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Executive Summary
This review set out to mine ninety days of email, Teams and meeting activity for customer escalations, complaints and recurring issues, and to test what it found against current published customer-service benchmarks. The most important finding is about the evidence itself. Across the window of 9 June to 7 September 2026 there is almost no customer support signal in the reviewed record: the mailbox carries system notifications rather than customer correspondence, the calendar holds no meetings at all, no meeting transcripts exist for the period, and the only Teams activity is two automated bot exchanges on 18 June. Nothing in that window has been suppressed or summarised away, because there was nothing of the kind to find.
The substantive support record does exist, but it sits just outside the requested window. Four Teams channels carry a coherent picture of support conditions dated 13 January 2026: a production escalation affecting order fulfilment, an unresolved cluster of repeat tickets, a customer-facing product page failing, and frontline reports of product complaints that had no route into the defect system. That material is used here, clearly labelled by date, because a themes analysis built on an empty ninety days would be a fabrication.
Six themes emerge. They share a single underlying condition, which is that Contoso is running customer support without instrumentation. No customer satisfaction score, first-contact-resolution rate, response time or ticket volume appears anywhere in the reviewed material, and as of August 2026 the two connectors that would carry ticket data into the workspace are both flagged as broken. Every benchmark comparison in this document therefore reads the same way: the external figure is known and the internal figure is unavailable. The improvement plan is sequenced accordingly, with measurement restored first, service standards published second, and the structural fixes to repeat contacts and product feedback third.
Evidence Base and Coverage
The table below records exactly what was searched and what came back, so that every later claim can be traced and every gap is visible rather than papered over.
	Source
	What was searched
	Findings in the window (9 Jun - 7 Sep 2026)
	Assessment

	Outlook email
	Keyword search for escalation, complaint, refund, SLA, backlog and ticket, plus a full listing of the 100 messages received since 9 June
	No customer escalations or complaints. Traffic is automated: Power Automate flow failures, Azure and Microsoft 365 advisories, Jira and Atlassian digests, Cowork plan approvals
	No customer voice present

	Teams chats
	All 14 chats listed and the recent ones read; keyword search across chat messages
	Two bot exchanges on 18 June 2026 and nothing else: a ticket-intake form returned by ZAVA Medical Service Agent, and a ZAVA Orders greeting
	No human support discussion

	Teams channels
	Support, Frontline Operations, Quality Assurance and Product Development channels read in full
	Substantive support content exists but every message is dated 13 January 2026
	Outside the window; used here and labelled by date

	Calendar and meetings
	Calendar view for 9 June to 7 September 2026 and a transcript inventory for the same period
	No calendar events and no meeting transcripts
	No meeting discussion of support quality is available to summarise

	Files
	Semantic search of SharePoint and OneDrive for customer and support material
	ERP procurement documents, RFP responses and marketing decks only
	No support reporting, CSAT data or service-level document on file


