used to assess customer experience, the metrics identified as useful for this were:  
· CpX.  The CpX metric represents customer effort is a powerful measure of the quality of the service in terms of how much effort is required by the customer.
· Wait Time.  Customer wait time and calls not answered were identified as key indicators of the quality of the service provided. 
· Avoidable Contact.  This was also seen as a powerful measure of quality of service as this contact is a cost and inconvenience to the service user.  
It was agreed that there was a need to explore ‘quality’ beyond the above metrics, but it was felt that the approach of workshops and or ‘task complete’ projects described in chapter 3 was a better way to compare how departments and benchmarks are driving quality than different metrics. 

These recommendations are detailed in Annexe 1 which should be read in conjunction with this report. Each metric that has been dropped is examined in turn in section 7, pages 20-22. 
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Demand matching metrics
In providing a call centre service the single largest cost involved is typically the agents.  In turn the single most obvious way of improving efficiency is to ensure that agent time that is paid for is usefully used. Conversely, the most obvious way of ensuring customer satisfaction is ensuring that agents are available to answer calls when callers have chosen to make them.  Achieving this requires call centres to achieve a high level of skill in ‘demand matching’, that is developing the ability to predict and or manage demand and ensure that sufficient – not excessive- capacity is available to meet it.  These proposals introduce a focus on demand matching at more detailed level of granularity and significantly re-clarify the definitions of the data input required. This is in order to gain consistent cross department comparison for some highly complex processes. 
· Four metrics are proposed in this area: two existing, one is new and one is significantly changed.
· It is proposed to drop three metrics in this area, which are either superseded by the other changes or do not add value to departments.
The recommended metrics are …

· Schedule flexibility – new metric measuring the ability to match scheduled agent hours with forecast demand in each period of the day/week.
· Forecast demand accuracy – modified metric measuring what the difference was between actual and forecast demand on a daily basis
· Calls not answered (unmet demand).
· Customer contact time (utilisation/availability) – the proportion of agent time spent in calls and other customer contact directed activity  
These metrics are used to drive more effective matching of supply and demand, by:
· Matching resource effectively to both peaks and troughs in demand.  
· Effectively managing time on and off the phone in the call centre.    
· Creating working practices that support resource efficiency.   
· Making a sound right business case for appropriate capacity and flexibility in this capacity e.g. employment terms and conditions and mix of working patterns.  
· Communicating the need for the appropriate behaviours to support resource effectiveness in each role within the contact centre.
The key changes are

· Create a new schedule flexibility metric that departments can use internally as well as in benchmarking comparison.  

· Change the forecast accuracy metric to measure the percentage of days in which calls connected to agent handled queues are within +/- 5% of forecast calls.  This is a significant change as the current metric measures schedule fit over a three month period.  
· Change the underlying data input fields for the customer contact time (agent utilisation) metric so that the results for different departments can be accurately compared by all departments in their own ‘currency’.  

· Clarify the names and data definitions for the calls not answered metric, to remove sources of misleading or confusing information.  

These changes are recommended because the new and changed metrics

· Provide an objective measure of flexibility and efficiency in this area that can be used as a benchmark, both between departments and to measure changes over time. 
· Create 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 representatives.
· Focus attention at a granular level that was not previously covered in the PMF metrics, but which is fundamental to how call centres operate in meeting demand for an answer within seconds.  
· Prevent misleading information, when (for example) Monday mornings are busy but Friday afternoons are quiet and the total (as shown in current metrics) balances out to give a seemingly perfect forecast or resource plan.  
· Reflect industry best practice standards for resource planning effectiveness.   

