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	Customer Site Visit Report
Customer:
CorpCom (Name has been changed)

Product:
Kana Response

Date:
July 21, 2000


Topline Learnings

· Kana Response could be more effective in helping customers whose service volume fluctuates seasonally. (Customers like CorpCom are currently relying on staffing changes to handle the shifts in volume.) For ideas, see page 11, Handling fluxuating volume.
· Online self-service seems to be a growing part of our customers’ service strategies. CorpCom, for example, plans to augment their online self-service offerings with an eye toward reducing their inbound service volume. Customers also seem to be reporting success in this area –their e-mail volumes are going down after they implement online self-help functionality.
· We gathered some great usage information from an experienced agent. Highlights: A customized, high-performance screen layout, and a work-around for categorization. See page 7, Observation 1: Agent, Danielle.
· CorpCom has an extremely robust customer-information system that runs circles around anything we currently offer in Response. It’s described in more detail on page 4, Integration with Other Systems.
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About the Visit

Purpose

To gather information about users of Kana Response and collect general product feedback.

Attendees

From CorpCom:     
Brian (Engineering), Jason (Director of Customer Support), Dan (Lead in Customer Service department), Brian (QA Lead), Mark (Senior Customer Service Rep)

From Kana:
Maureen, Jackie, Nili, Sara, Jason, Kevin

Protocol

The site visit activities consisted of:

· Meeting with CorpCom representatives to discuss CorpCom’s customer service model and to discuss how Kana Response is meeting their service needs

· Gathering feedback about areas where Kana Response could be improved to better meet their needs

· Observational study of several CorpCom agents 

Report

This report was prepared by Maureen Kelly, using notes from all Kana observers.

About CorpCom

Company Description

[This section deleted for confidentiality]

Customer Support Model and Plans

CorpCom offers customer support via e-mail, phone, and online self-service.

[This rest of this section deleted for confidentiality]

Use of Kana Products

CorpCom launched Kana Response in May 1999, and is currently using verion 4.0. Although they’re struggling with some bugs that have since been fixed (see page 5, Reports, for details), they’re reluctant to upgrade because they’ve invested so heavily in customizing 4.0 – principally to integrate it with an internal customer information system (see page 4, Integration with Other Systems).

Service Level

CorpCom aims for an X-hour response time, but actual response time can vary from a few hours to a few days, depending on volume. 60-80% of messages are replied to within X-Y hours.

Volume

Their e-mail volume is approximately X to Y messages per week, but can vary dramatically. (During the 1999 holiday season, they processed about X messages a day.) An agent handles 80-150 messages per day, on average.

Users

They currently have 50-60 agents using the system, though seasonal variations can push this as low as 45 and as high as 80.

Categories

CorpCom has about 120-150 categories – about 12 at the top level, and they go 3-4 levels deep. They used to have many more categories, back when they had an array of offers and relationships with partners. They have recently streamlined their business processes (e.g., by introducing the subscription model), which has let them simplify their category structure considerably.

Queues

They have about 20 queues, many of which are dedicated to promotions from specific vendors.

Rules

They currently have 91 rules, down from 107. (The reduction was probably caused by the reduced category hierarchy.)

Integration with Other Systems

CorpCom has developed an internal system called Theodore that agents use in conjunction with Response. Theodore is an extensive system that gives agents visibility into customers’ accounts – including:

· Customer information (name, phone number)

· Account information (subscription level, credit card info)

· Order information (past orders, status of current orders)

· Billing history

· Interactions (e.g., notes from phone conversations with the customer) 

In addition to providing customer information, Theodore lets agents take action on customer accounts – canceling an order, issuing gift certificates, etc.

Agents spend quite a lot of time referring to Theodore as they process e-mail from customers. In fact, each agent has a separate computer screen on his desk dedicated to Theodore. The system is queried automatically when a message is received into Response, so the appropriate customer information automatically appears on the screen when the agent opens a message.

