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Executive Summary
This report outlines a strategy for stakeholder engagement for ConnectPlus, an AI-powered loyalty, rewards and customer-insight platform, which Tesco are proposing to roll out in selected domestic and international markets. The main thesis is that readiness to launch is more than just being technically deliverable. This requires an authentic governance structure where affected parties can have an influence on decision making, risks are transparent, and a management is held accountable for trade offs. Current literature suggests that the focus on stakeholder engagement is moral, strategic and pragmatic, as well as the activities and impacts of such engagement, and notes the risk of selective engagement and/or symbolic engagement where powerful voices prevail (Kujala et al., 2022).
A power–interest analysis pinpoints the key priorities for a new relationship – in this case the Board and executive sponsor, project leadership, digital & data teams, regulators & customers; a salience lens ensures that the views of the subordinate, less powerful yet perhaps more abundant and important groups of digitally excluded customers, frontline colleagues & civil-society advocates are not overlooked. Proposed operating model involves customer and colleague co-design, market advisory panels, supplier assurance, privacy and algorithmic-impact assessments, RACI matrix, auditable decision log and multilingual communication. Conflict is handled using interest based diagnosis, evidence based options, escalation thresholds and documented resolution.
The key advantages include enhanced requirement quality, risk detection early, greater adoption and innovation, trust and strategic resilience. Issues are fatigue in engagement, cultural orientation, disincentive mismatch, and delayed decisions and increased costs. Ethical risks are the ones that are most relevant, as personalised recommendations rely on data and algorithms. If there is no transparency, there can be no accountable ownership, testing, contestability and human review (Martin, 2019; Mittelstadt, 2019). The report concludes that sustainable involvement is sustained, inclusive and is attached to governance, but not to a one-off communication activity. A six month staged programme is recommended, with measurable participation, trust, accessibility, fairness, adoption and issue-resolution indicators.
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1. [bookmark: _Toc235392528]Introduction and Organisational Context
In order to assess it, Tesco PLC, which is assumed to be the leading international retail/e-commerce business in the UK, is used. ConnectPlus is not a claim regarding an existing Tesco product, but is a fictional proposed platform. It would integrate AI-powered product recommendations, mobile rewards, and integrated customer insights to aid in customer retention, personalized service offerings, and data-driven decision-making. The project consequently straddles organisations – commercial value hinges on the willingness of customers to share data, of colleagues to communicate the proposition, of technology partners to provide reliable services, of regulators to certify for compliance, and of local markets to accept the experience without breaking up the brand.
Digital transformation is not only concerned with the installation of technology but with a process in which digital technologies lead to value creation changes, changes in structures and organisational responses (Vial, 2019). ConnectPlus an apparently simple loyalty application alters decisions regarding data ownership, data marketing, store operation, customer service, supplier access, cybersecurity and accountability. AI can enhance prediction, personalisation and interaction; however the impact on these depends on the task, consumer experience and level of delegation of decision-making (Davenport et al., 2020; Huang and Rust, 2021). Therefore, project success must be enhanced by legitimacy, fairness, accessibility and a sustained adoption in addition to schedule, cost and functionality.
Stakeholders refer here to individuals or groups that are impacted by or impacting the project. Engaging is harder than just sharing updates; it's a two-way process where stakeholders share knowledge, raise questions and co-create. Kujala et al. (2022) reveal that engagement is morally, strategically and pragmatically complex. The importance of this framing is that to Tesco it is necessary to respect people who are affected by it; they need to win resources and execute simultaneously. But it is not inherent that participation is fair. Governance should state were/when consultations took place, which proposals are included or rejected and why.





[bookmark: _Toc235392529]2. SMART Objectives
	Objective
	SMART measure by launch + 90 days

	Inclusive discovery
	1. By week 8, obtain usable input from ≥1,200 customers and ≥300 colleagues across every pilot market, including accessibility and low-digital-confidence panels.

	Governance
	2. By week 4, assign an accountable owner to 100% of high-priority requirements and risks; review them fortnightly.