· Offer benchmarks against which to compare and challenge operating models.  
· Provide data that can be used with stakeholders outside the contact centre who influence demand drivers (eg policy makers, communication teams, back office functions etc).  
The changed definitions and data fields remove issues faced by a range of departments where their operating models or practices resulted in data that was misleading, confusing or inconsistent when compared within the PMF. 
It is recommended that 3 metrics are no longer reported in the PMF because they are either superseded by the other changes or do not add value to departments.
· Resource planning accuracy and contact demand volumes are better reflected in the other metrics that are recommended. The current resource planning metric creates data that can be misleading. 
· Seat occupancy was identified by departments as not creating insight when compared across departments; it will remain as a departmental metric where it is used at the present time. 
These recommendations are detailed in Annexe 1 which should be read with this report.
People engagement metrics
The people engagement area is the least affected by these proposals, because the current metrics were well focused on areas of improvement that are high priority for all departments.

· It is proposed to retain three current metrics, one of which is significantly changed. 

· It is proposed that the investment in staff metric be dropped as it was potentially misleading due to internally provided training and coaching often not being reported as it often did not have a cash value attributed to it. 
The recommended metrics are …
· Absence (average working days lost).
· Agents leaving the department (attrition).
· Employee engagement (based on comparable employee survey questions).

These metrics are used to …
· support departments in driving improvements in absence, attrition and employee engagements.
· offer a consistent benchmark against which departments can measure outliers and identify people or initiatives that could support them in their change programmes. 
The key changes are

· Standardised data input fields and definitions for absence and attrition to reflect the way this information is collected in central departments and agencies.

· Absence to be expressed in average working days lost per agent per annum.
· Attrition to be expressed as agents leaving the department for whatever reason. There will be additional data collected on transfers out of the call centre within the department.
· It is proposed to use the common question set for civil service employee surveys to compare responses to a few key questions. This proposal requires an evaluation in order to select the most appropriate questions – this evaluation should be undertaken as a short project under the arrangements outlined in chapter 3.
These changes are recommended because …

· These changes make the data comparisons more meaningful across departments.
· The current metric for employee satisfaction simply asks if employees are surveyed.  This happens, at some level, in all departments and so the current metric offers no useful comparison.  Comparing answers to common questions in employee surveys could provide valuable data for cross-departmental workshop discussions.
These recommendations are detailed in Annexe 1 which should be read with this report.
Chapter 3 – Supporting processes are critical for delivering change 
“Our vision for the PMF is that it will become a world class benchmarking tool for public sector customer contact centres, which is championed by participating departments and which acts as a catalyst for public sector service transformation by driving improvements in the customer experience.”

The purpose of the PMF is to help departments to benchmark their performance and drive improvements 
Better metrics alone do not deliver any change, the benefits to departments are driven by the learning and sharing that results from comparing data.  Many managers start by thinking “who can help me with this, who has done it before?” or “who’s best and what do they do?” and the PMF should help departmental staff put these questions at the forefront of their mind. Some Departments and managers already do this themselves, independently or through associations and memberships. For example, NHS Direct quoted their membership of the CCA, DfT has a well developed internal sharing programme and DWP has started a cross agency sharing process.  However, collaboration across Departments remains ad-hoc, is not consistent and is not necessarily driven by external best practice.  
A more directed programme of collaboration and benchmarking is required
The PMF needs to trigger more than a day out of the office to visit another company or a string of one off events. “Industrial tourism” of this type is not the same as facilitated learning and networking which is what participants in the study are proposing.  However, conversely there is also a need to respect the value of people time and ensure that a ‘committee culture’ is not established in a way that consumes time and resource without yielding demonstrable benefits.  
“We need a professional framework to develop over time”

Carolyn Watson, HMRC, March 13th workshop
It is therefore proposed a programme of “task and finish” projects is instigated, initially within the three performance areas of Customer Experience/Avoidable Contact, Demand Matching, and Employee Engagement.  These programmes should be based upon the operational priorities of the Contact Council, and they should result in tangible performance improvements to be identified and implemented in departments.  Individual projects should be benefit focussed and time limited to ensure resources are applied to the areas of greatest need and/or opportunity.  
No formal programme exists within the Contact Council to support the development of customer contact as a profession within the Civil Service, by bringing together contact centre practitioners to share ideas and learn from each other. The PMF and more specifically its users is a natural vehicle to support this.

