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[bookmark: _Toc227913429]1. Executive Summary
This report presents a strategic workforce plan to support an AI powered Accor, prioritising HR-led governance, leadership capability building, job redesign and workforce planning, and ethical AI with employee voice rather than technology deployment. It evaluates how HR and leaders can build the capability and trust required for responsible adoption that strengthens service quality, employee experience, and long-term organisational capability across Accor’s multi-brand UK operations (CIPD, 2023; CIPD, 2025a; UK Government, 2025a; OECD, 2019).
Accor faces four interdependent workforce and leadership challenges. First, a frontline-heavy workforce delivers value through judgement, emotional labour, and service recovery; without HR-led job redesign, digitally supported decision systems risk work intensification and deskilling, undermining guest experience and capability pipelines (Hackman and Oldham, 1980; Parker, 2014; Edmondson and Chamorro-Premuzic, 2026). Second, leadership capability gaps may weaken trust if AI is framed as “efficiency-first” rather than growth, increasing resistance and disengagement (Bass and Riggio, 2006; Puntoni et al., 2026). Third, staff shortages and high turnover leave managers with less time and capacity to lead change effectively, increasing the risk of poor implementation and wasted investment. (CIPD, 2024; UKHospitality, 2023; People 1st, 2019). Fourth, ethical and regulatory exposure, including bias and perceived surveillance, requires formal governance, transparency, and employee voice as regulatory expectations mature (Lewis Silkin, 2025a; Equality Act 2010; EU, 2024; ICO, 2020; EHRC, 2022).
The report recommends three board-level HR leadership interventions: (1) HR-led Responsible AI Governance & Policy, (2) a Role-Based AI Capability Academy, and (3) Job and Workflow Redesign in priority service journeys. 
Success will be measured through workforce outcomes (engagement, turnover, absence), operational outcomes (time-to-competence; manager coaching time), and customer outcomes (guest satisfaction, complaints, and Net Promoter Score) (Kahn, 1990; Gallino and Apaolaza, 2026).
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[bookmark: _Toc227913430]2. Introduction and Scope
[bookmark: _Toc227913431]2.1 Organisation and workforce context
Accor operates a portfolio of hotel brands across luxury, premium, mid-scale, and economy segments. Accor’s multi-brand structure makes people management more complex because service expectations, levels of role autonomy, and operating models vary across brands and locations. As a result, a single, standardised approach to capability or leadership development is unlikely to be effective (Accor, 2024; Boxall and Purcell, 2016). From an HR operating model perspective, this reinforces HR’s role as a strategic partner and capability builder rather than a transactional function (Ulrich, 1997).
Accor’s UK workforce is characterised by a high proportion of frontline service roles, multi-site operations, and comparatively high turnover. Hospitality performance depends on situational judgement, emotional labour, and service recovery, meaning adoption of AI powered initiatives is more likely to reconfigure tasks and workflows than replace entire roles (Jesuthasan and Boudreau, 2018; Boudreau and Ramstad, 2007). Consequently, the strategic issue is not “how Accor uses AI”, but how HR and leaders design work, build capability, and sustain trust during responsible adoption (CIPD, 2023; CIPD, 2025a).
[bookmark: _Toc227913432]2.2 Business environment and external drivers
UK industrial policy frames AI as a productivity lever and sets expectations for faster organisational adoption (UK Government, 2025a; UK Government, 2025b). Labour market conditions remain challenging: CIPD evidence indicates that two-thirds (67%) of employers planned to recruit in the next three months (Autumn 2024), reflecting continued churn and staffing pressures for employers (CIPD, 2024). Official statistics show the UK labour market remains tight: the ONS estimated 723,000 vacancies in Aug - Oct 2025 and 2.5 unemployed people per vacancy in Sep - Nov 2025, reinforcing the operational risk of change initiatives that increase turnover or reduce engagement (ONS, 2025; ONS, 2026).
At a macro level, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) estimates AI will affect around 40% of global jobs, with advanced economies experiencing substantial job redesign effects (IMF, 2024). Advisory evidence similarly anticipates sizeable productivity potential, but uneven impacts if reskilling and governance lag (WEF, 2023; McKinsey Global Institute, 2023). The changing employment landscape, including proposals such as a Fair Work Agency and reforms addressing insecure work, is increasing scrutiny of fairness, transparency, and employee voice in workforce practices (Lewis Silkin, 2025a; Lewis Silkin, 2025b).
These external pressures create a leadership priority for HR to design workforce interventions that build capability, trust, and sustainable performance rather than prioritising short-term efficiency, ensuring change strengthens both employee and customer outcomes (CIPD, 2023; OECD, 2019).
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[bookmark: _Toc227913434]3.1 Workforce planning and job design impact
Adoption of AI at Accor is best understood as task reconfiguration, not complete automation. Applying a workforce planning cycle (demand, supply, gap, plan, monitor) indicates rising demand for digital confidence, data interpretation, and judgement, particularly among supervisors who translate system outputs into operational decisions (Armstrong and Taylor, 2023; CIPD, 2020). Workforce segmentation is required to understand how AI can best be adopted to: frontline (guest-facing service), supervisors (scheduling, performance judgement, coaching), and corporate (analytics, governance, policy).
Job design theory indicates digital tools can either enrich or degrade work depending on implementation. Where administration is reduced and feedback quality improves, roles may gain skills variety and a better customer focus (Hackman and Oldham, 1980). However, evidence on job design and wellbeing suggests that redesign can harm outcomes if increases in performance expectations are not matched by sufficient autonomy and control (Parker, 2014). Research on data-driven management systems highlights the risk that managers may rely too heavily on performance metrics, limiting employee discretion and reducing autonomy (Kellogg, Valentine and Christin, 2020). The trade-off is therefore clear: productivity gains may be short-lived if they produce burnout, absenteeism, or attrition.
Entry-level pathways require explicit protection when considering implementation of AI tools. Removing “junior” tasks without redesigning development routes erodes future capability pipeline providing limited progression routes for employees and creates long-term leadership risk (Edmondson and Chamorro-Premuzic, 2026). The “AI wall” evidence suggests that AI improves performance mainly when employees already have relevant knowledge or experience; without this foundation, they may struggle to assess or refine outputs effectively. (Vendraminelli et al., 2026). HR-led job redesign must therefore preserve learning-by-doing and progression-relevant skills rather than narrowing roles into monitored task execution. Job redesign can enhance service quality and retention only if HR manages the efficiency, autonomy trade-off and safeguards entry-level development.

