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Bank boards should require a named bank owner for customer outcomes affected by provider
agents. Supplier performance, customer support, complaint handling, and remediation must
connect to one accountable service decision.

Keep the Bank Accountable for the Journey

The board should require management to identify who owns the customer outcome when an
outsourced agent handles part of a financial service. The customer experiences one bank
service even when different firms perform onboarding, payments support, communications,
and complaint administration. Dividing those tasks must not divide accountability until no one
owns the result.

The FCA’s October 2026 practice review emphasizes firms’ continuing responsibility for Al-
supported consumer outcomes.’ Its examples are illustrative rather than new requirements.
The board’s task is to establish how the applicable duties operate in its actual customer
journeys, including the provider’s contribution.

Start with a material journey and identify where agent actions can change access, price,
information, timing, or recourse. A back-office action can affect a customer without appearing
in a chatbot. The oversight boundary should follow the consequence rather than the interface
through which the service is delivered.

! Financial Conduct Authority, “Al in Financial Services: Good Practice and Areas for Improvement,” Financial
Conduct Authority, October 19, 2026; updated October 20, 2026, secs. 1.2, 2, 3.4 and 4.2; illustrative practices, not
new requirements, https://www.fca.org.uk/publications/good-poor-practice/ai-financial-services.
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Connect Supplier Measures to Customer Effects

A provider can meet a response-time target while the customer remains unable to complete
the intended task. Management should distinguish a generated answer, a completed
operational action, and a resolved customer need. These states can differ, particularly when
work crosses systems or returns to bank staff.

The study’s accounts of fragmented visibility and completion signals inconsistent with actual
results identify reasons to test that connection.? They do not establish a measured rate of
customer harm. The bank should reconstruct its own cases from customer request to
authoritative result and any later correction.

For a hypothetical disputed payment, the provider may close an inquiry after sending an
explanation while the bank still holds an unresolved investigation. The board should expect
management to know who owns the next action, which deadline applies, and whether the
customer received an accurate account of the case state.

Use a Customer Outcome Accountability Record

Figure 1 proposes a record linking each material journey to an accountable bank executive, the
provider actions involved, the evidence of outcome, and the route to remedy. The record
should identify dependencies between functions so an operational handoff cannot silently
become the end of responsibility.

Test cases that encounter errors, missing information, vulnerability, language difficulty,
disputed instructions, and unavailable human support. Averages across successful cases can
conceal a route that fails for particular needs. Management should investigate relevant
differences without treating an unexplained difference as proof of unlawful discrimination.

The provider should preserve the policy and configuration governing the action, along with the
actual customer communication and receiving-system result. The bank needs timely access to
investigate a case. A periodic dashboard prepared solely by the provider is not a substitute for
that capability.

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, sec. 5.1, “Agent Actions Visible Only Inside Each Firm’s
Own Tools,” https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.7164559; Hatch, Agentic AI Outsourcing, Part 3, AI Technology, sec. 4.1,
“Accuracy of the Tools’ Own Success and Failure Reports,” indicator C172.
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Figure 1. The customer outcome accountability record

Journey element Bank accountability Required evidence

Material action Named customer outcome owner Provider action and affected right
i o Request communication and

Completion Authoritative result

system state

Function able to change the

o Accessible route and case review
decision

Challenge

Remediation Owner of final correction Customer and operational closure

Author’s proposed operating framework. Adapt to the service and applicable jurisdiction; not an empirically validated
standard.

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

Preserve Challenge and Remediation Across Jurisdictions

UK CMA guidance also addresses business responsibility when a third party supplies a
consumer-facing agent.® The bank should assess the interaction of applicable sector and
general consumer duties rather than assume its outsourcing agreement determines the
customer’s rights.

EU, UK, Swiss, and US entities require separate analysis of conduct, complaints, privacy,
disclosure, and redress obligations. A common group method can establish ownership and
evidence while local specialists determine the required process. The provider should receive
clear operating instructions for the relevant entity and activity.

A customer should have an appropriate route to a person or function able to resolve a material
dispute. Track whether that route changes the case outcome and whether agreed remediation
was completed. A referral to another queue should not be reported as successful resolution
when the underlying issue remains open.

3 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 Al 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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Make Customer Evidence a Condition of Expansion

The commercial objection is that detailed customer monitoring duplicates existing bank
processes. Reuse those processes where they capture the new delivery route. The additional
guestion is whether provider agents changed the bank’s visibility, authority, or practical ability
to correct the outcome. Existing labels do not prove existing coverage.

