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Abstract 
People experience face-to-face and digital personalization in service delivery differently. 
Personalized encounters, such as remembering a customer’s name, help to strengthen a 
customer’s relationship with the service. When digital services use data mining to analyse 
customer interactions, they can infer what a customer might want in order to provide 
improved functionality, such as better search results or recommendations. Our research 
explores the combination of face-to-face personalization and digital personalization in order 
to offer improved service encounters. To do so, we carried out interviews, speed dating with 
service providers and customers, and an online survey to discover additional details on what 
might make an encounter positive, negative, or bothersome. Our results showed that 
customers and service providers believe that personalization will offer an improved service 
experience, but that it may be easy to deliver so much personalization that the service seems 
creepy. 
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Introduction 
People experience face-to-face and digital personalization in service delivery differently. 
When frontline employees personalize face-to-face service encounters, such as by 
remembering a customer’s name, modifying a standard set of offerings, or developing 
customer-specific offerings, customers notice the effort being made and often strengthen 
their relationship with the service. When digital services use data mining to analyse the traces 
of an individual customer’s interactions, they can infer what a customer might want in order 
to provide improved functionality such as better search results or product/service 
recommendations. Customers occasionally appreciate the functional improvement in getting 
to what they want faster. However, they rarely notice that the digital service has made an 



ServDes. 2016  
Fifth Service Design and Innovation conference  page 2 

effort to get to know them, and the digital enhancement does not appear to strengthen the 
relationship between the customer and the service. 

Many service providers use loyalty programs, one of the most common types of customer 
relationship management (CRM) programs, to capture traces of customers’ interactions with 
the service. These traces are structurally similar to the data online services collect. 
Interestingly, this information is rarely summarized and provided to frontline employees, 
which would allow them to personalize a face-to-face service encounter. We view this as a 
great opportunity to unite the best of both face-to-face personalization and digital 
personalization: to offer an encounter that provides enhanced functionality and that also 
strengthens the relationship between the customer and service provider. 

To investigate this opportunity space, we carried out interviews and speed dating sessions 
with customers and service agents. This revealed a set of five opportunity areas: capturing 
and acting on a customer’s service orientation, recognizing customer loyalty, validating 
previous service breakdowns, preventing customers from making errors, and pointing out 
new and relevant services. We followed the interviews and speed dating with an online 
survey in order to ground our insights in the opportunity areas and to discover additional 
details on what might make an encounter positive for customer and frontline employee, and 
what might make it seem creepy or bothersome. We generated 20 storyboards detailing 
future service offerings where service agents personalized their interactions with a customer 
based on summaries of previous interactions. We then asked both customers and frontline 
employees to rate these future concepts against their perception of current service quality.  

204 participants completed the survey (90 of which were frontline employees); participants 
rated each scenario and shared their rationale for each rating. All 20 scenarios received a 
positive response. Interestingly, the scenarios described from the employee’s point of view 
were ranked higher than those from the customer-point-of-view. 

Participants’ ratings of this new kind of personalization indicate it improves service 
experience. This type of personalization worked especially well when it prevented errors, 
when it recognized and responded to a customer’s service orientation, and when it pointed 
out new and relevant service offerings. Unexpectedly, this type of personalization was highly 
rated by frontline service employees, indicating a willingness to participate. Creepiness 
emerged as an ongoing challenge, and customers experienced the most creepiness when the 
service revealed it was tracking and did not deliver value based on the data it was tracking. 

Related Work 
Research related to our project includes work on personalization, service encounters, 
customer loyalty, and CRM. 

The application of machine learning to logs of user data in order to personalize a user’s 
experience online has been an ongoing topic in computer science and a more recent topic of 
interest in service design. Recently, industry articles on user experience noted the increasing 
importance of personalization, with some suggesting that Apple’s great success, earned 
through their excellence in terms of usability and aesthetics, might soon be superseded by 
advances in personalization from companies such as Google (Brownlee, 2015). Online 
personalization often takes the form of product recommendations based on consumption 
history. It also includes use of location, selection, and purchase histories to prioritize results 
that might best fit a user’s unexpressed needs. It can even include prioritizing information, 
such as flight arrival times, when customers visit a site while in the middle of a travel 
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itinerary. Research on online personalization shows it leads to higher-quality outcomes, 
better service satisfaction, greater persuasion, increased satisfaction, and increased loyalty 
(Lee et al., 2013). 