[bookmark: _Toc227913435]3.2 Leadership for AI-enabled change: Transformational leadership
Transformational leadership is an appropriate lens  for this discussion because it emphasises purpose, engagement, and culture alignment (Burns, 1978; Bass and Riggio, 2006). Leaders need to clearly communicate a shared purpose that positions digital tools as enhancing hospitality by supporting judgement and service recovery, rather than replacing the human element. Without this clear communication around the adoptions of AI tools to support change and innovation, employees are more likely to perceive change as a threat, increased monitoring, or a cost-cutting measure.
Evidence indicates efficiency-first narratives increase resistance and reduce trust, particularly where workers perceive lowered autonomy or diminished value (Puntoni et al., 2026). This is consistent with engagement theory, which suggests that employees are more likely to invest discretionary effort when they experience psychological meaningfulness, safety, and availability - conditions that can be weakened by uncertainty and perceived monitoring. (Kahn, 1990; Edmondson, 2018). Hospitality managers often operate under high workload and emotional demands; this reduces the capacity for high-quality change conversations and increases superficial compliance risks (CIPD, 2024; Mullins, 2016).
Transformational behaviours, vision, individualised consideration, and role modelling, are therefore critical, particularly for supervisors who act as “change translators”. Leadership capability, while necessary, is insufficient in isolation. Effective adoption also depends on structured change design that includes communication, builds coalitions, and reinforces new practices (Kotter, 1996; Lewin, 1947). Sustaining psychological safety and discretionary service behaviours under uncertainty is a leadership dependency for successful workforce outcomes.

[bookmark: _Toc227913436]3.3 Differentiated leadership across roles and brands: Situational/adaptive 
Accor’s multi-brand structure requires differentiated leadership because readiness, role risk, and service propositions vary by brand and site. Situational leadership suggests leaders must adapt style and support to competence and commitment variations across groups (Hersey, Blanchard and Johnson, 2013). A single global programme risks ordinary solutions that fit no one, particularly where local labour markets and role designs differ (Boxall and Purcell, 2016; OECD, 2023).
Adaptive leadership supports experimentation and local learning loops: pilots, feedback, and iteration reduce implementation risk and improve legitimacy (Heifetz, Grashow and Linsky, 2009). This aligns with evidence that analytics-driven management practices interact with local context and managerial judgement rather than functioning as general directions (Rani and Furrer, 2021). This enables employees to feel involved in any proposed implemented changes. Implemented changes can be adopted and adapted in different ways depending on the service requirements.
HR sets capability frameworks and ethical baselines while enabling local adaptation, ensuring consistent standards with operational learning and brand-specific practice (Ulrich, 1997; OECD, 2019). Standardisation enables control but risks weakening local ownership; adaptive approaches may be slower but improve adoption quality and trust.


