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Leadership Strategies for Delivering Superior Service 
 
Good service! Something be wished for; something to aspire to deliver; something that costs to deliver. Different views of the 
same objective.  
 
For the person in charge it means being pulled in three different and often opposing directions. Actually there are more than three 
views of the situation. The views of the various stakeholders: the volume demands of customers, clients, citizens, prospects; the 
volume capacity consisting of agents, other departments, suppliers, supervisors and line managers; corporate senior officers for 
oversight or governance; outside viewers of the service, the general public, competitors, regulators; and finally the person in 
charge. The variety and variances of volumes: demand and capacity across channels: voice, email and chat. The person whose job 
it is to balance all these competing, opposing and dynamic factors every single day is the senior individual responsible for the call 
or contact center…pity them. 
 
Good service is a slippery term. We all know what it is when we experience it. Everyone can share a story or situation where it 
wasn’t delivered. Everyone knows it is easy to deliver. After all, how difficult can it be to answer the phone or return an email in a 
timely fashion? Now can all of the call center managers stop rolling on the floor in laughter? They know and we can suspect by 
their reaction, that it actually is quite difficult. This position is supported and underscored judging from the frequency and volume 
of stories in the press and based on anecdotes and stories we hear based on personal experience. 
 
For frequent readers of this newsletter and industry veterans we know that poor service can be expensive for most companies, 
governments and organizations. Poor service means: high abandons, long hold times, angry customers, stressed staff, high 
turnover, increased costs to recruit and train new staff, increased errors from newly hired staff learning their trade, more 
firefighting by supervisors and line managers, lower revenue as sales are lost, brand erosion due to a lowered reputation making 
marketing and sales unhappy, and all of which increases involvement from well meaning senior people who don’t understand all 
the interconnectedness in the center. Everything is connected to everything. 
 
Over servicing has its own problems which are less obvious. One center prided itself on having a 99% service all the time. This 
would be good, if it was a 911 center. I know if I call for a fire, police etc. I want the call answered within 5 seconds 100% of the 
time. I suspect you might be of a similar mind on this point. However for the majority of centers a 99% grade of service is way too 
high. A point often lost on people new to call center management. After all isn’t a high level of service the whole point of the 
scoring?  
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To put the last point into perspective consider this. If the service level is 99% with an average call length of 3 minutes then each 
agent is likely only talking for about 20 to 30 minutes an hour or less given the nature of volumes and call arrivals. The agents will 
be bored and prone to doing a lot of nothing but complain about how difficult, poorly run the center is. They will be gossiping, 
cruising the internet and acting out a host of other behaviors not wanted in any center. 
 
People often confuse a high service level to an appropriate service level. The purpose of service level reporting is to track the 
consistency of service that our customers experience and to not to attempt to set ever higher service level records. 
 
A sustained very high service level also points out that something is wrong. The organization may be paying too much and 
receiving too little. Centers that often deliver very high service level performance can also be inefficient, bloated, expensive and/or 
poorly run.  The center may have too many staff, too much equipment, and too much budget, delivering to callers that which is not 
expected or required. In short just plain over servicing customers, can all be deduced or inferred from too high a service level. 
 
So what is one to do when face with this type of dilemma?  
 

 
Good service is a result of consistency; consistency is a result of good management. Good management comes from understanding 
that all is balance and all is change.  
 
Change is a given in most centers. Things changes, constantly. Being able to accommodate those changes and maintain the balance 
is the essence of good management. 
 
First question any center manager should ask themselves is “what is good service” and for whom? The concept of call center 
service levels incorporate a number of metrics generally derived from your telephone system of switch: Grade of Service (GOS) is 
a percentage of calls answered within a defined time period, Average Speed of Answer is is the defined time period and 
Abandoned is the percentage of callers who will hang up the call before being answered by an agent. For an emergency 911 
service it had better be 100/5/0 or hundred percent of calls answered in five seconds with no calls abandoned. For technical support 
the standard ranges from 70/40/5 to 80/300/5 and beyond.  
 