The service design and development communities have recognized customization and 
personalization as an important part of building customer relationships with a view toward 
customer lifetime value (Rust et al., 2006). Service researchers have noted that personalization 
can be a “double-edged sword” in that it adds value but risks being annoying or making 
people feel tracked (Zhang, 2005). Researchers also note a paradox with personalized online 
interactions, in that they often feel impersonal, as the customer interacts with a computer 
and not a person, but that the online service encounter provides opportunities for 
personalization that seem impossible to deliver in the physical world (Zhang, 2005; Rust et 
al., 2006). This is exactly the paradox our work investigates. 

Service research on in-store service encounters notes that the behaviour of frontline 
employees can have a profound impact on a customer’s experience and can have an impact 
on their relationship with a provider and/or brand. Researchers point to three specific 
interactions that seem most compelling: (i) when employees respond to a customer’s 
expressed needs or a request, (ii) when employees provide unprompted and unexpected 
service, and (iii) when employees react to address a service breakdown (Bitner, 1990). The 
impact of this becomes magnified when customers feel the frontline employee goes above 
and beyond what the customer expects, and when they appear to exceed or violate policies in 
order to address the customer’s needs and desires (Bitner, 1990). While online 
personalization seems to benefit from the functional utility of bringing the information 
customers might most want to the surface, in-store service encounters seem to benefit most 
from customers noticing the effort the frontline employee makes towards meeting the 
customer’s needs. 

Today, many services organizations offer loyalty programs including frequent flyer programs, 
hotel points, or grocery store discount cards. These programs generally provide frequent 
customers with rewards or discounts as a way of encouraging more frequent use of a service 
and more consumption during a visit (Bridson, 2008). Many studies show companies gain 
more benefits when they focus on keeping customers (as opposed to recruiting new 
customers) (Gwinner et al., 1998). American Airlines offered one of the first loyalty 
programs starting in 1981, and airlines have innovated to include rewards that have no cost, 
such as priority boarding (Basso et al, 2009). In addition to loyalty, these programs help 
services to log individual customers’ interactions, creating data sets of customer behaviours 
that are similar to what online services collect on their users. 

Not all researchers agree that loyalty programs work (Bridson, Evans, & Hickman, 2008), in 
part because of the nuanced definition of loyalty. Although a customer may be persuaded by 
the promise of earning points, and may therefore make many purchases at a company 
instead of at the company’s competitors, the customer may not feel true loyalty. They may 
even feel resentment. Some customers view loyalty programs as an opportunity to get 
products and services for free (see the many online forums and blogs that share tips on how 
to get the maximum value from these programs). In response, some airlines recently re-
evaluated their loyalty programs and have shifted from a focus on miles travelled to a system 
organized around dollars spent (Carey, 2014). 

For many years, service marketing has promoted the idea of developing partnerships or even 
relationships with customers, and with the development of better technology and the ability 
of companies to collect information on the transactions of individual customers, the idea of 
customer relationship management has emerged as a research and business topic (Chen and 
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Popovich, 2003). When running a CRM program, services data-mine customer transactions 
to identify customers that are more or less profitable. Based on this they might differentiate 
their offerings, such as personalizing pricing for different customers. Unfortunately, most 
CRM initiatives have failed to have a positive impact, and in some cases they have even 
damaged relationships between customers and service providers (Richards and Jones, 2008). 

Fournier and Avery (2011) offer three reasons why many CRM initiatives might fail. First, 
managers think of customers as consumers and not as people who want to have 
relationships. Second, managers segment the data by profitability, and not by the type of 
relationship a customer wants or by the services they need. Third, managers too often view 
the relationship from only one side—how the service can make money—and fail to 
understand why customers might be engaging with the service. They do note several 
exceptional services that are doing more to understand their customers, such as Ritz-
Carlton’s “Mystique” program, where frontline employees can add in personal observations 
of what customers do and do not like.  

