HROA Research and Standards Committee

Meeting Minutes

Standards Follow-Up Meeting

October 11, 2007

Attendees: Richard Crespin, Don Cimorelli, Deb Card, Linda Merritt, Jim Koenig, Carrie Hotz, Tim Palmer, Mark Blatchford, Kevin Prue 
Introductions/Committee Updates

Welcome from Linda
Key issues for today’s meeting:

· Discuss the comments on the two current proposals

· Discuss how to get some standards out quickly
· Talk about balancing research and standards

Welcome Tim Palmer and Mark Blatchford, both from HROA Europe
Tim: HROA Europe is working on an SOW proposed standard – they plan to write a brief and plan to reflect this.  We are looking to align agendas across HROA and HROA EU.

Next month we will have a new member join the Committee, Robin Sweet of Hewitt Associates.
Committee Structure

Some members of the Committee believe we may need to divide into 2 subcommittees so we don’t lose focus on both issues: research and standards.

Proposal: break into 2 subcommittees, but retain one Research & Standards Committee to meet occasionally.

Discussion:

· Standards & standardization are massive. Standards are core, we can’t shortchange them.

· It would be helpful to exchange information between the two groups, even if only minutes of the calls

· It would be necessary still to come together regularly.

Decision: We will create separate subcommittees and retain the overall Research & Standards Committee.

· Pam Berklich will chair the Research Subcommittee
· Linda Merritt and Deb Card have volunteered to chair the Standards Subcommittee 

Subcommittees

The following members requested to serve on the Standards & Practices Subcommittee
· Don Cimorelli
· Carrie Hotz
· Tim Palmer
· Jim Koenig (Jim would like to participate with the Research Subcommittee when it pertains to research for the standards and practices)

· Marissa Hedengren

The following members requested to serve on the Research Subcommittee

· Kevin Prue

· Members still considering which subcommittee to serve on, please send Richard or Elizabeth an email on which subcommittee you want to serve on.

Standards Comments Discussion Summary Review

The Committee agreed that we would break out individual pieces and try to get some of it released by the end of the year, and then pass questions/more difficult issues over to a subcommittee.

Pricing Units

	Ref
	Comment/Issue
	Action

	General Comments:

	1
	Do we need to include an educational introduction to “principles of resource units” including the purpose, definitions of terms like ARC/RRC, etc.?
	Yes, it’s critical that we have some basic level here. Without some explanation, we’ll be comparing apples & oranges.

Part of what we need is a body of knowledge; we have presumed advanced knowledge. New entrants need basics. Literally, minimal entry level definition of what these things mean. NOT full methodology. Could provide references to find out more. (vendor, advisor, books, etc.) Need to cover basics to bring up to speed. We’re not being definitive here.

Agreed: need to be flexible enough to work with different attorneys, advisors, providers.

Starting point: take concept in bullet points and blow out into maybe just one or two sentences each. Also include basic definitions of terms.

Anything else?

What drives variation? Basic caveat that your vendor may approach you with something different, and you just need to be prepared for that. Caveat that says based on the terms of your deal, your vendor, etc., you may be outside of these ranges. That applies to pricing and SLAs.
Also, a basic explanation about how you make decisions may impact the process. Helps to describe how tied to everything else. 

Suggestion: include a mock example. Maybe a simple template? And maybe an example (clearly labeled as an example).



	2
	The terminology in these standards is currently U.S. centric. What is the best way to address regional variations? One generic version or region-specific versions?
	All agreed this is currently the case.

Decision: Go with one global language; call out the few regional exceptions.

	3
	Provide detailed definitions for all resource units.
	See #1 above about definitions.

	4
	Divide resource unit and pricing method into two distinct columns to avoid confusion.
	Agreed

	5
	One party proposed detailed transaction pricing for all services vs. all-in base fees. Do we have concurrence that this is not where the industry is going, at least for the large market?
	The difficulty is that single service versus multi service is very different – real variation. We should indicate up front that there may be variations and not get more detailed. Later we can do more.

This could be a good issue to address in the intro: this doc is geared toward multi-process/full outsourcing of the process. If you’re doing a point solution OR only a piece of the process, there will be more variation.

This is where research can come in – understanding trends in how detailed or not detailed it should be. that research also will support moving from practice to best practice.