For most consumer and business centers the most frequently quoted service standard is 80/20/3 or 80% of the calls answered in 20 
seconds with less than 3% abandoning. What is interesting to note about all of these standards is what isn’t present. Only a small 
percentage of centers today measure ‘blockage’ or the percentage of calls that receive a busy signal when attempting to dial into a 
center. That is because it is easy to achieve the service level objective if the center and most importantly center management are 
not accountable and measured on this parameter.  
 
Blockage is the poor cousin to our other SLA components; GOS, ASA or Abandoned. It is the only component that cannot be 
directly measured from the telephone system. Perhaps more importantly however any service level or SLA can be achieved if the 
center is willing to create blockage.  
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For instance it is known that if a center blocks the number of calls accepted by the switch by reducing the available circuits or ports 
to only receive the number of calls for which there are available agents; then achieving the service level is straight forward. This 
blocking however upsets customers, which in turn increases the call length. But if the aim is to achieve the service level for bonus 
or perception purposes then this method is the way to reach it. 
 
This fortunately is not often the case. Usually it is an error or omission because either the center management doesn’t know how 
blocked calls are measured; and/or are without the tools to measure it either regularly or accurately.  
 
Regardless of whether it is ignorance or the absence of tools, not measuring blockage can lead to a disconnected view of how 
customers and managers perceive the service. In most centers today there is a 30% difference between what the center believe their 
satisfaction rate is (as identified through their own internal ‘Quality’ scores) and that satisfaction rate stated by their customers. 
This difference can often be traced to how each view the “good service”.  
 
From a customers point of view good service includes: being answered in a timely fashion, without a long wait; speaking to 
someone with the knowledge and authority to help, getting their issue resolved promptly and professionally, usually on the first 
call; and with any promises about service delivery, product, next actions being fulfilled without the need to call back a second 
time. 
 
Center management of all levels often views good service usually through the lens of operational metrics such as: Average Speed 
to Answer (ASA), Average Handle Time (AHT), Average Wrap Time (AWT), Number of Calls per Hour, Agent Quality Scores.  
 
Metrics such as: First Call Resolution, CSAT (Customer Satisfaction), ESAT (Employee Satisfaction), Percentage of Errors per 
Transaction Type, Complaints Per 1000 Calls or Transactions, Agent Occupancy/Utilization, etc. can be more difficult to measure. 
These metrics are also more reflective of customer perceptions and much more indicative of the sufficiency and adequacy of center 
and its’ management. Therefore they are less likely to be employed either because it reflects on the overall management or policies 
or that it is too difficult to determine. Regardless of the rationale for not producing these metrics an organization that doesn’t view 
this data will find great difficulty in meeting their customers’ expectations. This can be a critical ‘blind spot’ for any organization. 
 
Consider this hypothetical situation: As senior management continues to push for better and better service with less and less 
resources, center management and staff is compensated on how well the center performs against measures and goals over which 
they have little control. Given the fact that they are told to do as well with less, the center management chooses to report on that 
over which they can control, the service level based solely on GOS and ASA. 
 
As in politics usually the best solution for all is not the best solution for any. It is a compromise and combination of: the demand of 
customers, the capacity of the systems/centers, and the expectations of performance. The center managers’ best solution is 
generally to tread the fine line between the expectations of their organization, management, customers, the line managers and 
agents. This is always in the center managers’ best interest but not necessarily the customers’ best interest. 
 
Next month we will examine how you can better align your center with the goals of your management, expectations of your 
customers and what is required to build an effective service focused team within your center. 
 
Let us know what you think of this article, please visit www.thetaylorreachgroup.com or send us an email at 

info@thetaylorreachgroup.com.       
 