Our research attempts to unite these threads of customer experience, loyalty, relationship 
marketing, and personalization. We hope to bring together the best aspects of in-store 
service encounters performed by skilled, frontline employees with computational 
personalization that can identify items or service aspects an individual customer might most 
or least appreciate at a speed and scale that would be impossible for a person. Other research 
has attempted to bridge the physical-digital divide of service experience, such as efforts to 
embed sensors in stores and provide data to customers on mobile devices, in support of an 
in-store experience (e.g., Kourouthanassis et al., 2007). Our approach is unique in that we 
view the frontline employee as a critical and under-investigated participant in creating a 
personalized in-store experience that attempts to strengthen a customer relationship and 
build loyalty. 

Preliminary Investigation  
As an initial probe into the desirability of personalizing in-store, face-to-face service 
encounters, we chose to interview customers and service providers connected to the air 
travel industry. We chose air travel as an initial focus for three reasons. First, airlines have a 
long history of using customer loyalty information to provide differentiated service. Second, 
air travel has a high association with service breakdowns, a space where human service 
agents have been shown to have a strong impact (Bitner, 1990). Third, the many contexts 
across the air travel chain (buying tickets, getting to and from the airport, shopping and 
waiting in the airport, flying, etc.) offered many chances for face-to-face interactions across a 
variety of services. 

We interviewed 14 frequent air travellers, three airline service employees, eight marketing 
experts, and six airline business experts. For the customer interviews, we had participants 
share stories of recent travel, a favourite positive service experience while flying, and a 
negative experience while flying. For the provider and expert interviews, we probed on the 
importance of loyalty programs within airline service organisations, especially vis-à-vis 
employee needs stemming from customer interactions. To analyse the data from the 
interviews, we created affinity diagrams. 

Airline customers expressed a strong desire for better airline service. When prompted to 
describe positive experiences during air travel, several participants shared stories about times 
that an airline employee helped them fix an error, and often the error was caused by the 
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customer. Two participants spoke of mistakenly going to the airport the day before their 
scheduled flight. When the ticketing desk agent let them go ahead and get on a flight that day 
(one day earlier than what they had purchased), this constituted a “best” experience. Another 
participant said he had accidentally packed something important in his checked luggage on a 
trip overseas, and only realized his mistake at the gate. An airline employee sought a baggage 
handler who could get the item before the passenger had to board. These stories strongly 
support Bitner’s (1990) findings that customers most appreciate when they recognize a 
frontline employee going above and beyond to address a customer’s needs.  

Interviews with gate agents revealed a lack of training regarding segmenting customers for 
customer service. Gate agents expressed a desire to learn how to respond to customer 
requests based on demographics or customer characteristics, as they receive training about 
once a year. This leaves them poorly equipped to know how to respond sensitively to certain 
types of customers, e.g., those with handicaps. Flight attendants did not believe that they 
needed more help with providing personal care for passengers. One flight attendant spoke of 
an airline-provided iPad loaded with individual preferences for each customer in the business 
and first class sections of each flight. Flight attendants interviewed could not imagine doing 
more for these customers nor performing more. 

In addition to the interviews, we also shared storyboards of different digitally personalized 
service encounters with 11 customers and three frontline employees. Using the storyboards, 
we investigated many more contexts than air travel including hotels, high-end retail, and 
food services, such as coffee shops. Over the course of a few weeks, we showed 14 concepts 
to participants. We showed a few storyboards to a few participants, then met and discussed 
reactions, and then generated and assess new storyboards. Over the course of this activity a 
few opportunity areas arose. These included such topics as value in finding things and value in 
retail/makeup. We also discovered a few areas of personalization that negatively affected 
customers, including such topics as creepy to be recognized far from home and often feels like upselling. 

Based on insights from the literature, interviews, and speed dating sessions, we identified five 
categories that seemed ripe for in-store personalization using customer loyalty data: 
» New and relevant service offering: Service agent gives customer information about something 

new or valuable related to the store or service (e.g., new information relevant to 
customer’s interests such as new products or information that previously was not 
relevant to customer, but now is) 

» Error prevention: Service agent helps customer make a better choice such that the 
customer avoids a costly error. 

» Breakdown validation: Service agent acknowledges that a breakdown occurred recently with 
this customer, showing the company is sensitive to avoiding this outcome again.  

» Recognizing loyalty: Service agent recognizes that a customer has been loyal to the service. 
» Service orientation: Service agent captures the orientation (social, functional) a customer has 

to the service and then uses this information in the future to more personalized and 
appropriate performance. 