[bookmark: _Toc227913437]3.4 Responsible AI, ethical leadership, and employee voice
Ethical leadership is operationally central when considering the implementation of AI within services because digital decision support may influence scheduling, performance signals, and workload distribution. Each of which are highly noticeable issues for frontline teams. CIPD guidance prioritises fairness, transparency, data security, inclusion, and reskilling as responsible adoption principles (CIPD, 2023; CIPD, 2025b). International principles similarly stress accountability, human oversight, and harm reduction (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021).
Likely failure points include lack of transparency in decision-making, bias carried over from historical data, and limited opportunities for employees to challenge outcomes. Brown and Treviño (2006) argue that ethical leadership shapes norms and decision-making by modelling fairness and accountability, which supports the case for HR-led governance and meaningful consultation. UK compliance expectations reinforce this need: data protection and equality obligations require that decisions affecting employees are transparent, proportionate, and clearly justified. (ICO, 2020; EHRC, 2022; Equality Act 2010). Emerging regulatory frameworks and external standards strengthen the case for structured risk management and documentation (NIST, 2023; EU, 2024; ILO, 2021). Responsible governance is an enabling mechanism for trust, adoption quality, and brand reputation. Essentially, HR ownership protects workforce legitimacy.











[bookmark: _Toc227913438]4. Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc227913439]4.1 Recommendation 1: HR-led Responsible AI Governance Framework 
Aim: Ensure ethical, transparent, trusted use in people-impacting contexts
Owner: Group HR Director
Estimated cost: £150k–£300k annually
Implement HR-led governance with cross-functional participation (HR, Legal, Operations, IT) and explicit decision rights for people-impacting decisions. Introduce risk-tiering, transparency principles, and contestability routes enabling employees to challenge outcomes. Align governance to CIPD guidance and recognised standards to improve defensibility and consistency (CIPD, 2023; NIST, 2023; OECD, 2019).
Traceability: This responds directly to the trust and ethical failure risks identified in Section 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4.
Alternative considered: IT-led governance may enable quicker implementation, but it often lacks strong employee engagement, consultation, and ethical oversight, which can lead to greater resistance and increased reputational risk (CIPD, 2023).
KPIs: percentage of use cases formally risk-assessed; employee trust survey (pulse) scores; number of grievances related to monitoring or scheduling; and proportion of audit actions completed within agreed timeframes.
Risk/Mitigation: Perceptions of excessive bureaucracy can be addressed by limiting the framework to people-impacting use cases, maintaining efficient review cycles, and ensuring alignment with evolving employment regulations (Lewis Silkin, 2025a; Lewis Silkin, 2025b).
[bookmark: _Toc227913440]4.2 Recommendation 2: Role-Based AI Capability Academy
Aim: Build differentiated capability; reduce unsafe adoption
Owner: Head of Learning & Development
Estimated cost: £400–£700 per participant (plus backfill/release time)
Design role-specific pathways for frontline, supervisors, and corporate, combining digital literacy with judgement, coaching, and change conversations. Include manager coaching and certification to reduce unapproved tool use and improve consistency. HR should own the academy because it governs competence frameworks, progression pathways, and behavioural adoption across brands, consistent with strategic HR roles (Ulrich, 1997; CIPD, 2025a). The design recognises that tools do not create expertise without foundations (“AI wall”), requiring staged development and assessment (Vendraminelli et al., 2026).
Traceability: This addresses the capability gaps and supervisory judgement demands identified in Section 3.1.
Alternative considered: While ad hoc vendor-led training may offer lower upfront costs, it often leads to inconsistent practices and unregulated “shadow” use, reducing the overall quality of adoption and weakening risk control (CIPD, 2025b).
KPIs: training completion rates; assessment pass rates; levels of manager confidence; reduction in unapproved or informal tool use; and trends in guest satisfaction and customer complaints.
Assumption example: £500 per learner × 200 supervisors in pilot region ≈ £100k, excluding backfill. Backfill will allow lower skilled workers to gain experience.
Risk/Mitigation: Low engagement, inconsistent adoption, and superficial compliance can be mitigated through strong senior sponsorship, integration of learning into working time, site-level champions, and embedding coaching and certification to reinforce application in practice. Manager capability gaps should be addressed through prioritised training and ongoing support, while the risk of continued unapproved use can be reduced through clear guidance, communication, and alignment with governance frameworks (Heifetz, Grashow and Linsky, 2009; CIPD, 2025b).
[bookmark: _Toc227913441]
4.3 Recommendation 3: Job & Workflow Redesign in Priority Service Journeys
Aim: Protect service quality and progression while capturing productivity gains
Owner: HR Business Partners in collaboration with the COO and Regional Operations Director
Estimated cost: £250k–£500k per journey pilot
Pilot redesign in 2 - 3 service journeys. Rebalance tasks, update role profiles, autonomy boundaries, performance measures, and protect entry-level learning pathways (Hackman and Oldham, 1980; Parker, 2014). This is explicitly customer-oriented: redesigned work should reduce service failures and improve recovery, tracked via NPS, complaints, and guest satisfaction (Gallino and Apaolaza, 2026).
Traceability: This responds to the efficiency autonomy trade-off and deskilling risk identified in Section 3.1. 
Alternative considered: Standardising processes without job redesign is faster, but risks intensifying work and increasing turnover, which undermines service consistency and brand trust (Kellogg, Valentine and Christin, 2020).
KPIs: employee turnover rates; absence levels; employee engagement scores; time to competence; guest satisfaction and NPS; and customer complaint trends.
Risk/Mitigation: Inconsistent uptake can be mitigated through strong senior sponsorship, site-level coaching, and the use of adaptive piloting with ongoing feedback and iteration (Heifetz, Grashow and Linsky, 2009).
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[bookmark: _Toc227913442]5. SMART Table