 
 
 

http://www.thetaylorreachgroup.com/
mailto:info@thetaylorreachgroup.com.
mailto:info@thetaylorreachgroup.com.
mailto:info@thetaylorreachgroup.com.      �
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Research Review  
The following is summary of a research report completed by The Taylor Reach Group, Inc. For more information on this or other 
research studies completed or available through TRG please contact John Cockerill at jcockerill@thetaylorreachgroup.com  
 

Outsourced Quality Monitoring: 
 
Emerging Market or Outsourcing Core Competency? 
 
 
In this research Study The Taylor Reach Group, Inc. (TRG) examined the trend of organizations to outsource 
the execution of quality monitoring to third parties. In this study we examine the occurrence rate of this 
activity, examine the rationales for making this decision and look at the opportunity for a new market 
segment. 
 

Executive Summary: 

Monitoring call and contact center agents is a central and key activity within any call or contact center. Of this is the primary 
means to ensure that an acceptable level of service is being provided to the company’s’ customers. This process validates the hiring 
and training process and often acts as a mini-performance review for agent staff, identifying the superior performers and those 
where improvement is needed. 
 
So how is today that many organization are electing to outsource this key and critical activity? While each company or 
organization may have their own reasons and rationale for making this decision, a number of consistent themes emerged over the 
study. Key influencing factors include: lack of resources, an increase in non-phone related activities and technology related issues. 
 
Is outsourced third party monitoring appropriate for you? That depends on your organization and how it operates, but it is clear 
that as the demands upon Supervisors time increase, adding many non-phone related activities something has to give. For some 
organizations they have found the best success in outsourcing their quality monitoring. 
 

Study Overview: 

In assessing any research or study, it is valuable to understand who the participants are, the nature of their business and their 
priorities and concerns. It is only after understanding these elements that one is able to determine the similarities to their own 
business and center and thereby ascribe value and relevance to the study findings. 
 
In total more than 162 companies participated in the study and shared with TRG their thoughts and actions related to Outsourced 
Quality Monitoring. These organizations cover a wide variety of vertical with a preponderance of reporting from any one sector. 
The respondents also included both in-house and outsource contact center operators. 
 
The majority of the centers operate in a blended (inbound/Outbound) environment with very few outbound only participants (see 
chart1) 
 

mailto:jcockerill@thetaylorreachgroup.com
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 Blended
 Inbound
 and
outbound
59%

 Inbound
only 37%

Outbound 
Only 4%

 
1 Contact Center activities. 

 
 
Many of the participants operate multiple contact centers as illustrated on chart 2 and 3 below. 
 

Yes
81%

No
19%

 
2 Multiple Centers 

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

1 to 5

6 to 10

10 to 20

More than 20

 
3- Number of Centers 

 
Almost a full 40% of the organizations participating operate more than 5 centers and over 8% operate 20 or more. The number of 
agents working an a participants average center skews towards medium and large centers with more than 66% reporting average 
centers larger than 100 agents and more than a third reporting average size over  300 agents. 
 

Impact Activities: 

When we began to examine the characteristics of the respondents we start to see the emergence of a number of key trends that 
impact on an organizations ability to effectively deliver quality monitoring internally and which lead many organizations to 
consider outsourcing these activities. 
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The role of a Supervisor is often defined as someone who “maximizes the productivity of a group or workers”. Many call and 
contact center executives would also agree with this definition. Further the role that quality monitoring and coaching plays in agent 
development was identified as being Very Important or Extremely Important by almost 100% of participants. However we found 
that in a number of organizations the Supervisors ability to discharge this responsibility was limited and in some cases severely 
limited. 
 
When we examined what percentage of the Supervisors time was spent in activities that did not directly relate to agent 
development and quality we found that over 80% said they spent between more than 25% of their time on these non agent 
activities. In fact almost 35% spent more than half their time on paperwork and other non-agent related activities (see chart 4 
below) 
 

3.4%

31.0%

48.3%

17.2%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0%30.0%40.0% 50.0%60.0%

More than 75%

More than 50%

More than 25%

Less than 25%

 
4- Percentage of time spent on non-agent activities 

 
Of course these time challenges were reflected in the amount of time a Supervisor was able to devote to working with their agents; 
45% spent less than 30 minutes per agent per week and 21% less than 15 minutes per agent per week. 
 

