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Executive summary
This review examined the last 90 days of email, Teams chats, calendar meetings and files for evidence of customer escalations, complaints and recurring service issues. The honest headline is that very little direct customer-voice evidence exists in this workspace for the period. No customer complaint threads, no escalation emails and no meetings about support quality were found; the calendar held no events and no meeting transcripts were recorded in the window. What the workspace does show, consistently, is a support operating layer that is fragmented and unreliable: multiple parallel intake bots, repeated automation failures, and two broken connections to the ticketing systems that would otherwise hold the customer record.
That absence is itself the most important finding. A support function whose escalation trail is invisible to the people accountable for the customer relationship cannot be measured against any benchmark, and the benchmark table in this document should therefore be read as a target-setting instrument rather than a scorecard. The plan that follows puts measurement and intake consolidation first, because every other improvement depends on them.
Evidence base and its limits
Searches covered Outlook mail received between 9 June and 7 September 2026 (the full inbox for the period, seventy-five messages, plus keyword searches for escalation, complaint, SLA breach, refund, delay and ticket backlog), all Teams chats and their message histories, the calendar view for the whole window, meeting transcripts for the whole window, and SharePoint and OneDrive files. Keyword searches for customer complaints and escalations returned nothing in the period. The calendar returned no events and the transcript service returned no recordings, so no meeting discussion of support quality could be reviewed.
The themes below are therefore drawn from the operational signals that did appear. Each is stated with the specific message or conversation that evidences it, and nothing has been inferred beyond what those items show.
Top themes with evidence
Theme 1 — Support intake is scattered across parallel bot channels
Within a two-week span in June, four different support-intake assistants were opened in Teams: ZAVA Orders on 18 June, ZAVA support v2 on 4 June, a ServiceNow virtual agent on 5 June, and the ZAVA Medical Service Agent on 18 June. Several of these conversations remain unread. Each greets the user independently ("Hello, I'm ZAVA Orders. How can I help?", "Hello! I'm ZAVA support v2. How can I help you today?"), and none carries context from the others. A customer or an internal requester has no single front door, and no channel owns the resulting record.
Theme 2 — Requests are started but not visibly closed
On 18 June a support request was opened with the ZAVA Medical Service Agent: "I want to create support ticket on medical equipment issue". The agent replied "I can help you schedule service but I'll need few details" and presented a ticket form asking for title, hospital ID, equipment type, urgency and description. The thread then stops. Nothing in the workspace confirms that a ticket was ever submitted, acknowledged or resolved. Two separate Planner notifications in the same window — "You have late tasks" on 20 and 24 August — point at the same pattern of follow-up slipping rather than being closed out.
Theme 3 — The systems that would hold the customer record are disconnected
Two indexing connections to the source-of-truth ticketing tools failed during the period and were flagged as urgent: "Your Copilot connection Jira2606051042 needs immediate attention" on 13 August, and "Your Copilot connection ServiceNowTickets2607141032 needs immediate attention" on 22 August. While those connections are down, ticket history is not searchable alongside mail and chat, which is the most plausible technical explanation for why a 90-day escalation search surfaces nothing at all.
Theme 4 — Service automation fails routinely and quietly
Automation failure notices arrived almost weekly through the period: single-flow failures on 19 June, 27 June, 16 July, 31 July and 31 August, and multi-flow failures on 8 August (three flows), 15 August (four flows) and 22 August (two flows). On 24 August one flow was disabled outright. Where these flows sit behind acknowledgements, routing or status updates, each failure is silent service degradation that the customer experiences as no reply.
Theme 5 — Customer-facing replies are drafted individually rather than from a standard
The one substantive customer-service artefact in the workspace is an order summary for ZAVA-ORD-100245 covering Contoso Retail Ltd (CUST-008731), a Gold-tier account, with an internal note that the customer requested consolidated shipment, accompanied by a bespoke "customer-ready reply". Composing each response from scratch is workable at low volume, but it produces inconsistent tone, inconsistent commitments and no reusable template library — the same gap that shows up later as low self-service and low first-contact resolution.
Root causes
The five themes reduce to three underlying causes. The first is the absence of a single system of record. Intake is spread across four assistants and two ticketing tools whose connections are broken, so no queue, no owner and no clock exists for a given customer issue; this is what makes Themes 1, 2 and 3 one problem rather than three.
The second is that nothing is instrumented. Not one satisfaction score, response time, resolution rate or backlog figure appears anywhere in ninety days of mail, chat or files. Without measurement there is no way to detect a deteriorating queue, and no basis on which to prioritise fixes — which is why this document can compare against benchmarks only in the abstract.
The third is fragile, unowned automation. Flows fail weekly and are noticed only through system notification mail; one was disabled without a documented replacement. Automation that no one monitors converts into service failures the customer sees before anyone internally does.
Benchmark comparison
External medians below come from published 2026 benchmark data. The internal column records what the workspace evidence can actually support today; where it reads "not measured", no figure exists in any reviewed source, and the recommended target is offered as a starting service level rather than a gap calculation.
	Metric
	External benchmark (2026)
	Internal position
	Recommended first target

