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Contract managers should translate the provider agent’s authority into an operational service 
schedule. The schedule must distinguish tasks, permissions, reserved decisions, escalation 
conditions, and the evidence showing that those limits were enforced. 

Describe the Acts the Provider May Perform 

The contract manager should ask the business owner to replace broad verbs such as manage 
or automate with the actions the provider is permitted to perform. Reading information, 
recommending a decision, editing a record, communicating an offer, and executing a 
transaction are different services. They should not inherit the same authority by implication. 

Mayer Brown recommends defining agentic services through delegated authority and operating 
guardrails rather than software access alone.1 The schedule proposed here connects that 
contractual description to the actual tools and systems used. It should be usable by the 
people who configure, supervise, test, and investigate the service. 

Begin with a specific workflow and record where the provider acts on the buyer’s behalf. 
Identify the represented business owner, affected customers or third parties, permitted 
systems, and intended result. A schedule that only names the AI platform leaves the 
commercial promise disconnected from the work the buyer receives. 

 

1 Rohith P. George et al., “Contracting for Agentic AI Solutions: Shifting the Model from SaaS to Services,” Mayer 

Brown, February 17, 2026, secs. 1–6, https://www.mayerbrown.com/en/insights/publications/2026/02/contracting-

for-agentic-ai-solutions-shifting-the-model-from-saas-to-services. 
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Separate Allowed Work from Reserved Decisions 

For each material action, state the permitted purpose, scope, conditions, and limits. Identify 
the decisions retained by the buyer and the point at which the provider must request approval. 
Include prohibited actions and changes requiring a new mandate. Where different buyer 
entities have different conditions, identify the applicable schedule rather than leave selection 
to the agent. 

A hypothetical service-desk agent may reset an account under a defined procedure but lack 
authority to grant a privileged role or waive an identity check. The schedule should say who 
approves an exception and how that approval is bound to the case. A general instruction to 
resolve tickets does not answer those questions. 

The study describes a joint governance model designed for work performed by people and 
decisions that could not keep pace with agents.2 A service schedule should therefore describe 
the actual action boundary and decision route, rather than depend on an assumption that a 
person will notice an unexpected request before execution. 

Link Every Material Limit to Enforcement Evidence 

Figure 1 proposes an authority schedule with contractual and operating fields side by side. For 
each limit, identify the enforcement point, owner, test, and record retained. The lawyer should 
not be asked to design the technical control, but the commercial acceptance should require a 
demonstrable connection between the promise and its implementation. 

Ask the provider to show an allowed action, a denied action, and a request requiring buyer 
approval. Verify the result in the receiving system. Include attempts through alternate tools or 
delegates where those routes exist. A restriction in a prompt is weaker than evidence that the 
consequential system rejects the unauthorized act. 

The schedule should also state what happens when authority cannot be established. Define 
whether the task stops, moves to an approved human route, or returns to the buyer. Require 
visibility of pending work and the reason for restriction. The provider should not manufacture 
an approval or silently broaden the interpretation of its mandate to satisfy a completion target. 

 

2 Phil Hatch, Agentic AI Outsourcing at Tier 1 Financial Institutions: Full Study Report, version 1.8.2 (Akholi, 

forthcoming manuscript dated November 1, 2026), Part 2, “The Shift From Managing People to Managing Agents”; 

Part 6, “The Executive Action Plan,” https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.7164559; Hatch, Agentic AI Outsourcing, Part 2, 

sec. 5.2, “Joint Decision Speed Mismatched to Agent Speed.” 
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Figure 1. Translate contractual authority into operation 

 
Source: Phil Hatch, proposed framework developed for this paper. 

Make Change and Revocation Part of the Schedule 

An added tool, changed destination, new customer group, or broader decision role can change 
authority even when the platform name remains the same. Require the provider to identify 
material changes before production use and provide the evidence necessary for joint 
acceptance. Routine maintenance should not become an unrestricted permission to expand 
the service. 

