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Introduction Results Conclusions

* Meetings have a direct impact to a company’s bottom line. In * [dentifying the value of the work output derived from

1 1 o o of S 1 The research recognized different variables impacting the cost of every meeting because it helps exemplify the investment being made by an - , | adv T der to dot , heth
order to determine the scale of impact, organizations need to organization. Overall, employees perceived meetings to be less than 75% productive 64% of the time, which “impacts the organizations culture about MECUNSS 15 d COMPIER STUEY. ML OTUCT 10 Celelmine WhCer 4

understand the mvestment being made with respect to time and meetings.” The 1dea 1s to change the employee perception, show the impacts to existing meeting culture and maximize the value of each meeting. meetmg was successiul you have to consider the employees
resources. perception as well as the value of the work output.

Based on the research, employees view meetings By highlighting areas of value and identifying opportunities to
* Workforces are no longer required to be co-located. There 1s with a connotation that carries this perception: improve, organizations can execute to this perception:

an apparent need to leverage emerging technologies, to = —

conduct business.

* Meetings do yield tangible benefits like project cost
savings, increased profits, and a reduction 1n full time
employee support. They also have intangible benefits like
increased collaboration, increased innovation, better quality,
and improved customer satisfaction.
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* Nearly 98% of the employees surveyed would have
willingly reduced the number of meetings they attend.

* Meetings consume the workday which further complicates
the laborious setup process. The need to reduce the
frequency of meetings 1s apparent.

* Employees within the workforce are extending their careers,

resulting in an unprecedented phenomenon: four generations To make this change, organizations must have a meeting landscape analysis:
are coming together in the workplace.
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* Unbiased approach captured both qualitative and quantitative ® Avg # Mectings per Day Additional results organizations should consider:
data to show the investment being made for meetings. » Physical meeting facilities are expensive and establishing * Employee time 1s undervalued, which was indicative of the
# of Employee new technology infrastructures can save money but be leSS 96% late meeting Stal‘tS. ThlS CUltural behaViOI‘ needS tO be
Meetings Responses . . . : .
— o ) o Late meetings have large impacts: A engaging for employees. changed in order to maximize employee work output.
— — 11.25% ; 195 1 hour, 6 employee meeting that starts 5 * Organizations currently invest time and money 1in training
| 2635% ¥ 1o minutes late will yield a potential loss of but only 30% of the meetings that were observed followed * Employees must execute their meeting training daily with
N 36-50% 4 8% . . . . . . eqe
N - /_ e o o $12.50. Over a year can result in a ~ what was being taught 1n the training sessions. strong facilitators and engaged employees.
\ . More than 76% Z $2.4M loss. * An average employee participating in 4 meetings a day
= \ 4 S - would stand to lose 4,900 minutes of work each year on late mail an agenda 24 ; Arrive 5 | Start and
llllll eeings e 31 I O
* The qualitative research gathered was done both by survey i Expanding workforce: Having four E o tvhes of méetin < can helo reduce cost and 'c;;,',',_;'b',gb'(;;'e'c', """" Pl A 5 Brinc
. . . Face to Face Meetings ® xXaminin uce cost.-ana o+ s
and by observations taken from various types of meetings. econfeence Mot generations in the workforce today AHTHING 1Y 55 ¢ P S _N?_?T_?_'FP_'?_‘_’__’?_??_. Taping
. . Videoconference Meetings 2 16 18 8 6 50 lncreases meetlng CompleXItleS Wlth new malelze Work Output. By redUCIIlg a Weekly 1 hr Staff >|evant Stay on tOplC No Z pen.
o ? quantltlatlve survelz was gg.rgrated ;md s.ent tlo albroaq 1:ange v 2 23w = technology needs, expanding beyond face- meeting (that will cost $500) by twice a month and ite B biief ; il
O 50 emp Oyees wor lng 1 dl erent unCtlona roles Wlt 1 No Meetings 3 9 6 6 26 50 to_face due tO a more global Workforce. 1IlCI'€aSCd the meetlng duratl()ﬂ by 30 mln, onc 5 emplOyee ‘% andconC|Se_Sllencéagrceme_n_
their respective organizations. Total % | %0 | s | o | s team would save $125 per month. ¥ | = :Disagree without : Challen
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