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Abstract

For many call centers, customer satisfaction
(CSAT) is a key performance indicator (KPI).
However, only a fraction of customers take the
CSAT survey after the call, leading to a biased
and inaccurate average CSAT value, and missed
opportunities for coaching, follow-up, and rec-
tification. Therefore, call centers can benefit
from a model predicting customer satisfaction
on calls where the customer did not complete
the survey. Given that CSAT is a closely moni-
tored KPI, it is critical to minimize any bias in
the average predicted CSAT (pCSAT). In this
paper, we introduce a method such that pre-
dicted CSAT (pCSAT) scores accurately repli-
cate the distribution of survey CSAT responses
for every call center with sufficient data in a live
production environment. The method can be
applied to many multiclass classification prob-
lems to improve the class balance and minimize
its changes upon model updates.

1 Introduction

Many machine learning applications use classifiers
updated periodically by developers. Without spe-
cial control mechanisms, these updates can shift
the relative balance of output classes, causing un-
intended effects. For the case of predicting CSAT,
we developed a control mechanism to address this
issue, taking care to mitigate the risks posed by
sampling noise. This paper explains our method
and strategies for handling sampling noise, and
aims to help developers seeking to replicate one or
more target class distribution(s).

Customer satisfaction (CSAT) is critical for call
center performance assessment, yet often measured
through surveys completed by a small subset of cus-
tomers—averaging 8% in our dataset. This limited
response rate can skew perceived performance, as
non-responding customers’ satisfaction remains un-
known. Predicting CSAT for all calls, even those
without survey responses, can mitigate this bias
Manderscheid and Lee (2023).

Ensuring these pCSAT scores do not introduce
further bias is crucial. This paper introduces a
method to more accurately replicate the distribu-
tion of survey CSAT responses in a live production
environment, addressing limitations identified in
prior work and providing more accurate metrics for
call center performance.

2 Related Work

Predicting CSAT using machine learning models
has gained attention, especially in call center con-
versations. The challenge is not only predicting
accurate scores but also ensuring these predictions
replicate the true distribution of survey responses.
This section reviews relevant studies and method-
ologies applied to similar problems, focusing on
distribution replication and ordinal classification
(since CSAT is measured on a 1-5 scale).

2.1 Predicting Customer Satisfaction

Previous research explored various approaches to
predict CSAT from contact center conversations.
Bockhorst et al. (2017) developed a system using
ASR-generated call transcripts, non-textual data,
and sentiment scores to predict a Representative
Satisfaction Index (RSI) with rank scoring and iso-
tonic regression models. Similarly, Auguste et al.
(2019) used the Net Promoter Score (NPS) with
binary classification (promoters vs. detractors) for
predicting customer satisfaction in chat conversa-
tions, achieving moderate improvements with a
macro F1 score of 53.8%.

Other studies examined predicting CSAT from
raw audio signal features such as acoustic, emo-
tional, and prosodic features (Park and Gates, 2009;
Zweig et al., 2006; Vaudable and Devillers, 2012;
Devillers et al., 2010).

This work builds on a previously developed
method for predicting CSAT scores using ASR-
generated (Automated Speech Recognition) call



transcripts (Manderscheid and Lee, 2023). This
method improved prediction accuracy with a map-
ping function from binary model outputs to 5 CSAT
classes (Figure 1). The mapping function was pa-
rameterized by 4 decision thresholds. The binary
model itself was a trained Big bird, a transformer
with sparse attention optimized to handle long in-
put sequences (such as call transcripts) with a linear
memory requirement (Zaheer et al., 2020).

2.2 Replicating Class Distribution

Our threshold fitting approach replicates the survey
CSAT distribution, crucial for maintaining class
proportions in predictions. Research on maintain-
ing class distribution intersects with imbalanced
learning and ordinal regression, using techniques
like resampling, re-weighting, and threshold adjust-
ment to handle class imbalances. Model calibration
can be a helpful addition to these methods, but is
not a replacement, as model calibration focuses
on adjusting predicted probabilities to better re-
flect true likelihoods, which does not imply that the
class distribution will be faithfully replicated if the
decision thresholds are incorrect.

