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[bookmark: _Toc228010736]Executive Summary 
This report aims to assist Unilever PLC in managing the risks associated with artificial intelligence within its operations in the UK and the European Union. Unilever PLC has a considerable number of brands and consumers with whom it interacts daily. The company have to comply with data protection regulations from both the UK and the EU as well as with the ethical use of artificial intelligence within their operations.
There are significant differences between the data protection regulations required by the UK and the EU, as well as in the ethical requirements of artificial intelligence within their sectors. Additionally, there are also differences between the economic conditions in which both the UK and the European Union operate their AI technologies. Unilever’s reputation within the market relies on the trust that its customers have in the company, making the requirements of transparency and explainability within the use of AI a necessity for its operations.
Unilever’s recruitment systems have been classified as those within the high-risk category by the EU’s AI Act, classifying their systems to be under closer scrutiny by the government of that region. However, the company’s other marketing AI systems are of the type that benefits from the lighter regulations of the UK. As such, Unilever can employ different strategies in the European Union compared with the United Kingdom.
The implementation of the strategies proposed in this report will take place over a 24-month period in six different phases. During this time, the company will invest around £1.75 million in these initiatives. Additionally, there will be different key performance indicators that will allow Unilever to determine the success of these strategies, such as registering all AI systems within the EU as high-risk by month nine or having zero instances of enforcement actions taken by the Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO). The recommendations include the establishment of an ethical artificial intelligence system within Unilever PLC, the implementation of a dual-compliance strategy between the European Union and the United Kingdom, and the integration of the strategies with the financial risk management strategies within Unilever PLC. Furthermore, the strategies will be future-proofed through annual reviews of their effectiveness and the establishment of a permanent monitoring strategy for any changes to the regulations of artificial intelligence in both the European Union and the United Kingdom. Through these strategies, Unilever can effectively transform the challenges of complying with two sets of regulations into a strategic advantage for the company.
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1.0 Introduction
Artificial intelligence is the most disruptive force driving business around the world today. It is changing the game for risk management, data governance, and trust in the customer. AI has the potential to create significant efficiencies and innovations within the corporate world. However, along with these benefits, there are risks to the reputations, legality, and finances of the companies that implement such technologies (Secundo et al., 2024). A challenge lies in the ability of multinationals to navigate these risks while also taking advantage of the power that AI can provide to their business in order to remain competitive (Teichmann, 2026). Risk management for these corporations should be taken to a strategic level to ensure their continued competitive advantage (Teichmann, 2026).
Consultancy firm RFD Global is tasked with assisting Unilever PLC with navigating the challenges of artificial intelligence in their multinational corporation. Unilever PLC is a multinational company with its headquarters in London, United Kingdom, and is present in the European Union in Rotterdam, Hamburg and Paris. Unilever is utilising artificial intelligence in the areas of its supply chain, marketing, human resources, and customer engagement (Hu, 2023). As a consultancy firm that sits at the crossroads of the economy, policy, politics, and regulation, RFD Global specialises in providing services to organisations that are experiencing challenges related to these areas and that are experiencing significant growth within these areas (Gikay, 2024). RFD Global’s offices are located in London and Brussels, with additional offices in Hong Kong and Singapore. The firm aims to be the go-to consultancy for organisations that are encountering the same challenges as Unilever PLC (Gikay, 2024).
The European Union and the United Kingdom are two of the major economies in Europe, which is where Unilever PLC is present in significant capacity. Within the European Union, there are similarities and differences in the regulations of AI within the region as compared to the United Kingdom. Following Brexit, the United Kingdom has implemented regulations regarding AI in a more gradual fashion, focusing on the innovations that could emerge from the development of AI in their nation (Roberts et al., 2023). In contrast, the European Union implemented the GDPR regulation and the upcoming EU AI Act, which creates different regulatory requirements for various sectors of AI use, with the EU focusing on the risks that can emerge from the use of these technologies (Beltrán, 2025). Overall, then, each of these regions presents an opportunity for the analysis of the impact of political, technological, and regulatory changes on the risk management practices of multinational corporations like Unilever PLC.