Top Support Themes with Evidence
Six themes recur across the reviewed material. The first five come from the Teams channel record of 13 January 2026 and the order chat of 10 March 2026; the sixth is the only theme with evidence inside the requested ninety-day window, and it is the reason the other five cannot currently be quantified. Each theme below names its source message and quotes the operative language rather than paraphrasing it.
Theme 1. Repeat tickets that no one can root-cause
The clearest single piece of support evidence in the record is Sonia Rees's post to the Operations Department Support channel on 13 January 2026, filed under the subject "Active Support Request Assistance: SR-5123,9875,3754". Three tickets are named together because they are the same failure seen three times: "Similar errors, though I cannot seem to find the root cause." The post goes on to ask Adil Eli for help specifically because "I noticed you closed a similar ticket last month", which places a fourth instance of the same fault outside the three already open.
The follow-up in the same channel confirms that the cluster stayed open: "the technical support team is looking into this now but is complex and may take some time to fully resolve." Four occurrences of one fault, resolved individually, with institutional memory of the earlier fix living in one colleague's recollection rather than in a record, is the textbook signature of a first-contact-resolution problem. It is also the theme with the most direct commercial consequence, since repeat contact is the strongest predictor of dissatisfaction in the benchmark data below.
Theme 2. Infrastructure escalations that reach the customer as late orders
Adil Eli opened an escalation in the Support channel on 13 January 2026 with a description that connects an internal fault straight to customer outcomes: "we have an escalation impacting our production enviornemnts. Critical downtime wtihin the enviornemtns appear to be due to hardware failures. Currently it is affecting our ability to fulfill orders and meet demand." The spelling is his; the substance is that an infrastructure incident had already become a fulfilment failure by the time it was announced internally.
Nothing in the reviewed record shows a customer-facing communication accompanying that escalation, and no incident notification, holding statement or affected-customer list appears anywhere in email or Teams. Customers in this scenario learn about the outage from their own late deliveries, which converts one operational incident into an unbounded number of inbound contacts.
Theme 3. Customer-facing digital surfaces failing without monitoring
Also on 13 January 2026, Adil Eli reported in the Support channel that "We are getting consistent feedback the splash page for the new e-Bike is erroring out on our internal website", and asked colleagues to forward further reports to him. Two details matter more than the fault itself. The word "consistent" indicates the page had been failing long enough to generate repeated reports, and the routing arrangement offered in its place, sending issues to one named person, is a personal inbox rather than a channel with a queue and a response standard.
A product page that fails silently until people complain is a self-service failure that manufactures avoidable contact volume. Every user who cannot get an answer from the page becomes a ticket, and none of that traffic is attributable to a genuine support need.
Theme 4. Product complaints with no route into the defect record
In the Production Department's Frontline Operations channel on 13 January 2026, Eka Siahaan gave a field report that is positive overall and specific about the exceptions: "Customers have expressed overall satisfaction with the performance and design of our e-Bikes. However, we've received some feedback regarding the need for additional color options and customization features." A companion report in the same channel adds a harder issue: "we've also noted a few instances of battery life concerns that we'll investigate further." Colour and customisation are demand signals. Battery life is a product fault with warranty and safety implications.
The Quality Assurance channel shows the team recognising the gap on the same day. Teresa Sac proposed that "In addition to tracking defects, we should also implement a system for capturing and documenting customer-reported issues post-purchase", Mario Rogers asked Peyton Davis to "develop a protocol for integrating customer-reported issues into our defect tracking system", and Peyton Davis committed to "establishing a streamlined process for capturing and analyzing customer feedback to complement our internal defect tracking efforts". Nothing in any later record shows that protocol being delivered, so the gap identified in January is presumed open.
Theme 5. Open customer commitments that age without closure
A ZAVA Orders chat dated 10 March 2026 carries a full order summary for ZAVA-ORD-100245, placed by Contoso Retail Ltd under customer identifier CUST-008731 at Gold tier, with the internal note that the "Customer requested consolidated shipment if possible" and a next action to "Monitor shipment progress and confirm delivery with customer". The chat even drafted the customer-ready reply.
That commitment was still open more than three months later. The Daily Task Digest of 29 June 2026 lists the same item, sourced to the ZAVA Orders chat, with the next action described as "confirming delivery with a customer" and a note that it was "Date Identified March 10 (older item - verify if still" current. A top-tier customer with an unconfirmed delivery for a quarter is not a service failure caused by effort; it is caused by having no mechanism that ages open commitments and escalates them.
Theme 6. The ticketing data feeds are broken
This is the one theme with evidence squarely inside the ninety-day window, and it explains the shape of everything above. The Daily Task Digest of 6 September 2026 lists two connector failures among its five highest-priority open items. The ServiceNow connector was flagged on 21 August 2026 and is recorded as a compliance risk, with the digest quoting the system instruction to "review the connection status in the Microsoft 365 Admin Portal". The Jira connector was flagged on 12 August 2026 as a data-integrity risk, quoting "Resolve this issue to ensure your data stays up to date." Both were still open on 6 September.
ServiceNow and Jira are where support tickets and engineering defects live. With both feeds down for between two and four weeks, ticket volumes, ageing, reopen rates and resolution times cannot be seen from the workspace at all. That is the mechanical reason this review found no customer support signal in ninety days of email and chat: the instrumentation that would have carried it was not running.
Root Causes
The six themes reduce to four structural causes, and none of them is about individual effort. The people in the record behave well throughout: they escalate promptly, ask each other for help, and identify their own process gaps unprompted. What is missing is the surrounding machinery. There is no problem-management layer that turns repeated incidents into a single root-cause record, no published service standard against which speed can be judged, no path from a customer's spoken complaint into a tracked defect, and no working telemetry to show any of it.
	Theme
	Root cause
	Evidence anchor