Morgan Lewis’s public outsourcing report highlights the need to revisit governance, data, 
intellectual property, and pricing throughout the relationship.3 The schedule should have an 
owner and version history, with a clear rule for which version governs each run. Retain the prior 
version when it is needed to reconstruct an action. 

Revocation should specify who may withdraw authority, how quickly the decision reaches 
execution, and how active sessions, delegates, queues, and outstanding approvals are 
handled. The buyer and provider should test that route. Removing a contract entitlement 
without changing the operating systems leaves an unresolved control gap. 

 

3 Barbara Murphy Melby et al., “AI-Enabled Outsourcing: Key Contract, Pricing, and Governance Considerations,” 

Morgan Lewis, July 2026, public report overview and key takeaways, 

https://www.morganlewis.com/pubs/2026/07/ai-enabled-outsourcing-key-contract-pricing-and-governance-

considerations. 
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Accept a Schedule the Delivery Team Can Use 

Local counsel should review the authority schedule against applicable EU, UK, Swiss, US, or 
other obligations. Contractual permission cannot confer authority the buyer does not possess, 
remove a customer right, or replace a regulated professional decision. Keep the business 
description common where possible and document the jurisdiction-specific conditions that 
matter. 

The practical objection is that a detailed schedule can become difficult to maintain. Use a 
concise action taxonomy and link to controlled technical records rather than copying every 
configuration into the contract. The schedule must still identify material boundaries and a 
binding change route. Convenience should not make the governing instruction unknowable. 

Before signature or expansion, require the business, legal, security, and delivery owners to 
reconcile the schedule with the tested service. Close unresolved contradictions and record 
any restrictions. The result should be an authority statement that both firms can execute and 
investigate, rather than a contract that grants a service name without defining the acts behind 
it. 
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Evidence and Source Note 

The study is a nonrepresentative cross-section of 850 vendor delivery-team respondents on 
150 engagements serving Tier 1 financial institutions, collected during January–June 2026. 
Neither banks nor vendors corroborated the accounts. It establishes reported experience, not 
causation, legal breach, or market prevalence. Its application here is a mechanism to 
investigate, not an estimate of conditions in other industries. The author-supplied version 1.8.2 
is dated November 1, 2026 and is cited as a forthcoming manuscript consulted October 23, 
2026.4 

This is an analytical decision paper based on the supplied study and selected primary public 
sources checked through October 23, 2026. The original contribution is a contract-to-
execution authority schedule linking permitted acts, reserved decisions, enforcement 
evidence, material changes, and revocation. The proposed method has not been 
independently validated. Legal requirements depend on the entity, activity, jurisdiction, and 
effective provisions; supervisory observations, research, and professional commentary have 
distinct authority. 
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Contract managers should translate the provider agent’s authority into an operational service schedule. The schedule must distinguish tasks, permissions, reserved decisions, escalation conditions, and the evidence showing that those limits were enforced.