 Less than 30
 minutes per
week
24%

 Less than 15
 minutes per
week
21% More than

 minutes 30
per week
55%

 
5- Coaching time per agent per week 

 
 
Perhaps it is not surprising therefore to see that these same organizations also cited performance related challenges in completing 
there quality monitoring, coaching and other agent focused activities. For example almost 60% of organizations said that in the 
past six months they experienced at least one month where they failed to meet the standard number of monitors required by their 
organization. 
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Yes
59%

No
41%

 
6 Organizations who missed internal monitoring standards in past six months 

 
Further 45% of those surveyed said that in the past year they have had to reduce their monitors per month standard or suspend their 
program entirely due to staff or volume increases.  
 

Yes
45%No

55%

 
7 Suspended or reduced standards due to call or staff increases 

 
Technology latency also impacted upon an organizations ability to perform the monitoring and coaching levels they had 
established as internal standards. 38% cited growth outstripping their existing technology as a root cause of missing standards. 
 
All of the above responses suggest rigidity and lack of scalability within these centers. Faced with fluctuations and even with 
normal volumes they had to reduce their quality efforts. As outlined above quality monitoring and coaching were identified as very 
or extremely import to agent performance and development, these reductions therefore can be viewed a disruptive and potentially 
undermining agent development and therefore retention as well as compromising the performance of the center. Both of these 
aspects can lead to costs…increased attrition and less efficient production. As other research has cited these elements can very 
quickly become s ‘death spiral’ with increase costs resulting in Supervisory and management headcount reductions which in turn 
further reduce the monitoring and coaching capabilities. Managers understand this problem and 96% of them said that “the overall 
quality of customer interactions within your contact center would improve if the Supervisors or Team Leads had more time to 
focus on agent coaching and development”. 
 
 
Monitoring by its very nature is subjective. It is the Supervisors subjective opinion of the agents’ performance. Organizations have 
taken great pains to make the process as objective as possible with training, calibration and experience assisting the Supervisor to 
be able to complete the most objective assessments possible. But the agents do not always agree that this is the case. More than 
45% of organizations reported that they have had instances where agents complained to management that they (the agent) had not 
received a fair evaluation. At some level this is to be expected with teams of people working together, forming opinions of each 
other and interacting dynamically the specter of politics and perceived favoritism is inevitable. 
 
 
 
Despite the known and confirmed value of coaching and quality monitoring many organization fail to meet even their own 
internally developed standards. They experience challenges and issues related to objectivity of their assessments, their service can 
suffer and their turnover costs can increase. So what should a manager do? 
 
Clearly there are a number of options; perhaps the most obvious is to increase the resources by increasing the number of 
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Supervisors or by removing non-agent activities from the Supervisor to enable them to spend more time with their staff. The 
second alternative is often outsourcing.  
 
While many experts and operators suggest that quality monitoring of agent staff is or should be a core competency, as we have 
seen from the study results many organizations are incapable of consistently delivering on this activity to their own defined 
standards. It is easy to see the attractiveness of outsource part or all of this function.  
 
In the study we first wanted to gauge the organizations thinking in relation to potentially outsourcing this activity (Chart 8 below). 
Not surprisingly more than half of the respondents had no plans to examine outsourcing of their Quality Monitoring. The 
percentage of organizations that are actively looking at or testing outsourced QM was over one third. This was somewhat 
surprising and indicates that this process model has gained greater awareness than was previously believed. 
 

