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Executives should govern what a provider agent may promise, change, or represent to 
customers. The buyer’s customer obligations can be affected by an outsourced action even 
when the service contract allocates responsibility differently. 

Treat Customer Commitments as Delegated Authority 

The executive responsible for the customer relationship should identify which commitments 
the outsourced agent can create or communicate. Refunds, renewals, prices, delivery dates, 
eligibility explanations, and complaint responses can affect a customer’s rights or decisions. 
They should not be treated as ordinary text generation merely because the action begins in a 
conversation. 

UK CMA guidance states that consumer-law responsibility remains with the business when an 
outside provider supplies its agent.1 That UK position does not establish the law everywhere. It 
does demonstrate why the buyer must assess customer-facing authority independently of the 
allocation of costs and liability in its supplier agreement. 

The immediate executive question is whether management can show what the provider is 
allowed to say and do on the buyer’s behalf, how policy reaches the service, and what happens 
when the agent creates an incorrect commitment. A promise of platform uptime does not 
answer those questions. 

 

1 Competition and Markets Authority, “Complying with Consumer Law When Using AI Agents,” Competition and 

Markets Authority, March 9, 2026, “When it comes to dealing with your customers” and “Monitor how your AI agents 

are performing,” https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/complying-with-consumer-law-when-using-ai-

agents/complying-with-consumer-law-when-using-ai-agents. 
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Map the Customer Promise to the Actual Action 

Create a record of material customer interactions and their downstream consequences. 
Distinguish providing information, recommending an option, changing a contract, accepting a 
request, and confirming completion. An agent can create a misleading impression if its words 
describe a result that the operational system has not accepted. 

The study’s reported mismatch between tool success messages and actual completion 
identifies a mechanism relevant to customer service.2 It does not measure customer harm 
across industries. The buyer should test its own service by comparing the message received by 
the customer with the authoritative case, account, or transaction state. 

For a hypothetical cancellation request, a friendly confirmation may reach the customer while 
the subscription remains active. The buyer should establish who owns the unresolved 
cancellation, whether further charging must be restricted, and how the customer is informed. 
The provider cannot close the case solely because the conversational exchange ended. 

Approve a Customer Commitment Register 

Figure 1 proposes a register linking each commitment to policy authority, enforcement, and 
repair. Define permitted terms, monetary or service limits, required information, reserved 
decisions, and escalation triggers. The register should identify which systems determine the 
authoritative result and which wording may be used before that result is confirmed. 

Test realistic variations, including incomplete information, vulnerable customers, complaints, 
conflicting instructions, and attempts to obtain an unauthorized exception. The objective is not 
perfect wording on a curated script. It is evidence that the service preserves the relevant 
customer right and reaches an appropriate decision route when the normal path fails. 

The service owner should control policy changes. A new price, cancellation rule, entitlement, 
or complaint process must reach the provider’s knowledge sources, tools, and operating staff. 
Retain the policy version governing the interaction so a later dispute can be assessed against 
what the service was authorized to offer at that time. 

 

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 3, AI Technology, sec. 4.1, “Accuracy of the Tools’ Own 

Success and Failure Reports,” indicator C172, https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.7164559. 
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Figure 1. The customer commitment register 

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

Prepare to Honor or Correct the Commitment 

Mayer Brown’s agentic-contract analysis addresses outcome-based performance and the 
consequences of autonomous actions.3 The buyer should require prompt evidence and 
cooperation when a customer-facing action is disputed. A contractual indemnity may address 
cost recovery, but it does not by itself contact the customer, correct a bill, or restore a missed 
service. 

EU, UK, Swiss, and US operations need local assessment of consumer, sector, privacy, 
accessibility, and contract duties. A common customer-service policy can provide a group 
baseline while local conditions determine notices, consent, records, escalation, and 
remedies. The provider should not infer that an English-language script is sufficient for every 
market. 

Assign authority for urgent correction and preserve a route to a person able to resolve the 
issue. Repeating the same automated exchange is not meaningful escalation if the service 
lacks authority to address the disputed commitment. Track the case through the final 
customer outcome, including any remaining uncertainty. 

 

3 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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Make Customer Evidence Part of Executive Oversight 

An objection is that customer commitments are already covered by existing service controls. 
Where those controls operate across the provider’s agent, reuse them. The additional test is 
whether changing the delivery method altered who can make a promise, what evidence 
confirms it, and how a customer can obtain correction. Existing policy is useful only if the new 
service follows it. 

The executive review should show material commitment types, observed exceptions, 
unresolved customer effects, policy-change coverage, and tested repair routes. A satisfaction 
score can supplement that evidence but should not conceal cases in which the promised 
action never occurred. Sample both complaints and apparently successful interactions. 

The buyer should approve provider agents only within a customer mandate it can substantiate. 
Authority to speak for the business should remain connected to authority to act, and both 
should remain connected to the customer outcome. Outsourcing execution does not remove 
the executive need to know what the business has promised. 
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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 customer 
commitment register connecting provider speech, delegated action, policy versions, 
authoritative outcomes, and repair authority. 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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Executives should govern what a provider agent may promise, change, or represent to customers. The buyer’s customer obligations can be affected by an outsourced action even when the service contract allocates responsibility differently.