Online Study Design 
We chose to conduct an online survey in order to advance our understanding of the five 
opportunity areas. We had several issues we wanted to probe. First, we wanted to know if 
personalizing in-store service encounters based on customer data might increase people’s 
perception of quality for the service experience, and if so, we wanted to learn which of the 
opportunity areas might represent the lowest hanging fruit. Second, we wanted to gain more 
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insights on the industries and settings where customers value face-to-face personalization. 
Our research into the air travel industry made us suspect that air travel might be less than 
ideal, as travellers seemed to have ever-decreasing interactions with frontline employees. 
Third, we wanted to understand when this kind of personalization might be experienced as 
creepy or stalking behaviour; this was an important theme that emerged in the preliminary 
research that might have a negative impact on this new form of personalization. Finally, we 
wanted understand if frontline employees would be open to performing these types of 
services. Our interaction with airline employees indicated that they were not particularly 
open to providing more personalized services.  

We generated many scenarios and curated them down into a set of ten through a process of 
critique and discussion (Figure 1). The final ten included at least one scenario for each of the 
five opportunity areas. In some cases, we included multiple scenarios for an opportunity area 
when there were specific aspects we wished to investigate. For example, we had three 
scenarios for recognizing customer loyalty. One had a customer on a 50th visit who is 
recognized but not rewarded for his loyalty. The other two investigate whether being 
recognized at an establishment you frequently visit is different to being recognized at a 
branch you’ve never visited. We rendered these as storyboards with text describing the 
encounter from the customer’s point of view. Next, we generated ten matching scenarios 
showing the same encounters from the service agent’s point of view. (See Figure 2 for an 
example of how the scenarios were displayed on the online survey.)  
 
Scenario Description Short Name Category 

Anxious traveler is preemptively soothed by an airline employee who 
offers extra information Anxious traveler Service orientation 

Airline employee apologizes for last trip’s weather delays and wishes 
passenger good luck Trip apology Breakdown validation 

Hardware store customer is warned before attempting to make an 
erroneous purchase Hardware Error prevention 

Hotel customer is notified of what’s new in the neighborhood since she 
last stayed there New near hotel 

New and relevant service 
offering 
 

Cosmetics store customer is notified of a product that aligns with her 
political beliefs New cosmetics 

Customer at mega supermarket is notified of a favourite item now on 
sale Favourite item sale 

Cosmetics store customer is offered a sample of a cosmetic that goes 
with products she already has 

New cosmetics with 
sample 

Semi-regular customer is recognized by name at a coffee shop Recognized coffee 

Recognizing loyalty 
 

Customer’s name and regular order is known when visiting an out-of-
town coffee shop for the first time 

Recognized coffee 
away 

Movie theater box office employee congratulates customer on 50th movie 
at this theater (but gives no reward) 

Movie loyalty 

Figure	  1:	  Table	  of	  scenarios	  
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Figure	  2a.	  Scenario	  from	  the	  customer’s	  perspective.	  

 

 

Figure	  2b.	  Scenario	  from	  the	  employee’s	  perspective.	  

The survey presented ten scenarios, one at a time, to each participant. When beginning the 
survey, we asked participants if they had worked as a customer-facing employee. If they said 
yes, they received five customer-point-of-view scenarios followed by five employee-point-of-
view scenarios. If they said no, then they rated all ten customer-point-of-view scenarios. The 
scenarios were presented in random order, to eliminate any order effect. 

Customer scenarios asked: 
» Please think of a time when you recently [used this kind of service]. How does the above 

scenario compare to your own experience? [Used with seven-point Likert scale; 0=less 
desirable, 3=no preference, 6=more desirable]  

» Would this kind of customer service make you want to [use this company] instead of a 
similar one? [Multiple choice: yes, maybe, no] 

» Why? [free text response] 

Service agent scenarios asked: 
» How well do the tools that this [employee] uses help to make them better at their job? 

[Used with seven point Likert scale; 0=not at all, 3=about the same, 6=a lot better] 
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» How? Why? [free text response] 
» How would you customize your delivery if you were serving customers in this context? 

[free text response] 

Our study design supports collection of both quantitative ratings and qualitative rationales. 
This allowed us to assess the scenarios against current service experiences and to gain 
insights into why a situation might be more or less appealing.  

We recruited participants via email and social media. Additionally, we recruited fifty 
respondents via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk service. We chose to recruit via Turk to help 
diminish any bias that may be introduced through our social networks. 