The workshops held as part of this refresh project enabled this process to start and convinced many participants that there was sufficient commonality of experience to make dialogue very useful.  The more knowledge participants had of other contributors, the greater the value of benchmarking. There was unanimous agreement that the real value would come from discussions rather than from the data alone.  “Much is happening … so why waste the chance to share it”.
How would this work?

Each performance area (Customer Experience, Demand Matching and People Engagement) should have a “champion” who is a member of the Contact Council, and a set of core practitioners within departments who are experts in that area of performance.  These areas would probably change as progress was made and or priorities changed and individuals were called in to address specific tasks.  
This core group should make recommendations to the Contact Council for appropriate “task and finish” projects in areas where the PMF data indicates there is a potential to share learning and good practice.  Work would only commence if Contact Council members and their contact centre leads agreed it was of value and were prepared to support it.  Workshops would then be set up and appropriate departmental practitioners and operational managers would be invited to tackle each of the areas identified (appropriately grouped) by identifying tangible performance improvement ideas by discussing relative performance outcomes with their peers, based upon the indications in the PMF, and in any supporting or underlying data that is brought to the session.

Each project would report back to Contact Council, highlighting activities and successes, and the tangible improvements planned or implemented within departments.  Once this has taken place each project will be regarded as finished, and new projects will be commissioned based on the next set of priorities identified within the PMF performance areas.  
Other supporting processes
In addition, there may be the potential for projects to consider other support/learning mechanisms, such as:
· case studies 

· site visits

· online forums

· benchmarking visits

· expert led discussions and external input

· shared consultancy work.

· technical infrastructure for wikis, forums etc

· annual road show and public sector awards

· expert facilitation 

· future review of the PMF metric set
Governance and sponsorship

People need time to learn

One of the key findings of this work was that in many ways the metric set was secondary in terms of importance to the way people were interacting with each other to learn from each other and deliver the desired benefits.  As work progressed on the metric set it became obvious that the new metric set, although far superior, would still be unable to deliver much more than the old set if it was not supported appropriately by “task and finish” projects and other holistically coherent activities.  Specifically departmental sponsorship needs to be put in place which will encourage collaborative working as well as the mechanisms to facilitate it.  

“The Contact Council needs our analysis, the key things about the metrics and what we’re doing as a result”. Jack Richardson, DWP, March 11th workshop.

PMF reporting

Subject to Contact Council approval the new central government question set, the Cabinet Office will action its technical contractors, to make the necessary changes to the PMF website (www.pmfreport.org) to allow Departments and Agencies report using the new question set.  It is anticipated that Central Government contributors will be able to provide performance data using the new question set for the period April – June 2009 when the website opens to receive submissions in mid July 2009.  The ‘Big Four’ would be expected, and all other departments encouraged, to submit their data online from this date.  If any departments felt they were unable to switch over to the new question set in July 2009, they would be able to continue using the existing PMF questions until they were ready to supply their performance data under the new system.  

 

All other non-central government PMF contributors will continue to use the existing PMF question set and are not affected by any of the recommendations or actions referred to in this report.

Chapter 4 Conclusions

 “Our vision for the PMF is that it will become a world class benchmarking tool for public sector customer contact centres, which is championed by participating departments and which acts as a catalyst for public sector service transformation by driving improvements in the customer experience.”

Recommendations

The three core recommendations are as follows:  

i) That the PMF metric set should be simplified from its current set of 25 metrics to a new set of 12 metrics. 
 
ii) That the input data used to arrive at these metrics should be brought into alignment with current internal reporting and data gathering practices to reduce the reporting burden and improve comparison and accuracy.  

iii) That a new set of metrics and data inputs alone is not sufficient to drive change and that a programme of “task and finish” projects should take place within the broad performance areas of Customer Experience/Avoidable Contact, Demand Matching, and Employee Engagement.  

“Fewer metrics, better supported, better connected”
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� Service transformation:  A better service for citizens and businesses, a better deal for the taxpayer.  David Varney 2006.  





� 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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