Re-sampling and Re-weighting: These tech-
niques adjust training processes to account for class
imbalances, ensuring minority classes are repre-
sented. However, they are not well suited to repli-
cating an exact class balance, as the effects of these
training set adjustments are difficult to predict.

Threshold Optimization in Multiclass and Or-
dinal Classification: Threshold optimization is
critical in contexts requiring precise class predic-
tions, such as multiclass and ordinal classification
tasks. Kotsiantis et al. (2006) discuss methods to
adjust decision thresholds for imbalanced datasets,
balancing sensitivity and specificity to represent
minority classes. Ferri et al., 2002 introduce meth-
ods to optimize decision thresholds to minimize
misclassification costs. Their work is relevant in
contexts where different misclassifications have dif-
ferent costs, making threshold adjustment crucial.
While these approaches are closely related to ours
by adjusting model thresholds to reflect true class
distributions, they focus on binary and multiclass
classification without emphasizing ordinal classes
as ours does.

Cardoso and da Costa (2007) proposed a data
replication method for ordinal classification, han-
dling ordinal data by replicating instances to indi-
rectly optimize thresholds for ordinal predictions.
This study aligns with our work, emphasizing main-

taining the natural order of classes, but our method
directly optimizes thresholds to replicate survey
responses, rather than using data replication.

In "A simple approach to ordinal classification,"
Frank and Hall, 2001 propose a threshold-based
method for ordinal classification problems. Their
approach involves training a series of binary clas-
sifiers to predict whether an instance belongs to
a class above a certain threshold. This method is
closely related to our approach, as both aim to pre-
dict ordinal classes by optimizing thresholds. How-
ever, we use a single classifier, and our method
goes further by ensuring that the predicted class
distribution matches the training class distribution,
a step beyond the basic ordinal classification task.

Chu and Keerthi (2007) explored ordinal regres-
sion using support vector machines (SVMs), opti-
mizing thresholds within the SVM framework to
respect the ordinal nature of data. Similar to our
work, this study focuses on ordinal data and thresh-
old optimization, but our method is model-agnostic,
post-processing outputs of any classifier to match
desired distributions.

These studies provide valuable insights into
threshold optimization for multiclass and ordinal
classification. Our work distinguishes itself by:

1. Optimizing specific decision thresholds to
align pCSAT scores with CSAT survey re-
sponses, ensuring calibration and class dis-
tribution replication.

2. Creating a custom loss function reflecting our
unique product goals and user suggestions.

3. Applying our method to a large language
model (LLM) predicting CSAT scores from
call center conversations, integrating thresh-
old optimization into a broader machine learn-
ing pipeline to address practical challenges in
real-world settings.

3 Data & Methods
3.0.1 Transcripts

We used conversational transcripts generated from
our Automatic Speech Recognition engine. The
accuracy (1 - Word Error Rate) was > 85%.

3.0.2 Calls

We used approximately 892K call center calls with
a CSAT survey score and a model-assigned pCSAT
probability ranging from June 24, 2023 to June 17,
2024.



Survey Responses # of Call Centers
1-50 401
51-200 908
201-500 425
501-1000 199
> 1000 197

Table 1: Number of Call Centers by Survey Responses
Volume

3.0.3 Trials

To rule out effects due to chance or periodicity, we
ran the experiment 7 times using different training
and test periods. The last of those trials corresponds
to a production deployment of the model, and the
other trials were simulated for the purposes of this
analysis. Each trial consists of a 60 day training
period and 120 day test period. A 30 day period
separates the start of one trial from the start of
the next (thus trials overlap). We expected and
observed no differences between the deployed and
simulated trials since the pipeline is the same.