10.3%

3.4%

10.3%

10.3%

51.7%

3.4%

We are doing this today across our center(s)

We are testing this today on a limited basis

We are planning to test this in the next year

We are discussing whether we believe this can
benefit us

We have no current plans to investigate or
implement this

We have previously tested this and have
discarded the concept

 
8- QM Consideration 

 
Only a small number of respondents had previously tested and subsequently discarded outsourced QM, however their reason for 
discontinuing the practice fell into two distinct categories; Cost/Control issues and vendor related issues. The vendor related issues 
included: inability to scale, lack of action-ability of the assessments and inadequate reporting. The loss of control was cited as the 
single biggest reason for discontinuing the process, which speaks to both the company as well as the vendors processes. 
 
The expected or perceived benefits the surveyed organizations expected would be delivered through outsourced QM are illustrated 
on chart 9 below. 
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52%

48%

64%

48%

64%

40%

40%

36%

48%

8%

Reduced cost of quality monitoring

Improved effectiveness of agent coaching

Improved efficiency of Supervisor/team Leads

Improved consistency of assessments

Improved objectivity of assessment

Improved reporting

Improved performance tracking over time

Improved ease of use

Improved ability to scale to match peaks, valleys and
seasonality in your center

Other (please specify)

 
9- Expected Benefits of Outsourced QM 

 
Two primary benefits were identified by study participants: improved efficiency of Supervisors and Improved objectivity of 
assessments, both securing more than 60% support. Reduced costs, Improved effectiveness of QM, Improved consistency and 
Improved ability to scale to meet volumes all of which registered more than 45% support.  
 
When the expected benefits of outsourced quality monitoring are contrasted with the expected challenges “Increased Costs” was 
the number one concern with 58% of the respondents stated that they would expect this to be a concern. The other significant 
concern was privacy issues. No other issues were raised by more than 30%. The concern responses are listed on chart 10 below. 
 
The appearance of cost as both and expected benefit i.e. lower costs and a concern, i.e. higher costs. This likely speaks to a lack of 
understanding related to the pricing of outsourced quality monitoring. 
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57.7%

15.4%

7.7%

3.8%

19.2%

42.3%

26.9%

26.9%

Increased costs

Reduced consistency of assessments

Reduced objectivity of assessments

Reduced performance tracking over time

Difficulty in use

Privacy concerns

Technology and connectivity issues

Other (please specify)

 
10- Concerns over Outsourced QM 

 

Summary: 

It is clear from reviewing the responses from the organizations surveyed that outsourced quality monitoring is becoming 
increasingly perceived to be an option for many companies, 35% are using or considering implementing outsourced quality 
monitoring. The driving force for consideration of outsourced quality monitoring is often the amount of non-agent related work 
that Supervisors are being asked to do. Outsourcing quality monitoring can be a solution to the lack of bandwidth (or available 
time) and of lack of resources that can be tasked with completing some of the non-agent activities. 
The perceived benefits are not surprisingly improved ability to complete assessments, improved consistency, improved 
consistency, and reduced costs. On the opposite side of ledge increased costs represents the primary concern.  
 
Clearly organizations must assess their ability and the desirability of increasing resources and/or headcount within their call or 
contact centers. A viable alternative to increasing costs can be to outsource the process of quality monitoring. 
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Survey of the Month 
Each month we host a survey on call and contact center related issues and invite you to weigh in on this month’s question (at 
www.thetaylorreachgroup.com)   

Do you have an idea for an upcoming poll? If so we would love to hear it. Please email your suggestions for future surveys to 
feedback@thetaylorreachgroup.com                   

Newsworthy 
In this regular column we review the latest news, predictions and trends impacting on the Call Center / Customer Interaction 
Industry. 