Findings 
The survey received 204 usable responses. Of the 204 respondents, 90 indicated they had 
experience as a frontline employee. Figures 3 and 4 collectively provide an overview of the 
ratings. In general, responses were positive, with no scenario receiving a mean score of less 
than 3.3. Collectively, respondents rated all scenarios as an improvement over their current 
service experiences. All scenarios from the frontline employee’s point of view earned a 
higher average score than the corresponding customer point of view version.  

The histograms on the right side of Figure 4 show the distribution of participant ratings 
across the 0 to 6 scale. The histogram of the customer point of view ratings has a y axis with 
a 0 to 60 scale. The employee point of view ratings use a smaller 0 to 24 scale due to the 
fewer number of participants who rated these scenarios. None of the scenarios produced a 
polarizing response; none showed a spike both below and above the 3.0 mid-point. In 

Short Name Cust 
Rating 

Std Error 
for Cust  

ServAg Av 
Rating 

Std Error for 
ServAg (+/-) 

Cust Av 
by OA 

ServAg Av 
by OA Opportunity Area 

Anxious traveler 4.6 0.21 5.0 0.30 4.6 5.0 Service orientation 

Trip apology 4.0 0.26 4.4 0.42 4.0 4.4 Breakdown 
validation 

Hardware 4.6 0.25 4.8 0.40 4.6 4.8 Error prevention 

New near hotel 4.5 0.22 5.0 0.29 

3.9 4.6 New and relevant 
service offering 

New cosmetics 3.7 0.24 4.6 0.35 

Favourite item 
sale 3.7 0.32 4.2 0.51 

New cosmetics 
with sample 3.6 0.27 4.4 0.42 

Recognized 
coffee 4.2 0.22 4.3 0.53 

3.7 4.1 Recognizing loyalty Recognized 
coffee away 3.5 0.32 4.6 0.41 

Movie loyalty 3.3 0.27 3.4 0.45 

Figure	  3.	  Table	  of	  ratings	  
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general, distributions showed either a spread across all ratings, a cluster around 3, a cluster 
between 3 and 6, or a trend towards 6. For instance, the ratings for Movie loyalty scenario 
(customer version) were clustered around 3 (39% of the respondents who received that 
question gave it a 3). Only a couple scenarios had even distributions (no spikes or clusters in 
ratings). The Favourite item sale is an example. 

The three highest-rated scenarios by both customers and employees came from three of the 
different opportunity areas. The Hardware scenario came from Error prevention, the Anxious 
traveller scenario came from Service orientation, and the New near hotel scenario came from 
new and Relevant service offering. The distribution of ratings for these three scenarios (Figure 4) 
show almost all ratings cluster between 3 and 6 for both the customer scenarios and the 
employee scenarios. The free-text data provide some context to these high ratings. The most 
common sentiment word among the customer responses to the Hardware and Anxious 
traveller scenarios was “useful” (55% and 46% of participants, respectively). For the New 
near hotel scenario, 32% of participants included a reference to “useful” and 22% indicated 
that they liked the personalization aspects. The following rationale is typical of many 
responses we received: “It’s very personal, it shows the staff wants to help me and make my 

 

Figure	  4.	  Average	  ratings	  and	  histograms	  for	  each	  scenario.	  
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stay convenient. It tells me more information that I probably wouldn't have known 
otherwise. I appreciate this kind of attention and detail.”  

The two lowest rated scenarios, Movie loyalty and Recognized coffee away, both came from 
the Recognizing loyalty opportunity area. The distributions of ratings for the customer point of 
show a clustering around 3, with many ratings below 3. The employee point of view ratings 
for Movie loyalty also cluster around 3, while the distribution for employee point of view 
ratings for Recognized coffee away show more of a trend towards 6 with a peaks at 4 and 6. 
The majority of rationales for Movie loyalty reveal two sentiments. Many felt the interaction 
felt creepy; 22% included a reference to creepiness. In addition, 17% of the responses noted 
the fact that the loyalty milestone (50 visits to the movies) did not earn the customer a 
reward. The following provides an example of this type of response: “What no prize for 
Jason? Frequent movie go-er free popcorn. If they’re going to admit to tracking his 
behaviour, he should at least be compensated.” The Recognized coffee away scenario was 
also viewed as creepy, with 38% of respondents making a reference to “creepy” for this 
scenario about being recognized while at a store the customer had never visited. 