	Responsible AI and privacy
	3. Before go-live, complete privacy, security and algorithmic-impact assessments; close all critical findings and publish plain-language explanations.

	Adoption and trust
	4. Within 90 days of launch, achieve ≥60% activation among invited loyalty members, ≥70% colleague training completion before go-live, and ≥75% positive trust/clarity responses.

	Responsiveness
	5. From week 3, acknowledge priority stakeholder issues within two working days and resolve or agree an action within ten working days in ≥90% of cases.



Table 1. Proposed SMART objectives. Targets are managerial recommendations and require baseline validation during discovery.





[bookmark: _Toc235392530]3. Stakeholder Identification and Categorisation
[bookmark: _Toc235392531]3.1 Identification logic
Identification is first tackled through a comprehensive platform lifecycle – strategy, discovery, design, data preparation (or priority), build, assurance and market adaptation, with launch and benefits realisation. The project questions at each stage "Who provides resources or knowledge, approves the work, benefits or suffers, can delay adoption, and are the parties lacking direct voice?". This lifecycle approach would be better than a static list since the positions of stakeholders change. Project governance research demonstrates that roles and relationships are not limited to the boundaries of the project organisation, but need to be a part of the governance (Derakhshan, Turner and Mancini, 2019).
Internal stakeholders include Board, executive sponsor, project manager and PMO, digital product teams, software teams, data science, cyber security, legal / privacy, marketing, and finance, procurement, HR / learning, country management, store operations and customer service / frontline people. External stakeholders are customers and non-users, accessibility organisations, technology and cloud providers, payment and reward partners, technology product suppliers, regulators, consumer and privacy organisations, local communities, investor and employee representatives. Customers are not all equal: segmentation should include age, disability, language, household situation and diverse attitudes towards the use of data and digital confidence.
[bookmark: _Toc235392532]3.2 The power–interest and salience analysis is the third type of analysis.
Proportionate management is facilitated by the power–interest matrix; however, if the low-power groups are only monitored then the matrix can perpetuate the existing power imbalance. So it is paired with salience (power, legitimacy and urgency) and with an explicit vulnerability check. A customer group might not have a lot of formal power, but it can have high legitimacy by having the risk of being excluded or discriminated against. From the perspective of organisations where value creation is understood in a cooperative and plural way, rather than as a limitation to stakeholders, stakeholder theory still sees strategic applications today (Bridoux and Stoelhorst, 2022).




	
	LOW INTEREST
	HIGH INTEREST

	HIGH POWER
	Keep satisfied: investors; major suppliers; employee representatives
	Manage closely: Board/sponsor; project steering committee; regulators; country directors; strategic technology partners

	LOW POWER
	Monitor accessibly: general public; peripheral vendors
	Keep informed and involve: customers; frontline colleagues; accessibility groups; customer-service teams; local communities



Figure 1. ConnectPlus power–interest matrix. Classification is provisional and should be reviewed monthly.
	Stakeholder
	Interest / contribution
	Power–salience
	Engagement posture

	Board and executive sponsor
	Strategic fit, funding, risk appetite and benefits
	High power, legitimacy and accountability
	Manage closely; monthly decisions and exception reporting

	Customers, including vulnerable users
	Usability, value, consent, fairness and accessibility
	High legitimacy; urgency rises with harm
	Co-design, pilots, accessible feedback and redress

	Frontline and customer-service colleagues
	Operational knowledge, explanation and issue handling
	Medium power; high implementation legitimacy
	Consult early, prototype workflows and train

	Digital, data, cyber and privacy teams
	Architecture, models, data quality, security and compliance
	High expertise and delivery power
	Integrated product squads; weekly assurance

	Regulators
	Data protection, consumer protection, competition and AI oversight
	High coercive power and legitimacy
	Early evidence-based assurance and formal gates

	Technology and reward partners
	Platforms, integrations, service continuity and innovation
	Medium/high resource power
	Contractual assurance plus collaborative reviews

	Country and local-market teams
	Cultural adaptation, operations and adoption
	High local influence and urgency
	Market councils; controlled localisation