[bookmark: _Toc228010737]2.0 Main Findings
[bookmark: _Toc228010738]2.1 AI and Risk Management
[bookmark: _Toc228010739]2.1.1 Data Governance
The UK's Data Protection Act 2018 and the 2026 Code of Practice for the use of AI and automated decision-making require all organisations to follow good practice in the processing of personal data (Legislation.gov.uk, 2018). Particular note is made of how the Act protects children’s data and makes decisions that are found to be fair. The ICO states that the Act encourages AI systems to be transparent, fair and accountable, allowing for innovation in the business sector (ICO, 2026). This gives businesses the ability to innovate in their products and services but also requires them to take responsibility for how they use their data in ethical ways.
The European Union utilises the GDPR and the EU AI Act to regulate AI systems within their borders. The GDPR outlines the standards of fairness, accuracy, minimisation of data and security of information (European Data Protection Supervisor, 2024). On top of this regulation, the EU AI Act adds new requirements to AI systems that are determined to be of high risk (Musch, Borrelli and Kerrigan, 2024). Additionally, the EDPS continues to publish articles that warn of the dangers of AI systems without proper controls, such as bias, overfitting and leakage of personal data (European Data Protection Supervisor, 22025). This act is an emblematic act of the European Union’s focus on the protection of consumers and their data.
AI models and technologies must be built with the ability to comply with the UK and the European Union’s requirements for AI systems. By doing so, businesses will be able to remain compatible with European markets and to avoid any potential challenges to their reputations and businesses. Furthermore, the companies that are able to institute controls and governance over their AI models will not just remain compliant with the regulations but also enhance their reputation relative to other companies in the international market (Nookala, 2024). Unilever, which has access to the data of 400+ brands and products, including personal care and food and beverage products (Unilever, 2024), must comply with these regulations in their data flows from their headquarters in the UK to their distribution centres in the European Union.
[bookmark: _Toc228010740]2.1.2 Ethical AI Use
International standards, such as the OECD Principles on AI (2019) and UNESCO's Recommendation on the Ethics of AI (2021), already provide guidelines for organisations on how to address AI bias and ensure that their AI solutions are fair and transparent (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021). The causes of bias in AI systems have already been analysed by numerous researchers, with most agreeing that bias in AI systems can be caused by poor quality of the data that is used to train those AI systems (Mehrabi et al., 2021). Despite these existing guidelines and analyses, there is still a need for companies to address these concerns regarding AI bias.
Unilever, a manufacturer of 150,000+ products worldwide and a company that receives hundreds of thousands of hiring applicants for its positions, as well as companies like Dove and Persil that must tailor their marketing to individual customers, has faced the potential challenges of AI bias. If their hiring applications are discriminatory towards certain applicants, they could face lawsuits from those rejected applicants. Furthermore, if their companies do not provide transparency in their AI systems that create their marketing campaigns, customers who wish to understand how their data is used by these companies may create a backlash towards them (Unilever, 2024).
Furthermore, the ICO in the United Kingdom has published guidelines on how AI systems should be developed with fairness and accountability insurance companies against the challenges of AI bias (ICO, 2026). Similarly, the European Union has created the AI Act, which details the regulations for high-risk AI applications, such as those used in healthcare and employment (Council of the EU, 2024). These regulations ensure that the AI systems are transparent and provide oversight for those who are impacted by the AI. Thus, the use of ethical AI systems in companies is not optional but necessary for the maintenance of their reputations and compliance with the regulations of other countries around the world.
[bookmark: _Toc228010741]2.1.3 Regulatory Compliance
While the United Kingdom’s regulation of AI systems is largely evolutionary and specific to each industry, recommendations from the Information Commissioner’s Office incorporate elements of fairness and accountability into the regulation of AI systems within the country (ICO, 2026). The regulation of the European Union (EU) is also specific to each industry; however, the EU has established the Artificial Intelligence Act (Regulation 2024/1689), which classifies AI systems according to the potential impact that they may have upon society within the EU (Council of the EU, 2024; Teichmann, 2026). AI systems are classified as:
· Prohibited AI systems include technologies like social and consumer scoring systems or the recognition of human emotions in the workplace (EU Artificial Intelligence Act, 2025).