One strength of this approach is that agents can see both applications simultaneously. There’s no need to toggle between the applications, which was a significant productivity gain, given how frequently agents referred to Theodore.

Agents use Theodore extensively to see a much broader picture of customers than would be possible simply by looking at their history of contact with the organization. Agents would often, for example, troubleshoot service problems (e.g., “Why hasn’t my order shipped?”) by checking the customer’s account status. This enabled agents to provide a higher level of service faster than they would have been able to do if they were accessing multiple systems, or if the information were only available if they browsed through multiple messages (e.g., individual shipment reports).

A further advantage of Theodore: Because the information is centralized, it’s probably much easier to keep it updated and accurate. (When customer information resides in multiple systems that aren’t linked in a sophisticated way, updates are often made in one system without being transferred to others. Once data in a system begins to deteriorate, the entire system quickly becomes unusable.) 

Theodore also gives agents the ability to log into a customer’s portal on his behalf, a process they call “masquerading” as the customer. This feature allows them to provide an extra level of service by walking a customer through something over the phone, for example, or by taking an action the customer himself might have trouble with (e.g., reporting a defective product). 

For thoughts about how Response could better meet CorpCom’s needs for customer information and customer-related functionality, see page 13, Customer Information – Is our solution enough?
Users’ Work Environment

Organization

Agents at CorpCom are organized into three tiers:

· Regular CSRs (handle general inquiries, mostly billing and shipping)

· Senior CSRs (handle more complicated or unusual issues that are routed from the regular reps)

· Lead CSRs (assume managerial duties as well as handle Senior CSR responsibilities in their absence)
CorpCom recently hired a Director of Customer Support who will provide more organizational structure and long-term strategic planning for the department. 

Staffing

CorpCom currently has 50-60 agents using the system, though seasonal variations can push this as low as 45 and as high as 80. They hire temporary agents to help handle the extra volume during the holidays.

Turnover is surprisingly low in CorpCom’s customer service group – only a few reps have left since CorpCom started. They said this was probably “because we’re awesome,” and added that it might also have something to do with finding the right people in the first place. Beyond that, they really didn’t know what accounted for their low turnover – they just know it’s unusual in the service industry. (For thoughts about how Response might help lower turnover rates, see page 11, Training and Turnover: Is Response making a difference?)

CorpCom plans to offer more telecommuting to reps. They currently have one person who telecommutes, and plan to add 3 or 4 more in the coming months.

Nature of Work

The questions they receive from customers are typically related to customer orders: order status, shipping, billing, returns, and delays in order processing.

Training

They spend about a week training their reps – a couple of days on content (e.g., CorpCom policies, reviewing sample e-mails), and then a few days on the tools. 

Feedback about Kana Response

Overall

The service group at CorpCom seems quite pleased with Kana Response. They report that the system helps them achieve a high level of productivity and handle a large volume of e-mail with fewer reps than they’d otherwise need. With Response, each CorpCom agent processes 80-150 e-mails a day – at Jason’s last job, the average was more like 30.

The following features are especially important to them:

· The ability to use scripted text in outgoing messages

· Automation via the rules engine

· Reporting

Feedback about Existing Features

Reports

[Deleted for confidentiality]

Rules

[Deleted for confidentiality]

Feature Requests

Reports

CorpCom would like to be able to run more detailed volume reports across multiple intervals (e.g., hourly, daily, etc.). For example, Jason would like to be able to run detailed reports on volumes at various specific dates and times, to determine, for example, that on Monday at 3:00 they get 20% of the volume for the day. This, he says, would help him make more better staffing decisions.

Forecasting Volume

Jason would also like to see some type of forecasting package – for example, “Based on the system’s volume and the number of people I currently have, how many more people do I need to meet a certain service level?”

We talked about the possibility of handling this through an alert mechanism –the system could notify you if the trends in message volume, number of agents, processing time, etc. indicated that you would need to adjust staffing at some point in the future. Jason’s reaction to this was very positive. 