3.0.4 Call Centers

We excluded call centers with fewer than 5 high
and 5 low CSAT calls over the 60-day training pe-
riod to avoid very high sampling noise. To better
understand the impact of sampling noise, we fur-
ther categorized call centers heuristically based on
the number of survey CSAT responses in the 60-
day training period. Table 1 shows the number of
call centers in each survey response bin, summed
over the 7 trials.

3.1 Threshold Optimization Procedure
3.1.1 Model and Mapping

The model is a large language model (LLM) that
predicts CSAT with binary outputs: high or low
CSAT. Details on the model and how it was trained
are provided in Manderscheid and Lee, 2023. The
model also provides the probability of both classes,
referred to as ""proba'' for the low CSAT class. The
mapping function (Figure 1) uses this probability to
output a pCSAT score on a 1-5 scale. The mapping
has four parameters representing decision thresh-
olds (i.e. class boundaries): t12, 23, t34, and
t45. For example, 3 4 is the probability threshold
separating a pCSAT of 3 from 4.

3.1.2 Product Requirements

Our approach is based on meeting product require-
ments, ranked by importance:
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Figure 1: The mapping function that takes low CSAT
probability (''proba'') as input and outputs 1-5 pCSAT.
In this example, the ""proba'' is 0.93, which is larger
than ¢; 5 so the model emits a pCSAT of 1.

1. The average pCSAT should equal the average
survey CSAT over the same set of calls. By
default, the displayed average pCSAT (and
average CSAT) is the % of satisfied calls, i.e.,
calls with pCSAT > 4.

2. These averages should also match when tog-
gled to use a 1-5 scale.

3. The distribution of pCSAT and survey CSAT
should match as closely as possible

Based on customer feedback we set 1% and 0.1 as
the maximum differences to target for requirements
1 and 2 respectively.

3.1.3 Parameter Estimation

Jointly estimate the four thresholds: To find the
optimal parameters, our process iterates through
different combinations of thresholds to find the set
that minimizes the loss.

To meet all three product requirements, we cre-
ated the following loss function:

Loss = A% + Aavg, . + MSE, .

where p and c are short for pCSAT and CSAT, re-
spectively, and:

A%p.c = | (% of pCSAT > 4)—(% of CSAT > 4) |

Aavg, . = |avg_pcsat — avg_csat|

MSE,, . = MSE(pcsat, csat)

We preferred a random search to a grid search
to save computation time. We used 5000 iterations
for random search, but found 98.7% convergence
by 500 iterations.



3.1.4 Optimization Steps:

1. Compute the Number of Calls for Each Survey
CSAT Level:

Nesat; = number of calls with survey CSAT
where class i € (1,2,3,4,5)
2. Calculate the Average Survey CSAT:

Z?:l(ncsati )
S0 Desaty

avg_csat =

3. Initialize the loss:

best_loss = 1000.0

4. Random Search for Optimal Thresholds: Per-
form a random search through the possible
thresholds to find the set that minimizes the
loss. For j in range(5000):

(a) Generate 4 uniform random values and
sort them:

t1o > tog > t3q > tys ~ U(O, 1)

(b) Compute the Number of Calls for Each
pCSAT Level:

Npesat; = number of calls with pCSAT
where class i € (1,2,3,4,5)
(c) Calculate the Average pCSAT:
Zle (npcsati : Z)
Z?:l Dpesat;

(d) Compute the Delta Between Average pC-
SAT and CSAT:

avg_pcsat =

Apcsat_csat = avg_pcsat — avg_csat

(e) Compute A%, .

(f) Normalize both CSAT Vectors to unit
length:
pesat = normalized([npcsat; ; - -
csat = normalized([Nesaty s - - - ; Nesats])

(g) Calculate the Mean Squared Error Be-
tween the Normalized Vectors (MSE,, )
(h) Compute the loss:

Loss = A%y, + Aavg, . + MSE, .