· High-risk AI systems would include AI systems that are used for medical diagnosis, hiring, or critical infrastructure.
· Companies that manufacture AI systems of low risk must provide information regarding the use of AI systems within their company to the consumers of their products.
· Furthermore, AI systems of low risk, such as spam filters, are not regulated by the EU (Mbah, 2024).

Unilever’s hiring algorithms and other high-risk AI systems are covered by the EU’s Artificial Intelligence Act. Furthermore, Unilever must take steps to comply with the regulations of both the EU and the United Kingdom. As such, companies like Unilever will do well to adopt a two-front approach to regulatory compliance; they will embrace the innovation-centric regulation of the United Kingdom while also adhering to the strict regulatory practices of the EU. Through the ability of these companies to embrace both sets of regulations, they can minimise their risk of penalties and remain globally competitive (Latilo et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc228010742]2.1.4 Customer Trust
Trust plays a critical role in the adoption of AI, and companies need to understand that how customers perceive trust impacts the successful deployment of AI (Frank et al., 2023). A growing body of evidence highlights that transparency and explainability play a crucial role in user trust, with third-party trust indicators (e.g., certification badges and audits) further building confidence (Schmidt, Biessmann and Teubner, 2020). These signals provide tangible proof that AI is safe, fair and trustworthy.
Transparency disclosures are seen as an ethical imperative. A recent survey revealed 84% of experts favour mandatory disclosures to consumers about the use of AI, highlighting the need for users to be made aware when they interact with AI (Renieris, Kiron and Mills, 2024). Explainability tools, like model interpretability dashboards, explain AI decisions, minimising perceptions of black-box AI and bias.
For brands like Unilever, which reaches 3.4 billion consumers every day using AI-driven recommendations, chatbots and targeted ads, trust equals loyalty, which equals market share. Unilever is the parent company of more than 400 brands, such as Dove, Persil, Ben & Jerry's and Hellmann's – all with different consumer expectations around privacy and AI ethics. A misstep with AI, such as a biased recommendation system or a chatbot that delivers misleading answers, could harm the reputation of several brands at once (Unilever, 2024). In addition, Unilever's sustainability and ethical sourcing policies, which are promoted to consumers through its Unilever Sustainable Living Plan, raise the bar for consumer expectations regarding the fairness and transparency of Unilever's AI systems. For Unilever, unlike a technology company, trust in AI is linked to trust in the company.
Larsson and Heintz (2020) find that transparency reduces negative perceptions of AI and improves organisational accountability, increasing organisational resilience. Companies that openly communicate the use of AI and AI decision‑making processes are seen as more trustworthy, thereby reducing reputational risk if a system goes wrong or is biased.
Communication is key to trust‑building. Companies need to prioritise transparency in their customer communications, viewing disclosure as not just a regulatory obligation but a trust‑building initiative (McCormack et al., 2025). This means having AI usage policies and engaging customers through interactive platforms and certification seals that demonstrate ethical practices. Organisations need to incorporate transparency, accountability, and communication into their AI governance practices. In doing so, they turn compliance into a differentiator, securing customer loyalty and long‑term brand protection.
[bookmark: _Toc228010743]2.1.5 Comparison between UK and EU
In the UK fintech industry, companies like Atom Bank and ClearBank are using AI to automate credit risk assessment, fraud prevention and onboarding processes. These solutions prioritise transparency, fairness, and real‑time monitoring, reflecting the UK regulator's proactive approach to innovation (Thompsett, 2024). Fintechs use AI models to improve efficiency and minimise risks but are responsible for ensuring transparent and fair decisioning. The ICO guidance stresses the importance of avoiding biases and improving transparency, with fintechs expected to implement governance strategies that prioritise innovation while upholding ethical standards (Deliu and Moldovan, 2025). This approach illustrates how UK financial services use AI to achieve a competitive edge while remaining compliant through industry‑specific regulation.