	Civil society/accessibility advocates
	Representation of under-heard impacts
	Low formal power; high moral legitimacy
	Independent challenge and design testing



Table 2. Prioritised stakeholder register.
[bookmark: _Toc235392533]4. Roles, Benefits and Challenges
Sponsor owns the business case – resolves enterprise level trade-offs and protects resources; Board sets risk appetite – determines if the value is sufficient to warrant the data, ethical and reputational risk. This way, the project manager combines scope, schedule, stakeholders, and risks while also the product owner transforms the evidence into a prioritised backlog. Digital and supplier teams create platform, data scientists clarify model purpose, training data, performance and limitations, privacy specialists, legal and cybersecurity specialists offer independent challenge. Finance tests benefits and affordability; procurement ensures standards are included in contracts; country teams make decisions on the need for localisation.
Customers provide first-hand data that an internal analytics system could not provide. Co-design can surface inconclusive consent, unnecessary suggestions, accessibility hindrances, and manipulation perceptions prior to scale. Frontline colleagues expose the impact on workflows and can be the go-betweens for adoption, and customer service reports back on a common pattern of failure demand and takes ownership of escalation pathways. Regulators and civil society groups extend the test beyond the law – to legitimacy. Technology partners offer expertise and efficiency but they introduce information asymmetry, lock in and a fuzziness of responsibility. Whether the processing is outsourced or not, the organisation has to be accountable.
Engagement results in improved requirements, less rework, and increases acceptance/trust. Consumer studies reveal that AI interactions can create these experiences of data capture, classification, delegation and socialization, and that reactions do not just rely on functional correctness (Puntoni et al., 2021). However, there are competing pressures amongst stakeholders. Relevance is desirable for the customer, experimentation is desirable for marketers, minimisation is desirable for privacy specialists, consistency is desirable for the central teams, adaptation is desired by the market and explainability is desired by the auditors but surveillance is not. Workload, performance measurement or role replacement may be a concern for colleagues. These are not communication failures to be neutralised, but legitimate design inputs.
There are also logistical challenges. Worryingly, repeated workshops lead to fatigue, the presence of others can be heard and articulate in consultation can be digitised, translation can lose nuance, and the pace of agile cycles can outpace formal governance. If decision rights are not clearly defined, then it can stall decision-making by engaging. By contrast, hasty choices lead to complaining, regulation and remediation. Instead of maximum participation in all decisions, if this is what is expected, the expectation needs to be that all decisions are accompanied by meaningful participation that is commensurate with impact, expertise and accountability and that the feedback loop is closed transparently (Kujala et al., 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc235392534]5. Engagement, Communication and Conflict Management
[bookmark: _Toc235392535]5.1 Engagement process and governance
The proposed process consists of 6 steps, each of which is repeated. Identify and segment stakeholders with lifecycle mapping and market analysis. Second, perform a power, legitimacy, urgency, vulnerability, expectations, and preferred channels assessment. Thirdly, define engagement purpose (inform, consult, involve, collaborate or empower) and decision rights. Fourth: Perform tasks and provide evidence. Fifth, provide response on a decision log that assigns each material issue to an owner, purpose and date. Sixth, assess the relationship quality, diversity, lack of resolution and measures of outcome, and then redraw the stakeholder map. This turns engagement into a control cycle and not an Event Calendar.
A ConnectPlus Stakeholder and Ethics Steering Committee should consist of sponsor, project manager, product, data, cyber, privacy/legal, marketing, operations, HR, procurement, pilot-market reps (rotating), and independent challenge role. It should authorize 'high impact' applications of data, and manage the balancing act and prevent release if there is a failure of key protections. As formal decision rights help to avoid a disconnect between consultation and governance, Derakhshan, Turner and Mancini (2019) stress that governance defines roles and relationships.
The 4Cs - communication, consultation, collaboration and commitment offer a simple and logical engagement framework. Communication provides timely information, tailored to the audience; consultation involves testing the information in the form of a proposal; collaboration involves the joint development of the solution; commitment is reflected in resources, behavior, and in promises made and kept. They shouldn't be thought of as a ladder that's moved up in a linear fashion. A regulator may only need a formal communication and consultation whereas customers and colleagues should be consulted during a journey that has a significant impact upon them. When management shares bad news it's evidence that commitment is real.
[bookmark: _Toc235392536]5.2 RACI and communication plan
	Deliverable
	Board / Sponsor
	PM
	Product & Tech
	Privacy/Cyber
	Markets & Ops
	Customers / advocates

