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1. Background 2. Objectives

Alexandra Hospital (AH) Call Centre The team aims to develop an

(AH-CC) needed to look for ways to effe(.:tive asse§sment tool to .
develop a balanced and optimized motivate and improve productivity

productivity measurement, in order and work performance of call agents.

to assess our agents in a transparent
manner, whilst avoiding any biasness A R

W . Results
when grading them.

Before Implementation After Implementation

1) Agents were demoralized with 1) Agents mentioned that they

previous assessment as they felt that the new tool used to
3. MEthOdOIOgy were graded based on the| measure their performance is

number of calls handled and the more transparent to them as
duration of AUX-Out codes they are able to instantly tell
their area of improvement that

Study various ways to they need to focus on

assess call agent’s fairly. 2) Agents felt that they were
penalized for not being able to 2) Agents felt that the new tool
achieve the expected number of used does not penalize their
calls that they must handle (i.e performance but highlights their

80-90 calls per day) strengths
Created an assessment

score card to assess
agent’s productivity.

Annex 1 : ANNEX 1 : Monthly Performance Evaluation For JANUARY 2015

Collated feedback from T
q g ent)s on u s q g e Of ANNEX 1 : Monthly Performance Evaluation For JANUARY 2015 2. Service Quality (45%) tmdommpmatio:m - e
Name of Staff: XXKXNXHXNXKKRN Method of Computation for Average Score: Total Weekly Score / Total Number of Call Audits
assessment score card to S EEe B .
meaqasure Ggent’s Worh 3. Percentags of Work=Hours (20%) Waekiyscore (%) | 305 | 462 529. NA On Leave on week 4 of fanuary Rmit” Em
prOd u Ct i V ity. Method of Computation: (Total Logon Hours / Total Wark Hours) * 100% Average Score (4 Py i(t]t(;:dance: Y )ngn:afe:k:?; Jd::]ysl ;f
Score (%) 0 I 8 12 16 0 pRpse—— 08 fg‘::r‘ﬁ .
The Assessment score Method of Computation: (Total logon Hours— Total Break Hours] / Total Work Hours ¥ 100% ['“fe-rfal‘:;";‘;:‘i”ﬂ‘::]t‘* - 1 2 5 :bz’;: :::Ct—um
qud garnered pOSitive bmre[%} U ’ @ E s ! * Veerbal Compliments will be verified by Executives before submission to 50 Team. soor:tOb:Ded"ded 0 @ : ) )
feedback from agent’s. e il I D IS I S
Hence, score card was ACT R s
permanently e I R R —
implemented Gfter three Method of Computation: Tatal No. of Calls Answered Per Month / Total Number of Working Days 1 t;i $|d dg fpggggd ¢ iuxdy ey 2005
monthes. _
Score (%) 0 3 6 [ P 15 5. Additional Remarks (if any)
gzllsAns ered/ | <64 %BEQ) 70-79 | BO-BS | 90-98 »100
Annex 2 : Balanced Scorecard for Monthly Agent’s Performance (By Agent)
5 C I e SERVICE QUALITY PRODUCTIVITY ADHERENCE
o O n C u S I O n S Call Assessment Compliments Al Ha(rl\ci:l%gTime Angveﬂ\zi\bFial)ityRate Punctuality Absenteeism Average
number of
Work Report calls
. . , I e e T T o - ?2%“\[’ handled
Staff A Sub-Tot ) . Sub-Tot Sub-Tot
The implementation of the Agent’s scorecard to : I N il N B O 0 8 I i Rl
Avg score of 4 call assessment results L verhal (V)= 2% sminsAHT<dmins - 10%- FSRANRCE Fh-2days Working| Leave/ Nedcal e
. . : | I't:S‘; 50%- BY%- B3UAARKT5 M-3das | : oL | Leae calls o
monitor his/her monthly performance proves to be eS| s [t | | same || | "
0%-AHTSSmins — [0%- AAR<G5% 0%-5 and more Working
. . . tays)
successful as it highlights the strengths and areas of = — — —
. AL | A2 | A3 | A4 | Score() [ W | V [Score (%) AHT [ Score()| AAR [Score (%) Days |Score (%) Days | Days | Days (Score (%)|Score (%)
Im prcvement that agents need tO Work On to var-16 | 92 | 889 [7473]8180] 2055 [ o | o [ooms [205m oz04 | 10% [oosme| 5% [3500%] 0 | 5% | 18 0 3| 1750% | 82.05%
4
. . e _° Apr-16 | 90.91 | 88.89 | 77.27 86,36 | 30.05% | O | O | 0.00% | 30.05% | :0224 | 15% (93.73% | 25% |4000%| 2 | 3% | 20 0 0 | 18.00% | 88.05%
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. . Jun-16 | 9091 | 932 |89.87[86.36| 3153% | 0 | O | 0.00% |3L153% [:00:51 15% [9%440% | 20% [3500%( 5 | 0% | 22 0 1 |19.09% | 85.62% | 2255
not being able to meet an expected target. This _ ,
JU-16 | 90.91 | 98.00 | 9240|9091 | 3257% | 1 | 0 | 3.00% |35.57%02:18 15% |91.21% | 20% |35.00%| 4 | 1% | 12 0 71 933% | 1990% | 3367
. )
helps to improve agent’s morale at work.