In comparison, European health services are subject to tighter regulation. The EU AI Act categorises AI systems used in diagnostic and clinical decision support as high‑risk, demanding thorough documentation, data management and human oversight (Council of the EU, 2024). Examples show how healthcare facilities and research institutes must thoroughly document AI processes for safety and trustworthy patient care (Niemiec et al., 2025). While UK fintechs enjoy regulatory leniency, EU healthcare organisations face prescriptive regulatory requirements emphasising patient safety and human rights.
These examples demonstrate the need for sector-specific compliance approaches (financial services in the UK, healthcare in the EU) and highlight that multinational corporations need to align governance policies with sector-specific risks and regulatory requirements.
[bookmark: _Toc228010744]2.2 Political, Technological, and Regulatory Change
The European Union and the United Kingdom have taken different approaches to the regulation of emerging technologies, such as AI. The United Kingdom has taken a pro-innovation approach to AI regulation, as described in its AI Regulation White Paper (2023). The country has decided against creating a dedicated AI Act, and, instead, the regulators will be in charge of creating specific regulations for each sector of the United Kingdom’s economy (FRANKI T, 2026). This approach allows for the same flexibility that the United Kingdom has taken in its decisions regarding the EU single market and trade, as it enables the country to deviate from the EU’s regulations (Wright, 2022). 
In contrast, the European Union has chosen to create the AI Act (2024/1689), the world’s first stand-alone AI act, which will create a common set of regulations for all member countries within the EU (Smuha, 2025). The motivations for these differing approaches originate from the different strategies pursued by the two countries after Brexit. The United Kingdom aims to attract investments into the country by reducing the amount of red tape for foreign companies that invest in the UK. In contrast, the EU aims to create common standards and regulations throughout the continent, similar to the standards created by the GDPR.
Artificial intelligence is contributing to the United Kingdom’s economy to the tune of billions of dollars, with projections that the country’s AI industry will reach $1 trillion in value by 2035 (Smuha, 2025). The country values innovation and has placed regulators specific to each of the sectors within the country. These regulators will create the specific principles that will apply to each of the sectors (Chiu, 2023). The drawback of this regulation is that the country may struggle with creating consistent regulations for all of the different sectors. The European Union has instead created a regulation that covers all aspects of AI, from data to governance (Zhao, 2023). Concerning both regions of Europe, there are similar risks regarding the data and the cybersecurity of their AI applications. Both regions recognise the risk of data breaches, as well as other cybersecurity issues with their artificial intelligence systems (Basu, 2024). These technological advancements have contributed to the information and cyber risks of these companies. The speed of the technological innovations within these two regions means that the companies must adapt to these regulations and invest in their AI systems to limit any risks to their reputation or business. Thus, Unilever will need to regulate its use of AI in both its supply chain and marketing to comply with the technological regulatory frameworks established in the United Kingdom and the European Union.
According to the European AI Act, AI applications are divided into four categories according to the risk posed to the individual and society resulting from such developments. Systems posing an unacceptable risk to those categories are prohibited from existing within the EU. High-risk systems will be subject to stringent regulations, limited-risk systems will be required to be transparent in their operations and data use, and minimal-risk systems will not require any regulations to be established for their operation (Council of the EU, 2024). Violations of these regulations will result in fines of up to 7% of an organisation's annual turnover or €35 million (Klaw, 2025). These regulations are an extension of the GDPR, aiming to provide a common standard of data security and privacy throughout the EU. The United Kingdom, according to the UK AI Regulation White Paper, will have sector-specific regulators who will establish five principles that will apply to the different sectors in the country: safety, transparency, fairness, accountability, and contestability (FRANKI T, 2026). These principles will reduce the regulatory costs for different sectors of the economy. However, the UK government may struggle to effectively enforce these regulations.