For all scenarios the employee point of view version earned a higher mean rating than the 
customer point of view version; however, for three of the scenarios this difference was 
almost a full ratings point: New cosmetics, New cosmetics with sample, and Recognized 
coffee away. Participants who rated the employee scenario for New cosmetics included many 
mentions of increased personalization and better ability for the employee to serve the 
customer’s needs in their rationales. One participant wrote, “As a sales associate its really 
hard to sound genuine when making a sale. But knowing something about them is a good 
lead and that is one of the most useful things.” While New cosmetics with sample and 
Recognized coffee away received high ratings, the rationales noted some discomfort. 21% of 
employee perspective rationales for New cosmetics with sample scenario and 18% of 
employee perspective rationales explicitly expressed discomfort with this use of personal 
data. Rationales that did not consist solely of references to creepiness focused heavily on the 
customer’s service orientation, mentioning the importance of speed and accuracy in 
delivering information to customers. This example captures many of the rationales share by 
participants: “Kevin is able to offer not only personalized service but also efficient service, 
which based on Mr Smith’s exit info, really important to this customer.” 

Implications for Service Design Research and Practice 
The above average ratings for all scenarios provides preliminary evidence that having 
frontline employees personalize service encounters using digital personalization techniques 
may be an effective way to improve customer experiences and increase loyalty without 
offering customers additional rewards. The fact that the three highest-rated scenarios came 
from three different opportunity areas hints that there many be many different ways to 
operationalize this effect and combine the best of digital and face-to-face personalization. 
Rationales for the highly-rated scenarios show participants noticed an increase in utility, 
which is how most digital personalization increases value. In addition, the rationales hint that 
participants also noticed employee effort, one of the mechanisms by which frontline 
employees can improve service satisfaction. 

The high scores for catching errors, recognizing and reacting to a customer’s service 
orientation, and making customers aware of new and relevant service offerings reveal some 
low-hanging fruit that can guide service designers as they work to envision new service 
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offerings for their clients. These areas generated almost no ratings of less than 3.0, indicating 
that they might be the safest place to try out new ideas. 

We were quite surprised that the employee point-of-view scenarios received higher ratings. 
After our interactions with the air travel employees, we had viewed frontline service agents 
as a critical challenge to this personalization approach. In reflecting on the ratings and 
rationales, we see a different opportunity. This kind of personalization might also help to 
increase job satisfaction and frontline employee retention. If the personalized information 
can be delivered in a manner that makes employees feel more empowered and more 
accomplished at their jobs, and not slaves to a pre-generated script, this could prove to be an 
unexpected value for services. 

The issue of creepiness has remained a looming issue with this work, and the study revealed 
many cases where this kind of personalization was experienced as creepy. In general, 
participants seemed to feel the service was creepy when employees revealed that the 
customer was being monitored and then did not deliver much or any value to the customer 
based on this monitoring. Reactions to the Movie loyalty scenario capture this idea. 
Participants did not experience the employee’s awareness of their milestone as valuable. 
Instead, they expressed an expectation that this milestone deserved a material reward such as 
a free serving of popcorn. We suspect people’s current experiences with loyalty programs 
have generated this expectation. The Recognized coffee away scenario, compared to 
Recognized coffee, raises some different questions. Being recognized at a frequently-visited 
store was seen as a plus, while being recognized by the brand at a location far from home 
came across as very creepy. It seems that issues of distance and familiarity complicate this 
interaction and lead either toward or away from these feelings of creepiness. 

Conclusion 
Our work investigates the feasibility of blending the benefits of digital personalization with 
the benefits of face-to-face service encounters. Through interviews, concept testing, and an 
online study, we investigate the impact of frontline employees delivering digital-like 
personalization to customers during face-to-face service encounters. Results showed a 
positive reaction to this from customers when the personalization increased utility by 
catching errors, noticing and reaction to service orientation, and pointing out new and 
relevant service offerings. Results also showed a surprisingly strong and positive reaction by 
frontline employees who would be expected to deliver this new style of personal encounter. 
The issue of creepiness at feeling stalked by a service remains an open challenge to this 
approach, and our study showed this effect was strongest when services revealed monitoring 
and did not deliver value to the customer based on this monitoring. 
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