Documenting Decisions
In Customer Service

= Service decisions — refunds, exceptions,
= escalations, promises — need a written
record, not a closed ticket. - .
l\ k "

\/ Most teams have a record problem, not a S E_-
' decision problem: rationale stays in
someone's head.

A decision record answers four questions:
Y= what, why, who owns it, and when we revisit.

00o Why it matters: consistency across shifts,
A@R»  ccountability, auditability, faster onboarding.

inconsistent outcomes, compliance exposure,

9 Undocumented decisions cause rework,
slow ramp.

reviewers score, operations maintain the

o Roles: agents capture, leads set thresholds,
template.



What Counts as a Service Decision Record

Case Notes and Activity Log Service Decision Record
Case notes Decision records
describe what A name the branch

@ Q8 W

happened. } ;‘1 and rule.

A running register of consequential choices, distinct from case notes or transcripts

Case notes describe what happened; decision records name the branch and rule
Threshold test: changes customer experience, moves money, or is hard to reverse
Record refunds, exceptions, escalations, access changes, commitments, accepted risk

Trace request to evidence, decision, action, owner, and outcome



Anatomy of a Complete Decision Record

Core fields: decision statement, date, owner,

isi context, options, rationale, authority, impact,
Decision Record © text, opt tionale, authority, impact
follow-up, review trigger, status
@ Decision statement
Date ® Decision statement must be testable: “SSO will be
on Pro plan from Q2"
@
o Owner
@ Context ! Context captures the situation at decision time —
it evaporates fastest, readers need it most
o{ Options
Q Rationale . Options considered, including rejected ones,
stop the team re-proposing old ideas
;‘; Authority
.|| Impact s Rationale in two to five sentences; link to evidence,

don't paste it

Follow-up

Reversibility drives detail: hard-to-reverse
commitments need evidence, authority, named owner

Status

©
O Review trigger ®
O

Missing evidence, implied rules, unowned promises,
and unclear outcomes break traceability




Minimum Viable Record by Risk Level

Match required detail to risk and reversibility

% | High-risk

I('_'Ien-|;i-|;y‘r access, commitments

= Policy exceptions safety options, rationale,
Low-impact andmoney moves . isication gate approval, rollback
Routine service actions add policy applied and evidence condition
information and approver referenced

decision, context,

replies
owner, outcome

brief
decision-and-
outcome note

o Overly long records bury the decision and retain excess data



Capture Triggers: When a Record Is Required

Y- YO Y-

Log when interpretation becomes
a consequential branch or side effect

Triggers: policy exception, money
moves, promise made, escalation,
identity change, repeat contact

Write within a day — rationale
fades fast

Interpretation
at a decision point

v

Does this create
a consequential

branch or
side effect?

{

Two-phase capture: planned decision

¢ { v '
g © & [E

Identity
change

Money Promise
moves made

l l J |

Escalation

'
L

Repeat
contact

J

first, verified result appended after @
Policy
. . exception
Planned entry survives timeouts,
crashes, retries; keeps outcomes L
distinct

Missing source, broad rule, or unclear
authority? Elevate instead of logging
locally

@ Capture a record




Writing Clearly Under Time Pressure

\’/ Keep three layers separate:
~” policy, if/then steps, reply wording
: @ Policy
I Use numeric thresholds:

ol “over $500 goes to the team lead” |

E) Separate fact, customer report,

- inference, and plan a If/Then Steps
é) Use one term consistently; 2

synonyms create audit ambiguity
’ Reply Wording

& Write for a reader with zero

& context — no insider shorthand

° Record neutral facts and the
decision; keep blame out



Policy, Authority, and Exceptions

[ c—————

- Anchor each record to the policy, _— a
_‘I threshold, and authority in force L
at decision time // Role
~ - Store versioned policy and workflow
N IDs — yesterday's valid answer may Poli
>~ olicy
be wrong today E Version w
- Document exceptions with the specific Policy Limit
& facts and the rule that authorized
the deviation Ve