<h2 id="section-1">Treat Customer Commitments as Delegated Authority</h2>
<p>The executive responsible for the customer relationship should identify which commitments the outsourced agent can create or communicate. Refunds, renewals, prices, delivery dates, eligibility explanations, and complaint responses can affect a customer’s rights or decisions. They should not be treated as ordinary text generation merely because the action begins in a conversation.</p>
<p>UK CMA guidance states that consumer-law responsibility remains with <a href="https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/complying-with-consumer-law-when-using-ai-agents/complying-with-consumer-law-when-using-ai-agents">the business when an outside provider supplies its agent.</a><sup id="ref-1"><a href="#note-1" aria-label="Note 1">1</a></sup> That UK position does not establish the law everywhere. It does demonstrate why the buyer must assess customer-facing authority independently of the allocation of costs and liability in its supplier agreement.</p>
<p>The immediate executive question is whether management can show what the provider is allowed to say and do on the buyer’s behalf, how policy reaches the service, and what happens when the agent creates an incorrect commitment. A promise of platform uptime does not answer those questions.</p>
<h2 id="section-2">Map the Customer Promise to the Actual Action</h2>
<p>Create a record of material customer interactions and their downstream consequences. Distinguish providing information, recommending an option, changing a contract, accepting a request, and confirming completion. An agent can create a misleading impression if its words describe a result that the operational system has not accepted.</p>
<p>The <a href="https://akholi.com/outsourcing-2026-agentic-ai-tier-1-banks/part-3-governance-oversight-control/">study</a>’s reported mismatch between tool success messages and actual completion identifies a mechanism relevant to customer service.<sup id="ref-2"><a href="#note-2" aria-label="Note 2">2</a></sup> It does not measure customer harm across industries. The buyer should test its own service by comparing the message received by the customer with the authoritative case, account, or transaction state.</p>
<p>For a hypothetical cancellation request, a friendly confirmation may reach the customer while the subscription remains active. The buyer should establish who owns the unresolved cancellation, whether further charging must be restricted, and how the customer is informed. The provider cannot close the case solely because the conversational exchange ended.</p>
<h2 id="section-3">Approve a Customer Commitment Register</h2>
<p>Figure 1 proposes a register linking each commitment to policy authority, enforcement, and repair. Define permitted terms, monetary or service limits, required information, reserved decisions, and escalation triggers. The register should identify which systems determine the authoritative result and which wording may be used before that result is confirmed.</p>
<p>Test realistic variations, including incomplete information, vulnerable customers, complaints, conflicting instructions, and attempts to obtain an unauthorized exception. The objective is not perfect wording on a curated script. It is evidence that the service preserves the relevant customer right and reaches an appropriate decision route when the normal path fails.</p>
<p>The service owner should control policy changes. A new price, cancellation rule, entitlement, or complaint process must reach the provider’s knowledge sources, tools, and operating staff. Retain the policy version governing the interaction so a later dispute can be assessed against what the service was authorized to offer at that time.</p>
<figure><img loading="lazy" src="https://akholi.com/wp-content/plugins/akholi-papers/assets/030-f1.webp" width="1950" height="768" alt="The customer commitment register. Promise; What may the agent represent; Approved terms and policy version. Action; What changes the customer position; Authoritative system result. Exception; Who can resolve the disputed case; Accessible escalation and authority. Repair; How the effect is corrected; Customer and operational closure. Author’s proposed operating framework. Adapt to the service and applicable jurisdiction; not an empirically validated standard."><figcaption>Figure 1. The customer commitment register<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">Prepare to Honor or Correct the Commitment</h2>
<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>’s agentic-contract analysis addresses outcome-based performance and the consequences of autonomous actions.<sup id="ref-3"><a href="#note-3" aria-label="Note 3">3</a></sup> The buyer should require prompt evidence and cooperation when a customer-facing action is disputed. A contractual indemnity may address cost recovery, but it does not by itself contact the customer, correct a bill, or restore a missed service.</p>
<p>EU, UK, Swiss, and US operations need local assessment of consumer, sector, privacy, accessibility, and contract duties. A common customer-service policy can provide a group baseline while local conditions determine notices, consent, records, escalation, and remedies. The provider should not infer that an English-language script is sufficient for every market.</p>
<p>Assign authority for urgent correction and preserve a route to a person able to resolve the issue. Repeating the same automated exchange is not meaningful escalation if the service lacks authority to address the disputed commitment. Track the case through the final customer outcome, including any remaining uncertainty.</p>
<h2 id="section-5">Make Customer Evidence Part of Executive Oversight</h2>
<p>An objection is that customer commitments are already covered by existing service controls. Where those controls operate across the provider’s agent, reuse them. The additional test is whether changing the delivery method altered who can make a promise, what evidence confirms it, and how a customer can obtain correction. Existing policy is useful only if the new service follows it.</p>
<p>The executive review should show material commitment types, observed exceptions, unresolved customer effects, policy-change coverage, and tested repair routes. A satisfaction score can supplement that evidence but should not conceal cases in which the promised action never occurred. Sample both complaints and apparently successful interactions.</p>
<p>The buyer should approve provider agents only within a customer mandate it can substantiate. Authority to speak for the business should remain connected to authority to act, and both should remain connected to the customer outcome. Outsourcing execution does not remove the executive need to know what the business has promised.</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 customer commitment register connecting provider speech, delegated action, policy versions, authoritative outcomes, and repair authority. 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">Competition and Markets Authority, “Complying with Consumer Law When Using AI Agents,” Competition and Markets Authority, March 9, 2026, “When it comes to dealing with your customers” and “Monitor how your AI agents are performing”, <a href="https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/complying-with-consumer-law-when-using-ai-agents/complying-with-consumer-law-when-using-ai-agents">https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/complying-with-consumer-law-when-using-ai-agents/complying-with-consumer-law-when-using-ai-agents</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 3, AI Technology, sec. 4.1, “Accuracy of the Tools’ Own Success and Failure Reports,” indicator C172, <a href="https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.7164559">https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.7164559</a>. <a href="#ref-2" aria-label="Return to note 2">↩</a></li><li id="note-3">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-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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