	Business case and benefits
	A
	R
	C
	C
	C
	I

	Requirements and service design
	I
	A
	R
	C
	C
	C

	Privacy and algorithmic impact
	I
	A
	C
	R
	C
	C

	Security and resilience testing
	I
	A
	R
	R
	C
	I

	Market localisation and readiness
	I
	C
	C
	C
	A/R
	C

	Go-live decision
	A
	R
	C
	C
	C
	I

	Post-launch review and redress
	I
	A
	R
	C
	R
	C



Table 3. RACI: A = accountable, R = responsible, C = consulted, I = informed. Each row has one accountable owner.
	Audience and purpose
	Mechanism / frequency
	Evidence and feedback closure

	Board: risk, value and decisions
	Monthly one-page dashboard; exception meeting as needed
	Decision, owner, tolerance and benefit trend recorded

	Project teams: integration
	Weekly squad reviews; fortnightly steering committee
	Backlog links issues to acceptance criteria and owners

	Customers and advocates: value, consent, usability
	Co-design in weeks 2–8; prototype tests; pilot pulse surveys
	“You said / we did / we did not” log in accessible language

	Colleagues: workflow and readiness
	Store huddles, digital forum, champions network; fortnightly
	Questions analysed; training and process changes tracked

	Regulators/assurance: compliance and accountability
	Early technical briefings; formal evidence at gates
	Assessment, test results, residual risk and approvals retained

	Suppliers: delivery, security and service
	Weekly delivery review; monthly commercial review
	Actions, service levels, audit rights and exit risks monitored

	Markets: cultural and operational fit
	Monthly market council; local pilot retrospectives
	Localisation decisions and controlled variants documented



Table 4. Integrated stakeholder communication and engagement plan.
[bookmark: _Toc235392537]5.3 Co-design, responsible AI and cultural adaptation
Deliberative panels should be complemented with short surveys, sometimes with evidence from diary studies or prototype usability tests and behavioural pilot evidence. The issue of triangulation is important, as this can reveal a gap between attitude and usage. AI personalisation should provide user friendly controls over data and suggestions, prevent default decisions and provide substantial alternatives beyond personalisation and digital. Although AI can aid the customer relationship, it is essential to complement AI with the human touch, and maintain a high-quality relationship (Libai et al., 2020).
Operating controls are necessary for responsible engagement. The team should record intended use and prohibited use; test performance within relevant groups; evaluate privacy and security; track drift; offer explanations that ordinary customers can understand; allow for correction and appeal; and make sure there is named human accountability. Martin (2019) suggests that algorithms reflect values in the making of decisions and that responsibility can be attributed to the organisation responsible for designing and developing algorithms. Mittelstadt (2019) also notes that there is a disconnection between an overarching moral guideline and its implementation. So, what ConnectPlus require are the gates, evidence, incentives and redress, not just an ethics statement.
International deployment introduces variations in language, regulation mobile access and retail habits/expectations around data. Central governance should be used to establish non-negotiable safeguards, architecture, brand promises and core metrics, with market councils having control over translation and communication tone, and reward relevance & operational sequencing. Cultural adaptation should not be based on national stereotypes it should be based on evidence from its users and vetted by a range of participants. Structured localisation ensures global coherence and local legitimacy.
[bookmark: _Toc235392538]5.4 Conflict management
Where there are competing interests or divergent understandings of the evidence, conflict is anticipated. Task conflict, process conflict, relationship conflict and values conflict are key distinctions that should be made by the project manager. The second step is to identify as interests, not take as a stance e.g., launch on time is an interest in revenue, delay launch is an interest in an undecided discrimination risk. The third is to create common facts using prototypes, impact assessments, legal analysis or pilot data. Then the options are assessed through agreed criteria: customer value, rights, safety, strategic benefit, cost and reversibility and time.
If there is resolution, then it should be at the lowest competent level, but escalation will be required for critical security, privacy, safety, discrimination, legal, or reputational risks. The project manager facilitates, accountable owner decides, independent assurance challenges and the sponsor arbitrates enterprise trade-offs. Each material resolution to include affected persons, evidence, dissent, decision, safeguards, owner/review date. In this way, you can minimize the risk involved in using consensus to strip away responsibility. When compromise is a violation of an essential measure, the correct choice is redesign or delay.
	Typical conflict
	Management response
	Escalation trigger