Jason felt it would be important for it to take historical data into account (the last 18 months or so), and to base forecasts not only on recent data, but also on similar data from previous time periods (e.g., if the volume in December has spiked by 30% in the past two years, we can expect it to spike again this year.)

Editing Scripted Responses 

Lots of CorpCom’s scripted responses include placeholders where the agents need to insert text. (e.g., “Your account balance is $XX.XX.”) Agents need to read through messages carefully to replace these, which could have a significant impact on productivity, since agents have to look carefully in every message for placeholder content. (It can also impact customer satisfaction in cases where the placeholder text does not get replaced.) Custom fields could help them with this. 

Mark also suggested that it would be nice to be able to specify that the category template include some text in red, for example, so the agent can immediately see that there’s something he needs to replace.

Assessing Quality of Outgoing Messages

Jason mentioned that he’d like to see more functionality that helped them assess the quality of the messages they’re sending out. Specifically, they’d like a way to “cc” a manager on a certain percentage of messages completed by agents, for the manager to review and rate. 

We suggested the possibility of introducing some sort of metric into the system to represent an agent’s proficiency. The system might calculate an expected completion time based on other messages from the same queue or category, then compare the agent’s actual performance with expected performance from the same category or queue. The CorpCom people felt this would be a very useful feature, and mentioned that comparing by category would be more powerful than by queue – their queues are too general to be able to make accurate comparisons by that info alone. (Also, messages are often mis-routed.)

Observation 1: Agent, Danielle

Agent:
Danielle (CorpCom)

Application:
Kana Response Power Client, version 4

Observed by:
Maureen Kelly

Date:
July 21, 2000

Duration:
45 minutes

Background, Context

I didn’t ask Danielle how long she had been using the system, but she was clearly a very accomplished agent, very proficient with Response and well versed in customer service techniques. She used the keyboard almost exclusively, and used hotkeys to categorize.

She tries to process at least 100 messages a day. On her best day, she processed 181. (Interesting that she remembered the number exactly, and quoted it to us immediately.)

As I observed her, she handled questions about damaged merchandise, account inquires, and questions about orders (e.g., when will my order ship?)

Observation Notes

Customized Workspace

Danielle had the screen customized in an interesting way I had never seen before. The outgoing message was on the far left, the incoming message was in the middle, and the inbox and customer history panel were on the right.
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One interesting advantage of this approach is that it made the text areas narrower, which probably makes it easier to read the incoming message quickly. (However, very long incoming messages looked absolutely overwhelming.)

Another advantage: With the Customer History information right on the screen, she could see at a glance a summary of the person’s previous contacts with CorpCom.

Danielle also mentioned that she likes to change the colors of the titlebars every two weeks or so – she gets tired of looking at the green.

Workflow

Messages came into her inbox one at a time. Auto-refill was on, so when she completed one message, another automatically appeared in her inbox. She did not bulk process any messages during the observation period.

She spent a lot of her time typing messages from scratch. Even when she received a message from a customer that was typical of the sort of thing she gets “all the time,” her first action was to position the cursor in the outgoing message area and begin typing. Her typical work approach was to:

1. Read the incoming message

2. Begin typing a response

3. Select a category

4. Edit the category text (sometimes significantly)

5. Change standard phrases and insert the customer’s name

6. Send the message

Most of Danielle’s messages were quite short – a few sentences, at most. Every five messages or so, she’d get what she called a “speech” – a long message where the customer rambled on about nothing in particular. (Some customers, she mentioned, talk about their families, upcoming medical operations they’re having, etc. etc.) She didn’t mind long messages when customers were writing in about multiple topics, but didn’t like dealing with the messages that went on and on about things that didn’t really concern her. She tended to skip these, and come back to them when she felt like she could deal with them. This meant that she periodically had several messages stacked up in her inbox, as the “speeches” waited for her to get around to them.