The board should receive the accountable journey map, material exceptions, tested challenge
routes, unresolved customer effects, and remediation status. Require the bank owner to
reconcile provider performance with customer outcomes before expanding autonomy or
volume. A service that cannot be investigated should remain restricted.

Outsourcing can change who performs the work without changing the bank’s need to
understand the customer result. The board should approve delivery when ownership,
evidence, and remedy remain connected across the whole journey. A customer should not
have to discover the organizational boundary that prevented the service from being completed.
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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. The author-supplied version 1.8.2 is dated
November 1, 2026 and is cited as a forthcoming manuscript consulted October 23, 2026.*

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 bank customer-
outcome accountability record that reconciles provider performance, customer effects,
challenge, and completed remediation across a financial-service journey. 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.

Bibliography

Competition and Markets Authority. “Complying with Consumer Law When Using Al Agents.” Competition and
Markets Authority. March 9, 2026. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/complying-with-consumer-
law-when-using-ai-agents/complying-with-consumer-law-when-using-ai-agents.

Financial Conduct Authority. “Al in Financial Services: Good Practice and Areas for Improvement.” Financial
Conduct Authority. October 19, 2026; updated October 20, 2026. https://www.fca.org.uk/publications/good-
poor-practice/ai-financial-services.

Hatch, Phil. Agentic Al Outsourcing at Tier 1 Financial Institutions: Full Study Report. Version 1.8.2. Akholi.
Forthcoming manuscript dated November 1, 2026. Author-supplied manuscript consulted October 23, 2026.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.7164559.

4 Hatch, Agentic AI Outsourcing, Introduction, “Executive Summary” and “Evidentiary Basis and Its Limits.”

Phil Hatch | Akholi



	Keep the Bank Accountable for the Journey
	Connect Supplier Measures to Customer Effects
	Use a Customer Outcome Accountability Record
	Preserve Challenge and Remediation Across Jurisdictions
	Make Customer Evidence a Condition of Expansion
	Evidence and Source Note

	Bibliography


# Customer Accountability in Outsourced Financial Services

A Bank Board Mandate for the Complete Customer Journey

Author: Phil Hatch
Publisher: Akholi
Paper ID: AAO-041
Published: October 23, 2026
Language: en
Canonical: https://akholi.com/papers/customer-accountability-in-outsourced-financial-services/
Audience: Retail bank CEO, chief customer officer, CRO and general counsel

Bank boards should require a named bank owner for customer outcomes affected by provider agents. Supplier performance, customer support, complaint handling, and remediation must connect to one accountable service decision.