(i) Update the loss and best thresholds if the
current loss is lower.

) npcsat5])

3.2 Experimental Conditions

We evaluated the loss under five conditions:

1. Baseline: Naive model output (evaluated over
test period)

2. Global Threshold: Thresholds are fitted on a
single, global pool (evaluated over test period)

3. : Individual threshold-
ing for each call center (evaluated over test
period)

4. Train Period: We apply the same call center-
specific parameters as used in the
condition, but apply them to the
training period instead of the test period. As
we expect a near-zero difference of means,
this serves to validate our parameter estima-
tion method.

5. Bootstrap (Train Period): This approach
is similar to the "train" condition, but the
key difference is that we repeatedly resam-
ple the training set and measure the difference
of means over these samples. This method
helps us estimate how much of the loss in the
"Call center thresholding" condition is due to
sampling noise, and attribute the rest to differ-
ences between train and test distributions, i.e.
model drift.

We note that the first 3 conditions are test condi-
tions, i.e. evaluated on the test set, whereas the
last 2 are train conditions which help us understand
sources of error.

4 Results

The effectiveness of different methods for predict-
ing customer satisfaction (CSAT) scores was evalu-
ated through various experimental conditions. The
results are summarized in Figures 2-5, and detailed
observations are as follows:

4.1 Loss

Overall loss, depicted in Figure 2, combines the
difference of means, difference of percent satisfied,
and MSE. We see that the Baseline method consis-
tently has the highest loss, and the Train condition
has the lowest. The train condition does not have
0 error because it is not usually possible to find 4
parameters to zero all 3 terms that make up the loss
simultaneously.
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Figure 2: The average loss for each of the five exper-
imental conditions, binned by the call center’s CSAT
survey responses.

Now we compare the test conditions. For call
centers with the smallest response volumes, the
Global Threshold method performs best. On the
other hand, the method per-
formed best for call centers with the largest re-
sponse volumes. Overall, we see a gradual trend
of this method improving as the response volume
increases. This makes sense since the

method is limited by sampling noise,
which is greatest for small response volumes. In-
deed, we can see the effect of the sampling noise
directly by looking at how much more loss the
Bootstrap condition has relative to the Train con-
dition at low (< 200) response volumes. As we
get to higher (> 500) response volumes, we ob-
served that the Bootstrap condition catches up with
the Train condition, which indicates that sampling
error ceases to be significant at those volumes.

4.2 Difference in % of Satisfied Calls
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Figure 3: The average difference in percentage of satis-
fied calls between pCSAT and CSAT, broken down by
the call center’s count of survey responses.

Figure 3 examines the first component of the loss
function, the difference in percentage of satisfied

calls between pCSAT and CSAT, averaged over the
call centers in each bin. The Baseline method was
only outperformed for call centers with the largest
response volume (> 1000). For these call centers,
the method performs best,
followed by Global Threshold. We also note an
unexpected uptick in error for all 3 test conditions,
compared to smaller response volumes.

4.3 Difference of Means
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Figure 4: The average absolute difference between mean
Predicted CSAT and survey CSAT for each of the five
experimental conditions, binned by the call center’s
CSAT survey responses.

Figure 4 focuses on the average absolute differ-
ence between mean Predicted CSAT and survey
CSAT. The Baseline method consistently lags other
methods, showing our methods create a substan-
tial improvement. The Global Threshold method
performs best at the lowest response volumes (<
200), whereas the method
outperforms other methods from 200 calls onwards,
consistent with its requirement of small sampling
noise.

As expected, the Train and Bootstrap conditions
show very low percentages, further validating the
parameter estimation and highlighting the minimal
impact of sampling noise after 500 calls.