The risk of litigation will be higher for the companies in the European Union as a result of its approach to AI and data security, as the regulations will ensure that any violations of the AI Act will be met with penalties. In contrast, the United Kingdom’s less rigorous regulations will expose the companies to reputational risks if the sectoral regulations are not adequately established (Guinea et al., 2025). The cost of complying with the European AI Act will be higher than that of the United Kingdom. This is due to the increased documentation, monitoring, and auditing requirements of the EU’s act in comparison to the United Kingdom’s principles (English, Hammond and Yeung, 2016). The costs of complying with the European AI Act and the United Kingdom’s AI regulations will be lower for the multinationals, but the latter will have to implement governance regulations for each sector to minimise reputational risks. Any failure on the part of the companies to be transparent in their use of AI will result in reputational risks for the companies with their customers (Igwe-Nmaju and Anadozie, 2022). Thus, the multinationals will have to implement a two-pronged strategy to minimise the risks to their organisations and maximise the benefits that their use of AI can provide to their supply chains and customers.
[bookmark: _Toc228010745]2.3 Macroeconomic Policy and International Economic Environment
The UK economy is moving from a period of high inflation towards a more stable phase of the business cycle. According to the Office for Budget Responsibility’s report in March 2026, inflation in the UK had slowed to 3.4% in December 2025 and was projected to reach the government’s inflation target of 2% by the midpoint of 2026. The Bank of England had also reduced the Bank Rate from the highs of over 5% that existed in 2024, with the rate standing at 3.75% as of March 2026 (Bank of England, 2026). The Bank of England’s actions were taken to find a balance between controlling inflation and maintaining economic activity, as inflation for wages and services was remaining high.
The government has also begun to implement austerity measures following the release of the November 2025 budget (Heald and Hodges, 2020). The government debt in the UK is currently at high levels; however, the government is undertaking fiscal consolidation as a means of signalling its financial health to domestic and international financial markets. For businesses, signals from the government are mixed. On the one hand, the reduced inflation and interest rates are positively impacting business decisions to invest in technologies like AI. On the other hand, the fiscal consolidation initiatives may continue to negatively impact procurement of goods and services from the government. For Unilever, specifically, the reduction in interest rates will make it cheaper for the company to finance its investments in AI technologies within its supply chain; however, fiscal consolidation may create some difficulties in increasing domestic purchasing of Unilever products.

[bookmark: _Toc228010746]2.3.1 EU Macroeconomic Conditions
The macroeconomic policies of the European Union differ from those of the United Kingdom mainly in that the European Central Bank implements more conservative monetary policies than the UK’s. For instance, the ECB has maintained interest rates at a level that ensures that inflation within the EU converges to its inflation target of 2% (European Central Bank, 2026). The ECB makes adjustments to monetary policy less frequently than the UK’s Bank of England to ensure that inflation remains consistent across all member states of the EU.
Another way in which the EU has ensured its economic stability is through its trade policy. The European Union continues to outcompete other trading partners through its various trade initiatives, such as its focus on digital and AI-related trade standards (European Commission, 2025). Furthermore, the EU incentivises AI-related research through initiatives like the Digital Europe Programme and Horizon Europe (VASILESCU, 2025). Companies are incentivised to take the high-risk path to invest in AI technologies in areas like healthcare or manufacturing (European Commission, 2025). These initiatives create both opportunities and challenges for multinational companies. While the EU offers various incentives for companies to invest in AI technologies, the regulatory demands of the EU add to the challenges of operating within the EU. For Unilever, which has several European facilities, such as food innovation centres in Rotterdam and ice cream facilities in Heilbronn, Horizon Europe programmes can be used to finance AI research initiatives. However, the company must also comply with the regulations of the European Union.
[bookmark: _Toc228010747]2.3.2 Comparative Analysis: UK Flexibility vs EU Stability
The UK’s economy is much more flexible than the EU. The regulatory environment in the UK encourages rapid experimentation with AI, with low costs of compliance and an experimental approach to regulating the AI services and fintech companies. In contrast, the EU offers stability through its regulation, but companies face higher costs of compliance and slower innovation cycles.