	Customer satisfaction (CSAT)
	Cross-industry median 89%; support-software industry average 78%, with 90%+ rated excellent
	Not measured — no CSAT data in any reviewed source
	Instrument first; hold 80% for two quarters, then 85%

	First contact resolution (FCR)
	Cross-industry median 80%; retail 83%, healthcare 89%, technology 75%
	Not measured — no resolution data available
	75% baseline, moving to the 80% median

	First response time — email
	Industry average 4.3 hours; top quartile under 1 hour
	Not measured; several intake chats left unread
	4 business hours, published as an SLA

	First response time — chat
	Industry average 2 minutes 40 seconds; top quartile under 30 seconds
	Not measured across four parallel bot channels
	Under 2 minutes on the consolidated channel

	Average handle time
	Cross-industry median about 7 minutes; technology 15 minutes, government 5 minutes
	Not measured
	Record for one quarter before setting a target

	Automated / self-service resolution
	Industry average 35% of tickets resolved without a human
	No reliable figure; automation failed in at least eight weeks of the period
	Restore flow reliability first, then measure

	Cost per contact
	Cross-industry median about $6
	Not measured
	Establish baseline in Q4


Prioritised improvement plan
The sequence matters more than the individual actions. Visibility has to come before measurement, measurement before targets, and targets before any judgement about performance.
Priority 1 — Restore the ticketing connections (next two weeks)
Repair the Jira and ServiceNow connections flagged on 13 and 22 August and confirm that ticket history is searchable again alongside mail and chat. Until this is done, no escalation review can be trusted, including this one. Assign a named owner and a re-check date rather than treating the alerts as system noise.
Priority 2 — Consolidate intake to one front door (next month)
Choose one of the four assistants as the supported channel, retire or clearly label the others, and route every request into a single queue with an owner and a clock. Close the loop that the 18 June medical-equipment request left open: every submission should return a ticket reference and a promised response time in the same conversation.
Priority 3 — Put the four core metrics in place (next month, in parallel)
Start collecting CSAT on closure, first response time, first contact resolution and open backlog by age. A one-question satisfaction prompt and a weekly queue report are enough to begin; sophistication can wait. Set the initial targets from the recommended column of the benchmark table and review them after one full quarter of real data.
Priority 4 — Make automation accountable (this quarter)
Give every customer-facing flow a named owner, route failure alerts to that owner rather than to a personal inbox, and document what happens manually when a flow stops. Establish what the flow disabled on 24 August was doing and whether its work is currently being done at all.
Priority 5 — Build a response and knowledge library (this quarter)
Turn recurring replies — order status, shipment consolidation, service scheduling, delay notification — into approved templates, and publish the corresponding customer-facing articles. Published benchmark data associates a substantial knowledge base with materially higher automated resolution, and it is the cheapest available route toward the 35% self-service industry average.
Priority 6 — Reinstate a support quality review (this quarter)
No meeting in the last ninety days discussed support quality, and no transcripts exist for the period. A short monthly review of the metrics above, with escalations named and owners present, creates the record that this exercise could not find.
Sources
Internal (Microsoft 365, 9 June to 7 September 2026): Outlook inbox for the period, including the Copilot connection alerts of 13 and 22 August, the Power Automate failure notices of 19 and 27 June, 16 and 31 July, 8, 15, 22 and 31 August, the flow-disabled alert of 24 August, and the late-task notices of 20 and 24 August; Teams conversations with ZAVA Orders, ZAVA support v2, the ServiceNow virtual agent and the ZAVA Medical Service Agent; the ZAVA-ORD-100245 order summary thread for Contoso Retail Ltd; the calendar and meeting-transcript record for the period, both of which were empty.
External benchmarks: AmplifAI, "Call Center KPI Benchmarks By Industry (2026)", updated 17 August 2026, reporting CMP Customer Contact Benchmarking 2026 industry medians for CSAT, first contact resolution, average handle time and cost per contact (www.amplifai.com/blog/call-center-kpi-benchmarks-by-industry); Supportly, "Customer Support Benchmarks 2026", for first response time by channel, industry-average CSAT and AI resolution rates (supportly.io/research/customer-support-benchmarks-2026). Supportly is a support-software vendor publishing its own comparative data, so its industry averages are cited here as directional rather than independent.