T-Mobile or AT&T to come to Canada?  
As we inch closer to the May wireless spectrum auction in Canada, rumors abound that T-Mobile and or AT&T may be about to re-enter 
the Canadian wireless market. Until 2004 both companies had a presence in Canada: AT&T though Rogers AT&T in partnership with 
Rogers and T-Mobile through Microcell the parent company of Fido. Microcell was later purchased by Rogers. As we look down the list 
of companies that have registered for the auction some names on the list are interesting if only due to their lack of wireless operating 
capabilities. Though neither T-Mobile nor AT&T have commented on these rumors, AT&T has stated that they plan to invest $1 billion 
dollars on building their international business. Canadian law limits foreign ownership of telecommunications companies, but changes to 
these rules are also rumored to be in the works. Will there be more competition in the Canadian wireless market? Only time will tell, but 
with Canada being one of the most lucrative markets based upon revenue per customer it is likely attractive to companies in the US. 
TRG 
 

Email response time fails to meet expectations 

Customer service departments are struggling to meet customer expectations of email response time — and the expectations is increasing 
year by year, research has revealed.  A survey of around 6,000 respondents conducted by eDigital Research showed that 69 per cent of 
Internet users expect to receive a same-day response to their emails. Meanwhile, the final 31 per cent expect a response the next day or 
within 48 hours maximum. 
eCCF 
 

Only 43 percent of Execs think their phone customer service is good 

According to a 2007 Forrester survey of executives, 57% of respondents thought that their company’s phone customer service was 
average, below average or poor. 
Forrester 
 

Agents need help answering 10% of queries 

 
More than ten per cent of all telephone inquiries handled by contact centre agents require assistance from workers in other departments, 
according to research. This figure covers instances where customers are placed on-hold while agents and supervisors glean specific 
answers from knowledge workers, and instances when customer calls are transferred to these experts. Supervisors and agents aren't 
reaching out to one particular function for support; they are asking for help from a multitude of subject matter experts across the 
enterprise: The survey, conducted by Aspect revealed the following findings:  
• 25 per cent of the time, they are seeking assistance on technical details  
• 25 per cent of the time, they get help from financial, insurance or casualty experts  
• 50 per cent of the time they require support from upper management, sales and collections and a variety of other departments 
eCCF 
 

http://www.thetaylorreachgroup.com/
mailto:feedback@thetaylorreachgroup.com
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Ask the Experts
How do you deal with marginal performers? 

Recently while speaking at a conference I was approached by the manager of a call center who lamented that more than 20% of her staff 
are marginal performers. They know what they have to do to keep their jobs and ensure that they don’t do anymore than the minimum 
required. She asked what can I do with these staff so they don’t have a adverse affect on the other staff? 

Expert Answer 

Toxic staff. We have all worked with or for such people. They don’t enjoy what they do and want everyone else to know it. They can sink 
morale in a center faster than you could possibly imagine. There are a number of strategies you can take when dealing with these marginal 
performers, though none is fool-proof. 

Terminate them- The most obvious strategy, but not always easy to do. You will be amazed to see just how consistently a person can stay 
on the razors edge without providing grounds for dismissal. Sometimes you just need to bite the bullet and fire them, with the associated 
cost for the good of the center. In other centers, where unions are active this simply might not be an option. 

Direct incentives- Tie their compensation to their individual contribution. If money motivates them then this approach can have some 
traction, if they are willing to ‘buy-in’ to the process. If they won’t ‘buy-in’ then you are likely dead in the water. 

Team Incentives- The beauty of this approach is that it is their peers and not management that places the pressure on the sub-par 
performer. When the rest of the team realizes that their income is being adversely impacted by one individual you can see the power of 
peer pressure. Some times the poor performer comes around, sometimes they quit and some times there is no impact at all. 

Put them in charge of something- Sometimes a poor performer is simply bored and doesn’t care who knows it. Placing them in charge of a 
research or benchmarking project can sometimes provide the degree of engagement required to bring them back to the fold. You must be 
careful in this approach however as not to be seen as rewarding ‘bad behavior’ or you might end up with a room full of poor performers. 

Get them out of the center- If they are toxic to others in the center and you can’t motivate or terminate, then get them out of the center. 
They can still be on your payroll, but move them somewhere else and get them working on a solitary project where they cannot 
contaminate other staff. This will not solve your problem, but will work fairly well to quarantine it. 