	Personalisation vs privacy
	· Data minimisation workshop; compare less intrusive designs; user controls
	· High residual privacy risk or unclear lawful/ethical basis

	Global consistency vs local relevance
	· Controlled variants tested against common principles and KPIs
	· Variant weakens safeguard, brand promise or interoperability

	Speed vs assurance
	· Time-box testing; staged release; reversible feature flags
	· Critical finding open or monitoring/redress absent

	Marketing vs vulnerable-customer protection
	· Independent customer panel; fairness testing; exclude manipulative patterns
	· Evidence of material differential harm

	Supplier opacity vs auditability
	· Contractual documentation, audit and exit rights
	· Supplier cannot evidence performance, security or accountability



Table 5. Conflict-response framework.
[bookmark: _Toc235392539]6. Sustainable Stakeholder Engagement and Business Performance
Sustainable stakeholder engagement is ongoing, mutual, inclusive and goes beyond just seeking approvals for long-term value creation. It has five interrelated mechanisms that affect its performance. First, there is a quality increase in the knowledge, as customers, colleagues, partners disclose needs and side effects. Second, executions benefit from the benefit of greater ownership and earlier discovery of issues. Thirdly, the more stakeholders comprehend the offer and feel heard, the more they will embrace it. Fourth, where there is explanation of decisions, and credible avenues for redress, legitimacy and trust are enhanced. Fifthly, organizational learning can be carried over to the markets and in future digital projects.
These mechanisms can be conducive to more retention, conversion, service efficiencies, innovation and risk-adjusted returns. As for the research on digital transformation, it emphasizes the relationship between technology, organizational changes and value creation (Vial, 2019). AI marketing research also indicates opportunities for prediction and interaction, as well as the need for a different human/machine mix for different intelligence functions (Huang and Rust, 2021). Engagement can help management determine where personalisation is really needed and where personalisation compromises autonomy or service quality.
Sustainability also involves just distribution of value and burdens. Alternatively, by making the incentives more relevant to profitable customers, and less relevant to those without a smartphone, ConnectPlus could enhance narrow commercial metrics at the expense of social value and trust. Stakeholder engagement can link to the material sustainability issues, but materiality processes can be filtered by management and must have clear materiality criteria (Calabrese et al., 2019). Therefore, the criteria of accessibility, data restraint, fair recommendation outcomes, colleague capability and responsible supplier conduct should be considered as dimensions of performance, rather than topics to comply with.
The connection is not necessarily beneficial. Investing in engagement can take time and money; wide understanding of the issue can mean insatiable demands; and if you disclose, you can create unrealistic expectations. Workshops can be used to ‘rationalize’ decisions that have already been made – the ‘dark side' of contemporary engagement scholarship (Kujala et al., 2022) – and powerful stakeholders might hijack the agenda. Measurement can also misrepresent behaviour: high attendance does not necessarily mean that influence is high and an average satisfaction score does not mean that a minority is not at risk of harm. Performance measurement should therefore be a mix of process, relationship, outcome and equity measures.
	Dimension
	Leading indicators
	Outcome indicators / safeguards

	Participation and inclusion
	· Coverage by market and user group; accessibility of channels; response quality
	· Representation gaps closed; no group systematically excluded