Categories and Scripts

Danielle mentioned that categories change frequently, and the hotkeys do too. She used to have most of the old hotkeys memorized, but now finds she has to browse through the hierarchy more often. (This may be part of the reason she typed so many messages from scratch – digging around for the appropriate scripts may have been too much trouble. There’s an interesting lesson in here. Even expert users who know the system and the content may give up on using scripts if their mechanisms for finding them change all the time. See page 13, Boosting Performance: Scripted Responses, for additional thoughts.)

Danielle has created some scripts of her own, which she stores as notes in an Outlook folder. She keeps 20 or more scripts there, in categories like “Credit card issues” and “Extra nice comments.” When she wants to use one, she flips over to Outlook, finds the script she’s looking for, edits it in the Preview pane, copies it, flips back to Response, and inserts it in the appropriate place. The Outlook interface looked like this:
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I asked if she’d like Response to let her store her own scripts and assign hotkeys to them, but she said no. Her reasoning: 

· She wouldn’t want to confuse her hotkeys with the other hotkeys. (The system’s hotkeys change a lot; she wouldn’t know what was available. Sounds like she has a hard time keeping track of them as it is.)

· She liked the way Outlook let her edit a script in the preview pane before applying it to a message. (This makes sense. Danielle was reading the script in the preview pane to make sure it was appropriate, which is a perfect time to make necessary edits. If she had had to apply the script to the response before editing it, she would have needed to re-read the script in its new location to find the places where she wanted to make changes.)

There may have been other things about the Outlook interface that she liked. One advantage is that the scripts themselves were listed in a way that displayed the first 80-100 characters of the text, which let you see exactly what the script said, rather than just a name. It looked very easy to find what you were looking for. (Of course, it also took up a lot of screen real estate.)

Observation 2: Agent, Greg

Agent:
Greg (CorpCom)

Application:
Kana Response Power Client, version 4

Observed by:
Sara 

Date:
July 21, 2000

Duration:
45 minutes

Background, Context

Greg had been at CorpCom for quite some time. He usually works from home, but the DSL in his new place hadn’t been set up yet, so he was actually in the office for a while. He was satisfied with the speed of Response, both at work and at home.  

Greg was a fairly good typist. He used the hotkeys for categories, but he didn’t seem to use the right mouse button menus for send or route, and he only used the menu bars once, to change a preference.
Observation Notes

Workflow

Greg had one message in his inbox at a time – which is how CorpCom encourages agents to work, to prevent cherry-picking. He did not bulk process any messages during the observation period.

Greg referred to Theodore (CorpCom’s customer information system) for nearly every message.  He mostly used to Theodore to view information about the customer. Occasionally, he would use it to apply to discounts to the customer’s account.

Categories and Scripts

Agents at CorpCom are required to apply a category to a message before sending it. However, for Greg, many times adding the category was an afterthought. He would write the appropriate response himself, then figure out the category and erase the corresponding template.

There wasn’t a very good system for knowing when the category tree had been updated and knowing when the category tree should be updated. For instance, for one category Greg would apply the category, then erase half the template and stick in his own text. The change he made was an apt one, and it looked like the category template should be updated with his change. However, he said it was too difficult to get his content admin to change anything, as they themselves were not answering email and only updated the tree when enough CSRs complained about something.  This is obviously a slow process.

 On the flip side, Greg wasn’t really paying attention to updates in the category tree. On one occasion, he started writing out a response.  When asked whether there was already a template for that, he searched the tree and was surprised to find a template already created for that occasion.

Greg suggested several improvements for categories:

· Disable the doubling-click of categories in the category window to apply them, in order to encourage people to learn the hotkeys more quickly.

· The ability to create his own templates for particular categories, in order to make them more unique. He was also interested in setting up his own categories and applying his own hotkeys

· A better system for telling when a category is stale than emailing the content admin.