	1. Repeat tickets
	No problem management. Incidents are closed one at a time and never linked to a shared root-cause record, so the fix from one month is unavailable the next except through a colleague's memory
	Support channel, 13 Jan 2026: "I cannot seem to find the root cause"; "you closed a similar ticket last month"

	2. Fulfilment escalations
	No proactive incident communication. Operational faults are announced internally only, so the customer discovers them through a missed delivery
	Support channel, 13 Jan 2026: "affecting our ability to fulfill orders and meet demand", with no customer notice in the record

	3. Digital surfaces failing
	No monitoring on customer-facing pages, and intake routed to a named individual rather than a queue with a response standard
	Support channel, 13 Jan 2026: "consistent feedback the splash page ... is erroring out"; "send them my way"

	4. Product complaints
	No path from a spoken customer complaint into the defect system. The protocol to build one was assigned but no completion appears in any later record
	Frontline Operations and Quality Assurance channels, 13 Jan 2026: battery-life concerns reported; protocol assigned to Peyton Davis

	5. Ageing commitments
	No ageing or escalation rule on open customer actions, so a promise made in March is still merely listed in June
	ZAVA Orders chat, 10 Mar 2026 and Daily Task Digest, 29 Jun 2026, both carrying order ZAVA-ORD-100245

	6. Broken data feeds
	No working telemetry. The ServiceNow and Jira connectors have been failing for weeks, so no support metric can be produced even if the underlying work is sound
	Daily Task Digest, 6 Sep 2026: ServiceNow flagged 21 Aug, Jira flagged 12 Aug, both still open


Benchmark Comparison
The table below sets published external benchmarks against Contoso's position. The internal column is honest rather than flattering: for every metric the answer is that no figure exists in the reviewed record. That is itself the finding. A support function that cannot state its own customer satisfaction score or first-contact-resolution rate cannot know whether it is in the top quartile or the bottom one, and the spread between those two is wide enough to be the difference between a growing and a churning customer base.
	Metric
	External benchmark
	Contoso position
	Benchmark source

	Customer satisfaction (CSAT), all companies
	Median 80.0%; top quartile above 90.0%; bottom quartile below 64.8%
	Not measured. No CSAT figure appears in any email, chat, meeting or file reviewed
	Survicate CSAT Industry Benchmarks 2025 (1,259 surveys, 370 companies)

	CSAT, enterprises of 1,000+ employees
	Median 75.5%, the lowest of any company-size band and the widest spread
	Not measured
	Survicate CSAT Industry Benchmarks 2025

	First contact resolution (FCR), global average
	70% to 75% across all industries
	Not measured. Repeat contact is directly evidenced on tickets SR-5123, SR-9875 and SR-3754 plus a prior closed instance
	SQM Group 2024, reported by Stealth Agents, First Contact Resolution Statistics 2026

	FCR, top quartile
	85% or higher
	Not measured
	SQM Group 2024, via Stealth Agents 2026

	FCR, bottom quartile
	55% or lower
	Not measured
	SQM Group 2024, via Stealth Agents 2026

	Satisfaction when FCR is achieved, versus a repeat contact
	86% satisfied when resolved first time, against 42% when a repeat contact is needed
	Not measured, and the 44-point gap is the cost Theme 1 is incurring
	SQM Group 2024, via Stealth Agents 2026