Inside TRG
 

New Research Panel 
Throughout the year TRG regularly conducts research studies on contact center related topics. Past studies have included: Technology 
selection, knowledge-bases, self service, outsourcing, offshoring and process improvement to name a few. We would like to invite you to 
join our research panel. Panel members are invited to participate in brief 5-10 minute surveys related to contact centers. In return for 
your participation you will receive a complementary copy of the study when published. 
 If you would like more information on how to join the contact center research panel drop us an email at info@thetaylorreachgroup.com . 
 
Looking for a Good Read?  
Check out Colin Taylors Blog: Call Center Perspectives at http://callcenterperspectives.blogspot.com  
 
Looking to expand you contact center networking? 
Join Colin Taylor’s LinkedIn network, just send Colin an email ctaylor@thetaylorreachgroup.com and he will send you an invitation. 
 
Reprints of Customer Reach Articles Available 
After receiving a number of requests for reprints of articles that have appeared in Customer Reach we have made a number of pdf 
reprints available. The first two articles are from our Outsourcing series: “Outsourcing: Hope is not a Strategy” and “Dumb Mistakes 
Bright Contact Center Executives make when Outsourcing”. If you would like to receive copies of these reprints or request others please 
contact us at info@thetaylorreachgroup.com  
 

mailto:info@thetaylorreachgroup.com
http://callcenterperspectives.blogspot.com/
mailto:ctaylor@thetaylorreachgroup.com
mailto:info@thetaylorreachgroup.com
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Reinventing Call Centre Management  

Colin Taylor spoke at the “Reinventing Call Centre Management Conference” on March 18 & 19 in Toronto on Leadership Strategies 

for High Performance  Contact Centers. If you would like to receive a copy of the presentation please email Colin at 

ctaylor@thetaylorreachgroup.com and we will send you a copy. 

Case Study 
In this regular column we review the successes that TRG is part of.  
 

TRG assists Health & Fitness Technology Company manage surging call volumes 

TRG helped an established Health and Fitness technology company adjust their operational model to deal with surging call volumes, long 
wait times and unsatisfactory service levels.   

The Challenge: 

This very successful heath and fitness technology company achieved a great coup when they secured agreement to roll their technology 
out to a 10,000 location fitness chain. However the as the installations rolled forward so did the calls to the contact center. The callers 
were less comfortable with technology than was expected and required longer and more frequent calls to make them feel comfortable. The 
call volumes surged and the wait times kept increasing. Training was scaled back in an effort to get agents on the phones quicker. But this 
of course contributed to even long handle times and further reduced the service levels. The result of the disjointed training process was 
that some staff could handle some types of calls and other staff could not. In the month before TRG was called in to assist the center 
abandoned 72% of their calls, lost the center manager and had a service level of less than 16%. 

The Process: 

TRG analyzed the center data and assessed the staff, training process, volumes and service expectations. TRG developed a demand 
volume forecast and reviewed with senior management. It was obvious, that the company could simply not hire and add staff quickly 
enough nor could it provide enough training to new staff given the continuing increase in call volumes.  

The Solution: 

TRG recommended a novel solution. Changing the contact center from an answer and solve model to a triage model would allow the 
agents to handle cases that fit with their knowledge, training and skill base. At the same time it was essential that new staff were hired and 
properly trained to be able to service 100% of the call and case types received. To gain time to effect this hiring and training process TRG 
recommended the tactical use of an outsource agency. Within 24 hours of the outsource triage model being approved and within 48 hours 
of arriving on-site the TRG sourced the outsource agency, established call flows to deliver calls to the outsourcer, facilitated the required 
data connectivity to allow the outsource firm to create new cases in the client CRM system and had provided training to the outsource 
agency staff.  The outsource firm received the calls directly from the client queue, opened cases and registered them on the CRM. The 
client agents shifted to an outbound focus selecting cases they were trained to deal with from the case list. At the same time TRG 
established desired skills and competency maps for the client, extended these skills and competencies and developed and provided the 
associated assessment tests to the staffing agency being used by the client and scheduled a two-day initial training for 50% more staff than 
the center had before TRG’s arrival. The agency administered the assessments and provided the staff as scheduled 3 days after receiving 
instructions from TRG and 5 days after TRG arrived on-site. For this first time in company history they didn’t experience agent attrition 
through the training process and over then next two weeks the staff was rotated through the call center as well as through the training and 
installation departments to deliver the best possible training and understanding of the products.  