Collaboration

Greg wasn’t using the collaboration feature, apparently under orders from the management. Instead, he would leave a message in his queue and email a copy through Outlook to the collaborator. (We’re following up with CorpCom’s management to find out what the issue was with collaboration.)

If a message needed to be responded to and sent off to a non-CSR, Greg would respond to the message, bcc himself, and then open Outlook and forward the message to the appropriate person.  Although perhaps just bcc-ing this person would be easier, he was discouraged from doing that, because then the person would not know which agent forwarded him the e-mail.

Observation 3: Agent, Albert

Agent:
Albert (CorpCom)

Application:
Kana Response Power Client, version 4

Observed by:
Jackie Mai

Date:
July 21, 2000

Duration:
45 minutes

Background, Context

Albert had been working at CorpCom for 7 months.  He mostly used the keyboard to navigate around the application and invoke functions. He’s fairly proficient with hotkeys – he knows about 20-30 hotkeys, which he says he uses often during the course of a day.

He says his workload fluctuates depending on the season – anywhere from 4 to 150 e-mails a day. Albert is interested in knowing how many messages he’s processed, and frequently checks his performacne statistics.

Observation Notes

Workflow

Albert tends to personalize his responses since a “canned script” associated with a hotkey does not work well in certain situations. He says that CorpCom gives agents a lot of lattitude with what they can say to appease unhappy customers. (It’s interesting to note that CorpCom agents are given so much license to respond to customers as they deem appropriate, yet they are not allowed to cherry pick which messages to work on – they can only download one message at a time.)

He spends most of his time reading incoming messages and checking the information in the customer’s record to supplement what’s available in the e-mail (e.g. “When was the order shipped?” “Has CorpCom received the returned product?”).  He also spends time checking customer history on each e-mail to make sure that there are no duplicate inquiries from the same person.

Conclusions

Training and Turnover: Is Response making a difference?

CorpCom’s combination of low turnover and relatively little content training is astonishing – and something most of our customers would kill to replicate. (In call centers, it’s common to have several weeks of training, and to have your average agent leave after about six months – a steep investment for not a lot of payoff. CorpCom has more like two days of content training and near-zero turnover.) 

Unfortunately, I didn’t ask the agent I was observing what she liked about working there. Some of it probably isn’t stuff we could work into our product (e.g., an enjoyable work environment), but some of it might relate to things we have more power to influence (e.g., feels good at her job, deals with customers who are happy with their level of accuracy and turnaround time, level of personalization, etc.)

If we were able to demonstrate that Kana Response reduced the time needed to train an agent (because he only needs to learn how to find the content – not learn every script) and reduced turnover (this one’s a little more tenuous), we’d have a compelling selling point for the call center market – and the service market in general.

Handling fluxuating volume

CorpCom’s business is highly seasonal, and they seem to expend a lot of time and resources keeping up with the shifts in volume – they mentioned the issue several times during our visit. During the holidays, they need nearly twice as many agents as they do in their slower periods. They hire temporary agents before the holidays, and then let them go when the rush is over.

There are several ways these shifts in volume must stress their service group:

· They spend time finding and hiring additional agents

· They invest in training people who will only be around for a few months

· They need to stretch their support infrastructure (supervisors, leads, etc.) to cover the additional reps

· They risk a drop in service quality from having so many less-experienced agents on board at the same time

· Adjusting coverage of the queues would be challenging as agents come and go

Is there some way Response could help bear more of the burden of these seasonal shifts in volume? 

Forecasting

Jason mentioned that he’d like Response to include a forecasting package. This might help make their process for handling the flux more efficient and cost-effective. (They could better estimate, for example, how many additional agents they’d need, and during what time period.) It might also be relatively easy to implement, using our existing reporting infrastructure.

It would not, however, eliminate the core problem – they’d still need to hire temporary reps to handle the volume surges.