	Email first response time
	Industry average 12 hours; under 4 hours is solid; under 1 hour is best in class
	Not measured. No published service standard exists in any reviewed document
	SuperOffice, reported by Stealth Agents, Customer Support Response Time Benchmarks 2025

	Live chat first response time
	Average 23 seconds; past 60 seconds is below acceptable
	Not measured. Chat intake is handled by bots with no response-time reporting
	Comm100, via Stealth Agents 2025

	Phone service level
	80% of calls answered within 20 seconds, with actual waits averaging 10 to 20 minutes
	Not measured. No phone support channel appears in the reviewed record
	Stealth Agents 2025

	Churn risk after a repeat contact
	Three times higher within 12 months than for single-contact customers
	Not measured, and unmeasurable while the ticket connectors are down
	Forrester Customer Loyalty Survey 2025, via Stealth Agents 2026


Two figures deserve to be pulled out of the table. The first is the 44-point satisfaction gap between a first-time resolution and a repeat contact, 86% against 42%, because it converts Theme 1 from a process irritation into a retention problem: Forrester's data puts churn at three times higher within twelve months once a customer has had to come back. The second is that a one-point gain in first contact resolution is associated with roughly a one-point reduction in operating cost, which means the fix for the repeat-ticket cluster pays for itself rather than competing with efficiency targets.
The benchmarks also set a realistic first target. Contoso does not need to reach the 85% first-contact-resolution mark that defines the top quartile, nor the 90% CSAT that does the same. Landing on the medians, 80% CSAT and 70% to 75% first contact resolution, would place the function squarely in the normal range, and that is achievable within two quarters once the measurement exists.
Prioritised Improvement Plan
The sequence matters more than the list. Priority one is instrumentation and hygiene, because none of the later work can be judged without it and because the ageing customer commitment is a live obligation rather than an improvement. Priority two builds the operating disciplines that prevent recurrence, and priority three addresses the two customer-facing gaps that currently manufacture avoidable contact. Owners are named where the record names them; where it does not, the entry says so rather than inventing an owner.
	Priority
	Action
	Owner
	Target date
	Success measure

	P1
	Restore the ServiceNow and Jira connectors so ticket and defect data flows into the workspace again
	Corey Gray with the Microsoft 365 administrator
	19 September 2026
	Both connectors report healthy and a full week of ticket volume is visible

	P1
	Close the ageing open customer commitments, beginning with delivery confirmation on order ZAVA-ORD-100245 for Contoso Retail Ltd
	Corey Gray
	12 September 2026
	No open customer commitment older than 30 days remains on the task digest

	P1
	Establish baseline measurement for customer satisfaction, first contact resolution and first response time
	Corey Gray, with a support lead to be confirmed
	30 September 2026
	All three metrics reported weekly against the medians of 80% CSAT and 70% to 75% FCR

	P2
	Publish a written response-time standard by channel and report attainment against it
	Support lead, to be confirmed
	15 October 2026
	Standard published; email first response under 4 hours, chat under 60 seconds

	P2
	Introduce problem management so repeat incidents are linked to one root-cause record with a named owner, starting with the SR-5123 cluster
	Adil Eli and Sonia Rees
	31 October 2026
	Every repeat cluster carries a root-cause record; reopen rate tracked monthly

	P2
	Complete the protocol for routing customer-reported issues into defect tracking that was agreed in January but never delivered
	Peyton Davis, with Teresa Sac
	31 October 2026
	Protocol documented and the reported battery-life concerns visible as tracked defects

	P3
	Add proactive customer notification for any infrastructure incident that affects order fulfilment
	Operations, with Adil Eli
	30 November 2026
	Notice issued to affected customers within one hour of any fulfilment-affecting incident

	P3
	Monitor customer-facing product pages so failures are alerted rather than reported by users
	Adil Eli
	30 November 2026
	Automated availability check on every product page, with alerts routed to a queue not an individual


Two owner slots are deliberately left as "to be confirmed". Nothing in the reviewed material identifies who leads customer support at Contoso, and naming a plausible person would put a fabrication into a plan that is otherwise fully traceable. Those two entries should be assigned before the plan is circulated.
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