Unilever will have to find a balance between the flexibility of the UK market and the need for EU companies to be stable and resilient over the long term. The company will need to adopt different approaches to AI in each of its markets according to the conditions of each economy. In the UK, Unilever will benefit from the macroeconomic flexibility that encourages rapid innovation in AI applications. However, it will also need to institute strong safeguards against reputational risks from the use of AI within its operations.
The EU offers stability in its macroeconomic policies and encourages AI adoption over the long term, particularly in high-risk sectors (Videgaray, Aghion and Caputo, 2024). Although the costs of compliance are higher, Unilever will benefit from the regulatory environment of the EU. While the risk appetite of the companies in the EU will be somewhat limited by their regulatory environment, they will be more competitive in the single market that the EU has created for its companies.
In the EU market, Unilever can afford to take a more structured and compliance-intensive approach to AI applications in its operations. It can adopt a strategy that is more deliberate than in its UK market, where it can adopt a lighter-touch approach to AI implementation.
Multinationals will have to adopt different AI risk management strategies in the UK and the EU markets. They will need to take into account the costs of compliance with data and AI regulations, reputational risks of using AI in their operations, and the level of competitiveness that they can achieve in each of these markets.
[bookmark: _Toc228010748]2.4 Recommendations
The first priority for Unilever is to establish ethical AI governance in the company’s frameworks. A charter governing the use of AI within Unilever will ensure that ethical principles are applied to all AI initiatives the company undertakes (Ahmed, Gul and Shahzad, 2025). The charter will apply equally to all 150,000 employees working in the company’s UK and EU locations. Compliance audits will ensure that all locations adhere to the data protection regulations of the UK and EU. Furthermore, Unilever will publish an annual report detailing the use of AI in the company. This will be published in the same manner as Unilever’s sustainability reports. Finally, to increase the trust that consumers place in Unilever’s brands, such as Dove, Persil, and Ben & Jerry's, the company will implement strategies to engage with its customers to explain its AI implementations (McCormack et al., 2025).
Unilever also has a second priority of adopting compliance frameworks to align the company’s operations between the UK and the EU. The company will create a compliance framework for the documentation of EU AI Act regulations that will apply to all locations of the business. Furthermore, lobbying efforts will be made with both the ICO and the European Commission to ensure that the regulations governing Unilever’s AI applications to consumers are minimised. Through the associations that Unilever has within the industry, the company will be able to influence the EU AI Act to better align with the regulations of Unilever’s fast-moving consumer goods products. Scenario planning can be used to both anticipate future regulations on AI in fast-moving consumer goods industries such as the EU AI Act and to anticipate any litigation that the company may face. These efforts will enable Unilever to manage the political and regulatory environments in which it operates to ensure competitiveness relative to companies like Procter & Gamble and Nestlé.
Unilever also has a third priority of integrating financial and risk management strategies into its AI plans for the company. Through hedging the company can protect itself against currency and interest rate fluctuations that may impact the cost of its investments in AI technologies. Furthermore, diversification of investments in AI technologies within the UK and the EU will allow the company to minimise the risks that it faces from regulatory changes in either region. For instance, the UK can implement AI innovations in marketing rapidly, while Unilever can compete for funding within the EU’s Horizon Europe funding for sustainable agriculture AI innovations (Heald and Hodges, 2020). The company’s risk management frameworks will allow it to take risks in the implementation of AI in its UK locations but will have zero tolerance for noncompliance with the EU AI Act in recruitment and workforce management AI, as these are classified as high risks.