Adaptive Service Levels

Currently, Resposne assumes that agents are stable entities who handle a predictable workload within a fairly consistent service level. What if we stopped assuming this? What if, for example, we allowed a target processing time that flexed depending on system volume? (e.g., When queues are empty, the target processing time for a chat is seven minutes. As queues get crowded, maybe this lowers to five.)

This might stretch what a service group is able to handle on their own before turning to outside help. It could, however, mean a drop in quality, or in response time. 

Adaptive Automation

Automation seems like another area where some adaptability might help handle changes in volume.

Suppose that the actions hooked to Classify’s confidence thresholds, for example, could automatically adjust themselves based on queue volume, or average service level, or some such metric. (e.g., If Classify is 60% sure the message is reporting a shipment error, auto-suggest it and route it to an agent. However, if requests categorized as shipment errors are currently above their service levels, autorespond.)

Another way to express this might be to let a customer set quotas for different types of actions – e.g., “I need to autorespond to 20% of messages in the system,” and let Classify figure out what actions to take in any particular situation. In this case, instead of specifying particular thresholds for particular categories, individual messages would be evaluated in the context of the entire pool of messages. So, if Classify were 60% sure that a message was about a shipment error, and the system was currently tracking very close to its autoresponse quota, it might route the message to an agent. However, if the same message came in at a time when a small number of messages were being autoresponded to, it might get an autoresponse. In essence, this type of configuration would help keep system volume more or less constant by adjusting automation levels on the fly.

Resource Allocation Alerts

In the face of staffing adjustments, Response could use alerts to help a company make sure its queues were being covered adequately. For example, if the “billing” queue becomes understaffed as a result of some temporary reps leaving, the system might detect that messages in that queue are no longer meeting their service level (perhaps relative to the other queues in the system), and an administrator could be alerted to reassign queues. The system might even make some recommendations about appropriate agents, based on the volume and service levels of the queues they were subscribed to at the time.

Customer Information – Is our solution enough?

CorpCom’s customer-tracking system came much closer to providing a true “360-degree view of the customer” than what Kana seems poised to deliver. In addition to the type of information currently included in Kana Response (e.g., history of messages, name, address, e-mail address, etc.), CorpCom’s solution provided:

· A wealth of information about the customer’s account (e.g., which subscription plan he belonged to, what products he had ordered, which products were on his wish list, etc.)

· Detailed profile information (e.g., credit card info, etc.)

· A way to take specific actions on the customer’s account (e.g., ship orders, issue refunds, etc.)

Looking at CorpCom’s homegrown solution, it seems like customer account management could be an entire application. And this is a critical space for Kana to occupy – customer information is at the heart of a CRM system. Perhaps we should be building or buying an out-of-the-box customer-tracking package – something that offers the general information any company needs about its customers, extendable in ways that could easily accommodate more company-specific information.

Clearly, something like this would need to be accessible from our individual applications. But seeing CorpCom’s solution, I’m starting to think that we’re making a mistake to think of customer information as a shared component, rather than as a separate application.

Boosting Performance: Scripted Responses

CorpCom cites volume as the main reason they use Response – agents can process more messages with it than without it. And yet, their category structure is relatively small (120-150 categories), agents appear to do lots of free-form typing of responses, and an average agent takes about 5 minutes to process a message. Response probably could be boosting their volume a lot more if they were making better use of scripted responses. So why aren’t they?

Frequent Changes in Knowledgebase Content

One agent told us that their category structure changes frequently, as do the hotkeys, which could be part of the problem. Response is best at helping agents access categories they already know about. The process of looking for a category is cumbersome, and in an environment where categories change frequently, expert users are probably just going to type something in freeform – after all, they probably remember the gist of the old category, anyway.

A couple thoughts for addressing this:

· Make it easier to find categories. We’re already looking at enhancing the ability to browse and search responses.

· Keep any retired categories in the system for a while. When the agent tries to apply one, have it trigger a message that points him to a new category that replaced it, or several related categores. (This would take some administrative work, but would go a long way toward keeping agents up to speed in the face of an ever-changing knowledgebase.)