The Result: 

The service levels began to improve immediately with 79% of calls being answered the first day by the outsource agency. This would 
meet the 80% goal everyday thereafter. The non-serviced calls (abandons and voicemails) declined from almost 70% the day preceding the 
outsourcing implementation to under 3% a day later. The backlog of cases went from over 400 to zero within 7 days. The staff through the 
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enhanced training secured universal capabilities to answer all case types within two weeks and their First Call Resolution increase by three 
fold. All told TRG was only on-site for two and a half weeks and yet we helped the client significantly improve their service quality, 
service performance, load forecasting, training, first call resolution and customer satisfaction. All of this was achieved at a lower cost per 
call than was being achieved before TRG arrived. The clients summarized their satisfaction with TRG’s efforts, by remarking that they 
wished they had called TRG sooner.   

Career Opportunities 
From time to time our clients ask us to assist them in securing talented individuals who can find fulfilling roles within our clients’ 
organization. At this time we are looking to identify candidates for a couple or roles, detailed below; 

Contact Center Outsource Agency Senior Account Executive 

This role is well suited for an experienced Senior Account executive with at least 5 years of outsource agency sales experience a robust 
rolodex of network contacts who has demonstrated the ability to sell more than $5 million of outsource services annually. This role comes 
with a six figure base and an un-capped commission structure. If you are interested in being considered for this virtual role please forward 
your resume in confidence to info@thetaylorreachgroup.com  

 

Quality and Training Analyst 

The second opportunity is for a quality and training analyst based in the Toronto. The role requires 3-5 years experience in developing and 
delivering inbound contact center agent training as well as experience with executing internal quality monitoring and quality assurance 
programs. This position has some tele-work opportunity 2-3 days per week. If you are interested in being considered for this role please 
send your resume in confidence to info@thetaylorreachgroup.com. 

mailto:info@thetaylorreachgroup.com
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Classifieds 
Services, Offerings and Opportunities for Contact Center and Call Center professionals. 
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Customer Reach® is published 10 times per year by The Taylor Reach Group, Inc. Customer Reach® may not be reproduced without 
permission. 
Subscription requests can be directed to customerreach@thetaylorreachgroup.com or to;  
Customer Reach 
19 Mercer Street, 
Suite 302, 
Toronto  ON 
M5V 1H2 
Phone -  416-979-8692  
Fax     -  416-977-8817 
The Taylor Reach Group, Inc. provides Strategic and Operational customer interaction consulting services that deliver Operational 

Innovation breakthroughs in Contact Center operations. 

Award winning service and more than 100 years of industry experience serving ‘Fortune 1000’ companies. Extensive North American 

and International experience with both captive (in-house), home based and outsource centers.  

Delivering Operational Innovation to your Contact Center 

 Contact Center Consulting,  

 Customer Satisfaction Consulting,  

 Contact Center Technologies,  

 KPI and Best Practices, 

 Quality Monitoring & Assurance, 

 Outsourcing/Offshoring Assessments, 

 Total Cost of Ownership Assessments, 

  Service to Sales Migrations,  

Award winning service...Reach Beyond!  

Phone or email Colin Taylor today at 416-979-8692 ext. 200 

By email at  ctaylor@thetaylorreachgroup.com . 

Offices in Toronto, Atlanta & Australia 

TRG are proud members of: 

     
The Taylor Reach Group, Inc. 
E-mail:  info@thetaylorreachgroup.com 

www.thetaylorreachgroup.com      
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