	Recommendation
	Specific
	Measurable (KPIs)
	Achievable (how)
	Relevant
	Time-bound
	Owner

	1. HR-led Responsible Governance
	Defined decision rights; risk-tiering; transparency; contestability; employee voice
	Percentage of use cases assessed; employee trust (pulse) scores; number of grievances; audit actions closed within agreed timeframes
	HR-led governance framework; standardised templates; quarterly review cycles
	Supports trust, fairness, and legal defensibility
	Design: 8 weeks; pilot: 12 weeks; business-as-usual implementation within 6 months
	Group HR Director


	2. Capability Academy
	Role-based learning pathways; coaching; certification
	Training completion rates; assessment pass rates; manager confidence levels; reduction in unapproved tool use
	Blended learning approach; change champions; integration into onboarding
	Builds capability, supports safe adoption, and improves retention
	Design: 6–8 weeks; pilot by month 3; scale by months 9–12
	Head of Learning and Development

	3. Service-journey redesign
	Redesign of 2–3 key service journeys; updated roles and performance metrics; appointment of change champions
	Employee turnover rates; absence levels; engagement scores; NPS; customer complaints; time to competence
	Design sprints; A/B pilot testing; continuous feedback loops
	Enhances service quality and supports entry-level development pathways
	Discovery: 4 weeks; pilot: 12–16 weeks; scale decision within 6 months
	R Business Partners in collaboration with the Chief Operating Officer



[bookmark: _Toc227913443]6. Conclusion
This report argues that the success of AI adoption at Accor depends less on technical sophistication than on people-centred HR leadership. In hospitality, digital tools reshape how work is organised, how managers operate, and how fairness is perceived. As a result, the key risks are organisational, including reduced trust, increased workload pressures, and weakened progression pathways (CIPD, 2023; Kellogg, Valentine and Christin, 2020).
Without HR-led governance, role-based capability building, and structured job redesign, adoption of AI is likely to generate superficial compliance, resistance, and service-quality erosion. Conversely, as long as HR puts in place clear ethical standards and mechanisms for employee voice, and leaders present change as supporting rather than replacing people, Accor can improve the quality of adoption while maintaining brand trust and the guest experience (Brown and Treviño, 2006; Edmondson, 2018).
By implementing the proposed interventions, responsible governance, a role-based capability academy, and service journey redesign, Accor can build sustainable workforce capability and reinforce its human-centred approach to hospitality within an AI-enabled operating model, in line with policy direction and evolving regulatory expectations. (UK Government, 2025a; EU, 2024; IMF, 2024).
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