<h2 id="section-1">Keep the Bank Accountable for the Journey</h2>
<p>The board should require management to identify who owns the customer outcome when an outsourced agent handles part of a financial service. The customer experiences one bank service even when different firms perform onboarding, payments support, communications, and complaint administration. Dividing those tasks must not divide accountability until no one owns the result.</p>
<p>The FCA’s October 2026 practice <a href="https://www.fca.org.uk/publications/good-poor-practice/ai-financial-services">review emphasizes firms’ continuing responsibility for AI-supported consumer outcomes.</a><sup id="ref-1"><a href="#note-1" aria-label="Note 1">1</a></sup> Its examples are illustrative rather than new requirements. The board’s task is to establish how the applicable duties operate in its actual customer journeys, including the provider’s contribution.</p>
<p>Start with a material journey and identify where agent actions can change access, price, information, timing, or recourse. A back-office action can affect a customer without appearing in a chatbot. The oversight boundary should follow the consequence rather than the interface through which the service is delivered.</p>
<h2 id="section-2">Connect Supplier Measures to Customer Effects</h2>
<p>A provider can meet a response-time target while the customer remains unable to complete the intended task. Management should distinguish a generated answer, a completed operational action, and a resolved customer need. These states can differ, particularly when work crosses systems or returns to bank staff.</p>
<p>The <a href="https://akholi.com/outsourcing-2026-agentic-ai-tier-1-banks/part-3-governance-oversight-control/">study</a>’s <a href="https://akholi.com/outsourcing-2026-agentic-ai-tier-1-banks/part-2-five-failure-categories/">accounts</a> of fragmented visibility and completion signals inconsistent with actual results identify reasons to test that connection.<sup id="ref-2"><a href="#note-2" aria-label="Note 2">2</a></sup> They do not establish a measured rate of customer harm. The bank should reconstruct its own cases from customer request to authoritative result and any later correction.</p>
<p>For a hypothetical disputed payment, the provider may close an inquiry after sending an explanation while the bank still holds an unresolved investigation. The board should expect management to know who owns the next action, which deadline applies, and whether the customer received an accurate account of the case state.</p>
<h2 id="section-3">Use a Customer Outcome Accountability Record</h2>
<p>Figure 1 proposes a record linking each material journey to an accountable bank executive, the provider actions involved, the evidence of outcome, and the route to remedy. The record should identify dependencies between functions so an operational handoff cannot silently become the end of responsibility.</p>
<p>Test cases that encounter errors, missing information, vulnerability, language difficulty, disputed instructions, and unavailable human support. Averages across successful cases can conceal a route that fails for particular needs. Management should investigate relevant differences without treating an unexplained difference as proof of unlawful discrimination.</p>
<p>The provider should preserve the policy and configuration governing the action, along with the actual customer communication and receiving-system result. The bank needs timely access to investigate a case. A periodic dashboard prepared solely by the provider is not a substitute for that capability.</p>
<figure><img loading="lazy" src="https://akholi.com/wp-content/plugins/akholi-papers/assets/041-f1.webp" width="1950" height="818" alt="The customer outcome accountability record. Material action; Named customer outcome owner; Provider action and affected right. Completion; Authoritative result; Request communication and system state. Challenge; Function able to change the decision; Accessible route and case review. Remediation; Owner of final correction; 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 outcome accountability record<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">Preserve Challenge and Remediation Across Jurisdictions</h2>
<p>UK CMA guidance also addresses business <a href="https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/complying-with-consumer-law-when-using-ai-agents/complying-with-consumer-law-when-using-ai-agents">responsibility when a third party supplies a consumer-facing agent.</a><sup id="ref-3"><a href="#note-3" aria-label="Note 3">3</a></sup> The bank should assess the interaction of applicable sector and general consumer duties rather than assume its outsourcing agreement determines the customer’s rights.</p>
<p>EU, UK, Swiss, and US entities require separate analysis of conduct, complaints, privacy, disclosure, and redress obligations. A common group method can establish ownership and evidence while local specialists determine the required process. The provider should receive clear operating instructions for the relevant entity and activity.</p>
<p>A customer should have an appropriate route to a person or function able to resolve a material dispute. Track whether that route changes the case outcome and whether agreed remediation was completed. A referral to another queue should not be reported as successful resolution when the underlying issue remains open.</p>
<h2 id="section-5">Make Customer Evidence a Condition of Expansion</h2>
<p>The commercial objection is that detailed customer monitoring duplicates existing bank processes. Reuse those processes where they capture the new delivery route. The additional question is whether provider agents changed the bank’s visibility, authority, or practical ability to correct the outcome. Existing labels do not prove existing coverage.</p>
<p>The board should receive the accountable journey map, material exceptions, tested challenge routes, unresolved customer effects, and remediation status. Require the bank owner to reconcile provider performance with customer outcomes before expanding autonomy or volume. A service that cannot be investigated should remain restricted.</p>
<p>Outsourcing can change who performs the work without changing the bank’s need to understand the customer result. The board should approve delivery when ownership, evidence, and remedy remain connected across the whole journey. A customer should not have to discover the organizational boundary that prevented the service from being completed.</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. 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 bank customer-outcome accountability record that reconciles provider performance, customer effects, challenge, and completed remediation across a financial-service journey. 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">Financial Conduct Authority, “AI in Financial Services: Good Practice and Areas for Improvement,” Financial Conduct Authority, October 19, 2026; updated October 20, 2026, secs. 1.2, 2, 3.4 and 4.2; illustrative practices, not new requirements, <a href="https://www.fca.org.uk/publications/good-poor-practice/ai-financial-services">https://www.fca.org.uk/publications/good-poor-practice/ai-financial-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, sec. 5.1, “Agent Actions Visible Only Inside Each Firm’s Own Tools”, <a href="https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.7164559">https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.7164559</a>; Hatch, <i>Agentic AI Outsourcing</i>, Part 3, AI Technology, sec. 4.1, “Accuracy of the Tools’ Own Success and Failure Reports,” indicator C172. <a href="#ref-2" aria-label="Return to note 2">↩</a></li><li id="note-3">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-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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