<h2 id="section-1">Describe the Acts the Provider May Perform</h2>
<p>The contract manager should ask the business owner to replace broad verbs such as manage or automate with the actions the provider is permitted to perform. Reading information, recommending a decision, editing a record, communicating an offer, and executing a transaction are different services. They should not inherit the same authority by implication.</p>
<p><a href="https://www.mayerbrown.com/en/insights/publications/2026/02/contracting-for-agentic-ai-solutions-shifting-the-model-from-saas-to-services">Mayer Brown</a> recommends defining agentic services through delegated authority and operating guardrails rather than software access alone.<sup id="ref-1"><a href="#note-1" aria-label="Note 1">1</a></sup> The schedule proposed here connects that contractual description to the actual tools and systems used. It should be usable by the people who configure, supervise, test, and investigate the service.</p>
<p>Begin with a specific workflow and record where the provider acts on the buyer’s behalf. Identify the represented business owner, affected customers or third parties, permitted systems, and intended result. A schedule that only names the AI platform leaves the commercial promise disconnected from the work the buyer receives.</p>
<h2 id="section-2">Separate Allowed Work from Reserved Decisions</h2>
<p>For each material action, state the permitted purpose, scope, conditions, and limits. Identify the decisions retained by the buyer and the point at which the provider must request approval. Include prohibited actions and changes requiring a new mandate. Where different buyer entities have different conditions, identify the applicable schedule rather than leave selection to the agent.</p>
<p>A hypothetical service-desk agent may reset an account under a defined procedure but lack authority to grant a privileged role or waive an identity check. The schedule should say who approves an exception and how that approval is bound to the case. A general instruction to resolve tickets does not answer those questions.</p>
<p>The <a href="https://akholi.com/outsourcing-2026-agentic-ai-tier-1-banks/part-2-five-failure-categories/">study</a> describes a joint governance model designed for work performed by people <a href="https://akholi.com/outsourcing-2026-agentic-ai-tier-1-banks/part-2-five-failure-categories/">and decisions that could not keep pace with agents.</a><sup id="ref-2"><a href="#note-2" aria-label="Note 2">2</a></sup> A service schedule should therefore describe the actual action boundary and decision route, rather than depend on an assumption that a person will notice an unexpected request before execution.</p>
<h2 id="section-3">Link Every Material Limit to Enforcement Evidence</h2>
<p>Figure 1 proposes an authority schedule with contractual and operating fields side by side. For each limit, identify the enforcement point, owner, test, and record retained. The lawyer should not be asked to design the technical control, but the commercial acceptance should require a demonstrable connection between the promise and its implementation.</p>
<p>Ask the provider to show an allowed action, a denied action, and a request requiring buyer approval. Verify the result in the receiving system. Include attempts through alternate tools or delegates where those routes exist. A restriction in a prompt is weaker than evidence that the consequential system rejects the unauthorized act.</p>
<p>The schedule should also state what happens when authority cannot be established. Define whether the task stops, moves to an approved human route, or returns to the buyer. Require visibility of pending work and the reason for restriction. The provider should not manufacture an approval or silently broaden the interpretation of its mandate to satisfy a completion target.</p>
<figure><img loading="lazy" src="https://akholi.com/wp-content/plugins/akholi-papers/assets/029-f1.webp" width="1950" height="868" alt="Translate contractual authority into operation. Permitted act; Purpose scope and limits; Allowed action and receiving result. Reserved decision; Buyer approval boundary; Case-bound approval and denied bypass. Change; What needs renewed agreement; Versioned acceptance and tool record. Withdrawal; How authority ends; Sessions delegates and queues reconciled. Author’s proposed operating framework. Adapt to the service and applicable jurisdiction; not an empirically validated standard."><figcaption>Figure 1. Translate contractual authority into operation<small><a href="https://akholi.com/outsourcing-2026-agentic-ai-tier-1-banks/">Phil Hatch, proposed framework developed for this paper.</a></small></figcaption></figure>
<h2 id="section-4">Make Change and Revocation Part of the Schedule</h2>
<p>An added tool, changed destination, new customer group, or broader decision role can change authority even when the platform name remains the same. Require the provider to identify material changes before production use and provide the evidence necessary for joint acceptance. Routine maintenance should not become an unrestricted permission to expand the service.</p>