44 MSE

The MSE, shown in 5, measures the vector simi-
larity between the pCSAT and CSAT distributions.
The Baseline method exhibits by far the highest
MSE values across all call volumes, so much so
the figure requires a logarithmic scale. It exceeds
0.1 for all survey response volumes. The Global
Threshold method is consistently best at lowering
the MSE, though the gap with
narrows as survey responses increase.
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Figure 5: The Mean Squared Error measures the vector
alignment between the normalized Predicted CSAT and
survey CSAT distributions. Shown for each of the five
experimental conditions, binned by the call center’s
CSAT survey responses.

5 Discussion

Some but not all initial targets were achieved:

* Difference in Percentage of Satisfied Calls:
Not achieved. The methods were not able to
improve over Baseline or meet the target of
less than 1%. The fact the fitting thresholds
does not improve the output class distribution
suggests that the baseline classifier outputs
may be already well distributed. This is a
likely explanation because this metric treats
CSAT as binary (call satisfied if CSAT >=4)
and the baseline classifier is trained on binary
CSAT data. Further work may be required to
yield improvements.

* Difference of Means: The
method consistently achieved the
target (difference of means less than 0.1) for
call centers with survey responses greater than
500-1000. This method also achieved signifi-
cant improvements over Baseline for all call
center bins.

e Mean Squared Error (MSE): Both the
Global Threshold and
methods significantly improved the MSE over
Baseline, indicating improved alignment be-
tween pCSAT and actual CSAT distributions.
In this case, there was no quantitative target,
but the improvement is over 10X.

Having learned from the varying performance
of the methods across different survey response
volumes, we are now considering implementing
a hybrid approach. Specifically, using the Global

Threshold method for call centers with fewer than
200 survey responses and
method for larger ones. This hybrid strategy lever-
ages the strengths of both methods, ensuring more
accurate and reliable pCSAT predictions across di-
verse operational contexts.

We recommend a similar approach for multi-
class classification problems where a consistent
class balance is important across model updates.
Our approach can be used whether there is a single
pool of inputs, or subgroups analogous to our call
centers. Developers should be cautious of the sam-
pling noise in their datasets and use a data-driven
approach to determine the minimum sample sizes
for their specific application.

6 Limitations

While our thresholding method demonstrates sub-
stantial improvements, several limitations must be
acknowledged:

» Sampling Noise: As highlighted, small call
centers with low survey response volumes suf-
fer from high sampling noise, limiting the ef-
fectiveness of our approach for sample sizes
under 500, especially call center thresholding.

* Temporal Stability: Although our method
shows promise in maintaining low loss over
at least 4 months, we did not examine the
timecourse of errors over those 4 months or
beyond. Long-term drift could be a concern
and warrants further investigation.

7 Ethics Statement

In developing and implementing this method, we
have adhered to ethical standards to ensure fairness,
transparency, and accountability:

» Bias Mitigation: Previously, we have sam-
pled subpopulations of users and evaluated
internally to ensure the pCSAT is not biased
against specific groups. This approach takes
a further step to reduce bias in pCSAT scores
by ensuring a more accurate reflection of cus-
tomer satisfaction across different call centers.
However, continuous evaluation and improve-
ment are necessary to address any emergent bi-
ases, and our near-term plans include quantifi-
able and verifiable explainability for Al CSAT
which will help our users pinpoint the causes
of low pCSAT, including any bias.



* Transparency: We have documented our
methods and findings comprehensively to pro-
vide clear insights into our process and its
impact on prediction accuracy.

* Data Privacy: All customer data used in this
study has been anonymized and handled in
compliance with data privacy regulations to
protect individual privacy. We follow the data
privacy measures in place at Dialpad which
include scrubbing personal identifiable infor-
mation (PII) from customer data and restrict-
ing our use of customer data to improvements
to the services we provide them. We did not
rely on any external annotations.

 Stakeholder Impact: The improved accuracy
in CSAT predictions enables better decision-
making for coaching, follow-up, and ser-
vice improvements, ultimately benefiting cus-
tomers and call center performance.
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