No Easy Way to Suggest Edits

When agents found scripts that needed modification, the easiest thing to do was just to modify the text itself in the message – not alert someone that the script itself needed changing. This is a huge lost opportunity. Each agent we observed spent a large portion of their time modifying scripted responses, even for requests they said they handled frequently. If agents were able to flag problem scripts and suggest changes to the administrator, it would save agents from having to duplicate one another’s work.

The trick will be to implement this functionality in a way agents can use easily, without being distracted from processing customer requests. The agents we observed tended to have set goals for themselves around how many messages to process in a day, and they clearly take pride in being able to handle a high volume. Anything that distracts them from this main goal is likely to be under-utilized.

Awareness

Part of the problem may be lack of awareness that things could be better. The management group with spoke with cited scripted responses as one of the real strengths of the system – they may not realize that their agents (or the ones we observed, at any rate) aren’t taking full advantage of them.

One way to improve this would be to have a “tune-up” consulting event, where we talk with customers about their business goals, observe their agents, and make recommendations about how they could be getting better performance out of the system.

Another approach might be to build in reporting or alert mechanisms that draw problems and opportunities to their attention. One of the agents we watched, for example, probably only used scripted responses in half or fewer of her messages – and even when she did use them, she often edited them heavily. If the system could report on how many of an agent’s messages used scripted responses at all, and how heavily category text was modified, this might help ferret out problems.

Handling Duplicate Messages

Falling behind on service levels can be a spiralling problem. As you fall behind, customers who expect responses within a certain timeframe resubmit their requests – which only pushes you further behind. To short circuit this process, perhaps the system could make it easier to identify and handle situations where duplicate messages exist in the system. 

Currently, Response has some capacity for doing this, but it’s quite limited. A better method would be to alert an agent when a customer he’s working on has other open messages in the system – and to give the agent a direct link to those messages.

Another approach might be to have Classify scan multiple messages from the same customer and determine how similar they are. If they’re above a certain threshold, the administrator might specify that only the most recent one be routed, and the others be no-answered. (This is a bit tricky, though – for response times, we’d want to respond to the original message. But if the customer had added any information, we’d want to see the most recent message.) In any event, this solution wouldn’t help in cases where the content of the messages was different, even though they expressed the same problem.

Supervisory Capabilities

The features CorpCom wants the most seem to do with supervisory capabilities – a monitoring package, the ability to report on the quality of outgoing messages, and forecasting capaibilities to help inform staffing decisions. They seem happy Response’s functionality among their agents, and are now looking for ways Response can help with more of the infrastructure surrounding the agents’ work.

Routing Messages of Varying Lengths

One agent at CorpCom was receiving messages of radically different lengths – most were just a sentence or two, but some were paragraphs long. It would be interesting to route messages based on length – to have an “express lane,” essentially. I think our current rules functionality would allow it, but I’ve never heard of a customer setting things up this way.

Co-Browsing: Useful for less web-saavy customers?

Danielle mentioned that the types of customers CorpCom serves – and the type of service they require – seems to be changing. Originally, CorpCom appealed to more web-saavy customers, but they’re starting to see more customers who aren’t as comfortable with computers. (Danielle said this may have something to do with the fact that they’re marketing through more traditional channels – if you buy associated products from partner companies, you can get a discount at CorpCom. She also theorized that the increase in WebTV may be drawing less computer-saavy users to their service.)

Many of these new customers require more hand-holding, especially since doing business with CorpCom requires interacting with their website. Danielle finds that these customers sometimes need the equivalent of co-browsing – Danielle logs into the customer’s account and walks them through exactly what they’ll see on their screen, to give them detailed instructions on how to perform some particular task within their account.

This seems like a potential trend – to the extent that other businesses are seeing an increase in customers who are less comfortable on the web, they may have a growing need for collaborative online technologies. 
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