	Relationship quality
	· Trust, clarity, perceived influence; promise completion
	· Complaints, advocacy, colleague confidence and partner continuity

	Delivery
	· Issue age; decision cycle time; rework; assurance findings
	· Schedule predictability, reliability, adoption and support demand

	Responsible data/AI
	· Assessment completion; subgroup tests; explanation comprehension
	· Bias/drift incidents, appeals, upheld complaints and remediation time

	Commercial value
	· Activation, active use, reward redemption and experiment quality
	· Retention, incremental value and cost-to-serve—reported with customer outcomes

	Learning and resilience
	· Retrospectives completed; knowledge reused across markets
	· Faster safe rollout, fewer repeated failures and improved response to change



Table 6. Balanced engagement-performance scorecard.
Care needs to be taken when formulating causal claims. Retention after launch can NOT be a direct result of engagement, as other factors like pricing and promotions, seasonality, and competitors' activity can also fluctuate. The project should include the use of baselines, where appropriate, and phased pilots or comparison groups, as well as documenting any assumptions and integrating both quantitative trends and qualitative evidence. Transparent evaluation is conducive to decision-making and helps to avoid that stakeholder engagement is only rewarded when there are positive outcomes.
Review benefits are a group of commercial, operational, relational and ethical outcomes at Board level. But a platform which achieves its activation target which triggers unresolved accessibility concerns is not a success. However, an initial delay resulting from testing by stakeholders can save more long-term value by avoiding remediation and damage to the reputation. Sustainable engagement thus introduces a new time frame for performance, one that views trust, capability and legitimacy as assets that help to build resilience, but also acknowledges the benefits of participation and its costs and constraints.
[bookmark: _Toc235392540]Recommendations
1. Immediately set up accountable governance. Set up cross-functional Stakeholder and Ethics Steering Committee, approve one RACI, establish non-negotiable release criteria and keep an auditable decision and dissent log in week 1. Those benefits and risk appetite should be owned by the sponsor, those integration and engagement quality should be owned by the project manager.
2. Front-load inclusive discovery. Weeks 1-8: engage a variety of customers and colleagues in all pilot markets, including disabled users, low-digital-confidence users and non-users. Reward/acknowledge significant involvement, deliver alternative formats and include feedback closure. Update power–interest and salience maps on a monthly basis.
3. Embed responsible data and AI by design. Ensure complete privacy and security prior to deployment; test subgroups outcomes; document data source and model limitations; give users control and correction, appeal and human review; and limit manipulative or otherwise not warranted or justified uses. Implement the same demands and audit rights as for suppliers.
4. Staged, reversible rollout. Test in a subset of stores and customer segments, leave a non-personalised route, implement feature controls and set stop/go thresholds. Contrast adoption, service need, trust, equity and commercial results with baselines prior to scaling.
5. Coordinate involvement as measurable ability. Monthly report a balanced score card of representation, perceived influence, issue closure, trust, assurance, adoption and business value. Look at the minority outcomes individually, not in relation to the averages. Do not discontinue customer panels, colleague champions and market councils at go-live but keep them for continuous improvement.
[bookmark: _Toc235392541] Conclusion
While software is important, relationships and governance are crucial to the success of ConnectPlus in building customer and organisational value. The stakeholder analysis reveals that, in addition to formal power, there are other dimensions on which stakeholder attention should be based: legitimacy, urgency and vulnerability. The integrated model itself (mapping, salience, the 4Cs, RACI, co-design, responsible-AI controls, conflict escalation, balanced scorecard), gives a defensible model for engagement across local and international markets.
The assessment does not accept uncritically the assumption that engagement is always good. Poorly designed participation can be expensive, can be taken up by the powerful voices, or can be symbolic. Sustainable engagement results in better performance where the stakeholders are given relevant information, real opportunities to shape decisions and a clear sense of the decisions made; where managers are kept clearly accountable; and where commercial indicators are considered alongside accessibility, fairness, trust and redress. With that in mind, Tesco should take an incremental approach with evidence of discovery and a pilot, ramping up only when it can be shown that they are beneficial and operated responsibly.
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