[bookmark: _Toc228010749]2.5 Implementation Plan
 

	Phase
	Timeline
	Priority Action
	Key Deliverable
	Responsible
	Cost

	1
	Months 0–3
	Set up governance: create AI Charter, hire AI Ethics Officer, list all AI systems by risk level
	Charter approved; inventory done
	Board, CTO
	£200k

	2
	Months 3–6
	Meet UK ICO rules: check marketing and supply chain AI, fix consent for ads (Dove, Persil), add bias tools for hiring
	ICO readiness report
	UK Legal Head
	£300k

	3
	Months 3–9
	Meet EU AI Act: set up Rotterdam hub for high-risk AI (hiring, staff tools), register systems with authorities
	EU compliance dossier
	EU Compliance Director
	£500k

	4
	Months 6–12
	Build customer trust: publish AI Transparency Report, get trust seals for Ben & Jerry's and Hellmann's, launch explainability tool
	Transparency report; three brands certified
	Chief Communications Officer
	£250k

	5
	Months 12–18
	Join UK and EU systems into one flexible framework, train all data and HR staff, add AI risk to main risk system
	Unified risk register
	Chief Risk Officer
	£350k

	6
	Months 18–24+
	Watch for rule changes: track UK and EU AI laws, report every 3 months, update plans, do yearly AI ethics check
	Quarterly reports; yearly audit
	Public Affairs; Internal Audit
	£150k/year





[bookmark: _Toc228010750]2.6 Critical Dependencies & Risk Mitigation
The success of this plan relies upon several critical dependencies. First, board approval of the Ethical AI Charter is required before any other phases of the plan can take place. In the event that the approval for the charter is delayed or diluted, the 400 brands that Unilever manages will be unable to establish a solid foundation for the implementation of the charter. To mitigate this threat to the project, the charter will be pre-socialised with the Non-Executive Directors of Unilever prior to submission to the board.
Second, the implementation timeline for the charter is contingent upon the transitional provisions of the EU AI Act remaining stable. Should the EU AI Act experience any slippage in the enforcement of its provisions, Unilever may either over-invest in the technology or fail to invest at all in the implementation of these provisions. However, the modular nature of the framework allows for the individual components of the framework to be implemented at different rates to accommodate for this risk.
Third, the difference in regulatory demands between the UK and the EU are a critical risk for Unilever. Should the UK continue to liberalise its regulations for AI applications while the EU enforces AI regulations that are more stringent than those in place today, Unilever would be forced to create and maintain two separate compliance systems for the EU and the UK. However, phase 5 of the implementation plan will address this threat by creating a unified framework for the UK and the EU that ensures that both regions are covered by a single modular framework.
Fourth, some employees of Unilever may be resistant towards participating in the training and implementing the changes to the compliance processes that will be introduced. However, the implementation of a certification that is linked to the Unilever’s Chief Human Resources Officer will address this dependency and ensure that all affected staff members are compelled to attend and participate in the training program.
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This report has examined how Unilever PLC can manage the risks of AI in its operations in the UK and the EU. Through analysing the regulatory, customer and macroeconomic aspects of the two regions, Unilever PLC can find ways to best handle AI in a way that benefits the business and allows it to maintain its competitive advantage. The findings of this report are as follows:
There is a divergence of regulations in both the UK and the EU that poses challenges for Unilever PLC as it operates in two different countries. The ICO in the UK allows for more flexibility in the use of AI, while the EU AI Act creates regulations that must be met by any companies that use AI in their business processes, especially high-risk processes. Secondly, customer trust in Unilever PLC is tied to its reputation, especially as the company caters to 3.4 billion customers across 400 different brands. Thirdly, the macroeconomic conditions in the two regions also pose challenges to Unilever PLC. While the UK has been experiencing easing inflation and lowering interest rates, the EU has stable interest rates but with more restrictive monetary policy.
The implementation of the strategies suggested in this report will allow Unilever PLC to create a 24-month implementation schedule that introduces AI in different stages of the company, each with specific KPIs and costs, amounting to £1.75 million in total costs. Furthermore, the recommendations and implementation plan are future-proofed through the suggestions to review the company’s charter each year and to continuously monitor regulations in the region in which its UK and EU operations will be implemented. Overall, Unilever PLC can take advantage of the existing challenges of AI to become a more competitive and flexible company. If the company does not act, however, it may suffer from increasing competition from other companies in the same industry as Unilever PLC, such as Procter & Gamble and Nestlé.
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