- Name roles and limits so reviewers

z.‘ see if the decision sat inside a [-\A

delegated authority Within
Delegated Authority Exception

D - Never overwrite history: append \ _
—+

a correction event naming the original
record, actor, and reason

o
v

Original Record Correction Event
3 (new entry)
- Reversed a decision? Write a new 4
) linked entry instead of editing
the old one



Privacy, Retention, and Compliance Requirements

] ) Retention Windows
@ No universal retention number:

GDPR requires a documented

purpose-linked period Support chats Tickets Compliance floors
90 days-12 months up to 3 years at least six years
California: disclose how long | ‘

each data category is kept
N () L]

Typical windows: support chats
Q 90 days-12 months; tickets
up to 3 years Enforce automatic deletion across:

Compliance floors: HIPAA needs l l l |

at least six years for specified

documentation @ aio — Q

Enforce automatic deletion Transcripts ~ Warehouses Indexes Cached Backups
EI across transcripts, warehouses, report
indexes, and backups

@ Store the smallest useful record;
cite scoped evidence, not full
customer data



Tools, Templates, and Systems of Record

&

Store decision records where work
already happens: CRM, ticketing,
or workflow tool

One entry per decision, with a
consistent Decision ID and
standard status values

Searchable by the words of the
argument, not just the title

Structured fields for repeated
decisions; short prose for
genuine context

Keep entries writable in five to
ten minutes and readable on
one screen

Al note-takers are draft generators:

a human confirms decision, owner,
and authority

Treat the decision log schema as
a contract; fail builds before
production

2

CRM

(3

Ticketing

olo

Workflow Tool

)

i

@ Decision Record

Decision ID
Status

Parent Index

Structured Fields

Context

Al Drafts
Decision Note

—

!

Human Confirms
and Writes



Reviewing and Auditing Decision Records

Reviewers check four things: Sampling Across Case Types and Channels
completeness, rationale, policy fit,

traceability

Separate documentation defects
from decision defects — different
fixes required

reopened, and escalated cases
across channels

&
Sample completed, transferred, D

Rubric: testable statement, context,

rule named, owner, outcome Qe
fiic Yo

Handoff test: can a colleague state

IEEEstjeyiachiedecision Bl Rubric for Reviewing Decision Records

promise?
Keep record-quality scores separate
from case outcomes to protect @
honesty
Testable Context Rule Owner QOutcome
Common root causes: unclear statement named

thresholds, no owner, mismatched
form fields

00HDO0OCO



Measuring Documentation Quality and Impact

Use the right measures to drive better records and better outcomes.

Impact Metrics

Focus on the outcomes documentation enables.

@ Quality Metrics

Focus on the attributes of good documentation.

e Quality metrics: ¢ Impact metrics:
completeness, traceability, escalation rate, rework, "
template adoption, time-to-decision, /
time-to-entry first-contact resolution

Separate leading 2 n Pair quality with Score traceability —4 Review operational
indicators from _=‘| volume; volume-only and rationale, o rules monthly,
lagging ones like = reporting rewards / never record length * strategic ones

CSAT and audit findings short, thin records quarterly, and
append outcomes

BETTER DOCUMENTATION
BRIGHTER OUTCOMES =



Coaching and Embedding the Practice

) One named owner and a review date
@  perdecision document

0o Coach with live cases and exemplar .
" records against a rubric

@ Keep the decision doc beside the
procedural step it governs

A One-click flag for stale rules; fix record,
macro, and Al together

" Score record quality separately
0 from case outcome

[I] Use real recent cases in onboarding —
and refreshers —

o®e Sustain through norms, recognition,
4@®*  5nd standing review slots




Practice Scenarios and Action Plan

Scenario 1 — ambiguous Scenario 2 — conflicting Scenario 3 — high-risk

refund exception: record multi-channel escalation: commitment: write planned

options, rationale, and separate fact from report, decision, route approval,

approver pass complete handoff append verified outcome
00 Peer review with rubric: testable statement, context, rationale,
Al owner, outcome

‘ & ’ First week: apply one change — a field, threshold, owner, or review date
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