	6
	Use consistent terminology for volume assumptions (in excess of agreed or included up to agreed volumes).
	Agreed

	Specific Resource Unit Comments:

	7
	Consider making R&S Admin. resource unit “candidates processed” vs. “hires”, plus “cancelled requisitions.”
	Not sure we have enough information right now. 



	8
	5500 reports generally not included in base fees for benefits
	There are some clean-up items that should be easy to do. A subgroup should participate in clean up and release. Later, we’d like to have more substantial information added.

Agreed


Working group: Carrie and Linda with Deb.

Distribute cleaned up document and meet to discuss release
SLAs

	Ref
	Comment/Issue
	Action

	General Comments:

	1
	Do we need to include an educational introduction to “principles of SLAs” including the purpose of SLAs, definitions of terms like expected, critical, etc.?
	Handle similarly to pricing unit: add two pieces - educational and methodology.

Agreed.

	2
	Should we avoid categorizing the measures as critical or key and leave this up to the client to determine without prejudice?
	Some said take that away entirely, some said put into list but indicate whether it’s critical/key.

Can: make suggestions about where most commonly see them categorized (describe up-front that this is client-specific) OR just put in one big list.

Agreed to go with big list with indicator of how commonly categorized. Include a brief explanation about how you decide how to categorize them. A directional explanation, not specific.

Also need to define the categories: critical and key, on their face, sound like they’re both very important.

	3
	The terminology in these standards is currently U.S. centric. What is the best way to address regional variations? One generic version or region-specific versions?
	All agreed this is currently the case.

Decision: Go with one global language; call out the few regional exceptions.

	4
	Do we need to address the size of company that these standards are appropriate for (i.e., these were designed for the large market)? 
	True, these were designed for the large market. We should address this by explaining it in the up-front materials. This is for medium to large firms. If you’re coming into this as a much smaller or fewer processes this will be more varied. Also explain why it’s not applicable. Also might indicate that lower volume will drive a lower percentage.

Mid market group could take these standards and help adjust them.



	5
	Should have a methodology for setting the expected/minimum levels so that they don’t violate the “one miss” rule. 
	Agreed: Instead of trying to answer every answer, we will help users to think about it: “here are the things you need to be thinking about.”

	6
	Should we provide guidance regarding an acceptable industry standard method to address “ramp up” after transition (e.g., X months before penalties kick in or lower initial standards)?
	Is this one that’s not evolved enough? Is there practice information? 

We can put some real life experience out there or even an explanation of the changes that happen in transition (going through “the valley of despair”).

We should indicate that these SLAs are the post-transition state. Also indicate that they need to collect information before they can set SLAs; may need to baseline for 3 to 6 months then set a target.



	7
	Should there be a provision to hold clients accountable for their inputs?
	Goes into definition; should be standard. If client gives bad data or late data, provider shouldn’t be accountable.

Agreed that the buyer should not have an SLA. But, the fact that the client caused a miss should be included. And, performance still needs to be measured and reported so that it can be addressed, and may have some downstream impact on pricing.

Decision: do not tackle in this document.



	8
	Should we include more guidance around the number of critical SLAs and Key measures that are appropriate and how to align with scope and client priorities?
	Yes, just a basic explanation that says the more there are, the greater complication. Basically, less is more and why. But, no more guidance at this stage.



	9
	One party advocates eliminating the expected level entirely. No concurrence with this from the other responses. How should this be addressed?
	Much discussion around different ways of managing this situation.
Agreed: go with two measures, but do explain that there are multiple methodologies, and what some of them are. 

Carrie Hotz offered to help has resources that she can offer to help with clean up.



	10
	At risk range received recommendations as low as 5% and as high as 30%. Similarly, suggested multiplier from 100% - 350%. Not clear that this broad of a range provides useful guidance. How should this be addressed?
	Issue: If it’s too broad, it becomes less meaningful.

Suggestion: Maybe we could describe the mechanism, but remove the numbers. 

Response: Could do, but these cover the entire SLA. 

Response: to be definitive, we’d need research. But, we could include a range that’s rational, and describe why individual deals may be higher or lower. 

Agreed: take a point of view, but explain why it could be different. Later back it up with research. This is something we’re measuring in the HROA research on benchmarks and standards.



	11
	What is the best way to address measurements by region or country? Should this be for reporting only or calculation of credits?
	Agreed: table for later. In coaching we can talk about things to take into consideration – not which is right, but that they’ll need to make the decision.