<p><a href="https://www.morganlewis.com/pubs/2026/07/ai-enabled-outsourcing-key-contract-pricing-and-governance-considerations">Morgan Lewis</a>’s public outsourcing report highlights the need to revisit governance, data, intellectual property, and pricing throughout the relationship.<sup id="ref-3"><a href="#note-3" aria-label="Note 3">3</a></sup> The schedule should have an owner and version history, with a clear rule for which version governs each run. Retain the prior version when it is needed to reconstruct an action.</p>
<p>Revocation should specify who may withdraw authority, how quickly the decision reaches execution, and how active sessions, delegates, queues, and outstanding approvals are handled. The buyer and provider should test that route. Removing a contract entitlement without changing the operating systems leaves an unresolved control gap.</p>
<h2 id="section-5">Accept a Schedule the Delivery Team Can Use</h2>
<p>Local counsel should review the authority schedule against applicable EU, UK, Swiss, US, or other obligations. Contractual permission cannot confer authority the buyer does not possess, remove a customer right, or replace a regulated professional decision. Keep the business description common where possible and document the jurisdiction-specific conditions that matter.</p>
<p>The practical objection is that a detailed schedule can become difficult to maintain. Use a concise action taxonomy and link to controlled technical records rather than copying every configuration into the contract. The schedule must still identify material boundaries and a binding change route. Convenience should not make the governing instruction unknowable.</p>
<p>Before signature or expansion, require the business, legal, security, and delivery owners to reconcile the schedule with the tested service. Close unresolved contradictions and record any restrictions. The result should be an authority statement that both firms can execute and investigate, rather than a contract that grants a service name without defining the acts behind it.</p>
<h2 id="section-6">Evidence and Source Note</h2>
<p>The study is a nonrepresentative cross-section of 850 vendor delivery-team <a href="https://akholi.com/outsourcing-2026-agentic-ai-tier-1-banks/introduction/">respondents</a> on 150 engagements serving Tier 1 financial institutions, collected during January–June 2026. Neither banks nor vendors corroborated the accounts. It establishes reported experience, not causation, legal breach, or market prevalence. Its application here is a mechanism to investigate, not an estimate of conditions in other industries. The author-supplied version 1.8.2 is dated November 1, 2026 and is cited as a forthcoming manuscript consulted October 23, 2026.<sup id="ref-4"><a href="#note-4" aria-label="Note 4">4</a></sup></p>
<p>This is an analytical decision paper based on the supplied study and selected primary public sources checked through October 23, 2026. The original contribution is a contract-to-execution authority schedule linking permitted acts, reserved decisions, enforcement evidence, material changes, and revocation. The proposed method has not been independently validated. Legal requirements depend on the entity, activity, jurisdiction, and effective provisions; supervisory observations, research, and professional commentary have distinct authority.</p>
<h2 id="notes">Notes</h2><ol class="akp-notes"><li id="note-1">Rohith P. George et al., “Contracting for Agentic AI Solutions: Shifting the Model from SaaS to Services,” Mayer Brown, February 17, 2026, secs. 1–6, <a href="https://www.mayerbrown.com/en/insights/publications/2026/02/contracting-for-agentic-ai-solutions-shifting-the-model-from-saas-to-services">https://www.mayerbrown.com/en/insights/publications/2026/02/contracting-for-agentic-ai-solutions-shifting-the-model-from-saas-to-services</a>. <a href="#ref-1" aria-label="Return to note 1">↩</a></li><li id="note-2">Phil Hatch, <i>Agentic AI Outsourcing at Tier 1 Financial Institutions: Full Study Report</i>, version 1.8.2 (Akholi, forthcoming manuscript dated November 1, 2026), Part 2, “The Shift From Managing People to Managing Agents”; Part 6, “The Executive Action Plan”, <a href="https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.7164559">https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.7164559</a>; Hatch, <i>Agentic AI Outsourcing</i>, Part 2, sec. 5.2, “Joint Decision Speed Mismatched to Agent Speed”. <a href="#ref-2" aria-label="Return to note 2">↩</a></li><li id="note-3">Barbara Murphy Melby et al., “AI-Enabled Outsourcing: Key Contract, Pricing, and Governance Considerations,” Morgan Lewis, July 2026, public report overview and key takeaways, <a href="https://www.morganlewis.com/pubs/2026/07/ai-enabled-outsourcing-key-contract-pricing-and-governance-considerations">https://www.morganlewis.com/pubs/2026/07/ai-enabled-outsourcing-key-contract-pricing-and-governance-considerations</a>. <a href="#ref-3" aria-label="Return to note 3">↩</a></li><li id="note-4">Hatch, <i>Agentic AI Outsourcing</i>, Introduction, “Executive Summary” and “Evidentiary Basis and Its Limits”. <a href="#ref-4" aria-label="Return to note 4">↩</a></li></ol>
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