Later, could do a pros and cons table.



	12
	Should the credit amount increase for each successive miss for certain Critical Service Levels?
	It would be breach of contract if you continued to do this. 

This is addressed contractually.



	Specific Measurement Comments:

	13
	Several suggestions to tie case resolution timeframes to agreed requirements rather than fixed timeframe for all (5/20 days). Remove case resolution in 10 days from KMs.
	Not 90% within X days, but 90% within agreed timeframe.

Agreed.



	14
	Should there be more system-related SLAs (responsiveness/page loads, etc.); what types of measures would be output based?
	Agreed. This should be top level; we can coach users that if they are involved in highly technical contracts, they may want to do more.



	15
	Need to agree upon common definitions for Sev 1-4 categories
	We may want to reach out to tech folks if we have some on the team, we might get some strong definitions.

Jim Koenig offered to take this on. 

	16
	Avoid combining accuracy and timeliness in the same measure or define how the calculation would work.
	There are several ways to handle this, but ultimately people need to understand both components. 



	17
	Add interview scheduling and candidate disposition as part of timeliness CSL. Suggest higher allocation to recruiting.
	Agreed



	18
	Should we limit to one overall customer satisfaction survey or allow for separate surveys by process? Should use similar terminology.
	Overall roll-up wouldn’t necessarily work. May have a roll-up measure, but there are processes clients will be interested in. Examples: retirement area, recruiting and hiring. Depends on the client and their survey strategy. 

This is a good coaching point: how do you think about when you survey, and what makes it into the SLA? There are a range of choices that should be measured for the deal.

Could handle as key indicators, but overall satisfaction tends to target different audiences from process specific. So, overall would factor in, but process-specific may not.

Agreed to keep as is with more explanation.

	19
	May need a personnel file delivery timeliness measure for Europe.
	This falls under general records management, and it is a global issue.

Agreed.

	20
	Should all mobility measures be moved to KMs based on minimal impact on fees? 
	Addressed in our listing/key and critical issue.


There are different numbers of SLAs for different processes, which may send a misleading message.

Agreed: Review the total number at the end and balance them.

Have someone with mobility/relo experience review and slim down the number.

Carrie can find somebody to help with mobility and Jim will help.


	21
	Should there be a provision to address what happens if a Key Measure is continually missed?
	Address in intro material.

It could be elevated from key to critical if continually missed? 

Or, if you miss it x times, there’s a defined automatic penalty.

Or, if you miss more than x number in a given month, there’s a defined automatic penalty.

Or do a root case analysis and action plan.



	22
	Should staff turnover be a Key Measure? Client’s want insight into this area; Providers feel this is their domain. 
	· This is such as issue with buyers, that it’s certainly worth dealing with.

· Some have seen that it is measured but not ever raised to critical level.

· Any measure also has to address the difference between “good” and “bad” turnover. If service is still meeting service levels, then the provider should have control over the issue.

Segment into “controversial” or “emerging” measures and include at a later date.

Agreed



	23
	Critical Deliverables should be expressed as a percentage of implementation fees, not a fixed amount.
	Agree not to put dollar amounts in: could just say $X to be negotiated.


New Submission: SOW
Tim to submit a document prior to next meeting.
Research issues
Defer to subcommittee. 

IHRIM
· The Committee agreed to present at the IHRIM Conference on Monday, June 2 from 1:30 pm - 2:45 pm at the Contemporary at Disney in Orlando.
· Linda Merritt and Synco have agreed to work on this presentation. 

.

Next meeting: 

Tuesday, December 4, 9 am ET. HROA will get out an appointment and reminder.

ACTION ITEMS
· Members still considering which subcommittee to serve on, please send Richard or Elizabeth an email on which subcommittee you want to serve on
· Working group of Deb, Carrie and Linda will pull together revised pricing unit practices

· Carrie can offer a resource to help with SLA question #9

· Carrie and Jim will work to slim down the mobility measures (SLA question #20)
· Working group of Deb, Don, Linda and Carrie will pull together revised SLA practices
· Working group of Deb, Mark and Tim will work on global “genericization” of the language 

· All working groups funnel information back to Deb, Elizabeth and Richard

· HROA will distribute contact information to everyone 

· Add Robin Sweet to the distribution list
· Members interested in participating at the IHRIM Conference should get back to Richard ASAP if they’re interested.
· HROA to send an appointment reminder for next meeting
