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[bookmark: _Toc228176350][bookmark: _Toc228177178]Executive Summary
Deliveroo exists at the nexus of platform economics, artificial intelligence and a more regulated gig economy. This report provides recommendations to top decision-makers on the strategy, risk, and governance imperative of the Deliveroo algorithmic management model, evaluated in the United Kingdom and the European Union. Its main thesis is that although AI-driven systems result in operational efficiency and competitive advantage that are measurable, they also subject the company to an increasingly large body of legal, reputational, and ethical risks, which the existing governance frameworks fail to adequately address.
The report highlights that four areas of risk are critical, including the lack of transparency in algorithms and the resulting asymmetry of power between platform and rider; the lack of due process; failure to comply with GDPR and other emerging EU regulations; and the reputational impact of poor ethical AI practice. The concept of regulatory divergence between the pro-innovation strategy of the UK and the EU, which regulates the Directive 2024/2831, only adds to the strategy complexities. The report ends with a tiered implementation plan that includes board-level AI governance, an algorithmic transparency framework, human appeals, and long-term independent ethical auditing. The strategic argument is clear: the future competitive edge of Deliveroo will not only be based on the use of AI, but on the quality, transparency, and responsibility of its governance.
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[bookmark: _Toc228176352][bookmark: _Toc228177179]1. Introduction
Deliveroo is a company of the largest digital platform in the world, which entered the market in the area of food delivery in 2013 and was founded in London. A good example of the contemporary platform-based business model, in which artificial intelligence is not an auxiliary mechanism but is one of the main elements of business operations, is Deliveroo, an enterprise serving more than ten countries, mediating between consumers, restaurants, and an independent rider workforce. Algorithms also control order allocation, dynamic pricing, route optimisation, and rider performance monitoring, enabling a management system to operate with minimal human interaction on the transactional level.
One controversy has been the strategic value of this model. Algorithms have generated substantial efficiency returns, with the rapid adoption of algorithmic management subject to growing regulatory and worker advocacy and growing ethical criticism in platform economies. The antagonistic regulatory purposes of the UK and the EU are also a particularly influential source of strategic uncertainty to any multinational platform that conducts business in both regions. The case study of Deliveroo and its business model, inherent risks in the algorithmic systems and the regulatory environment where these risks are managed are the main cases that this report is based on.
These spheres of the analysis are data governance, ethical AI, labour regulation, and reputational risk. The report employs the PESTLE framework to structure the macro-environmental comparison, and the Diamond Model of Porter to assess competitive positioning and structural conditions that are the basis of the algorithm capabilities of Deliveroo. It is founded on the current academic research and regulatory experience, and ends with a pragmatic and gradual implementation plan, which will turn the governance investment into a competitive long-term benefit.
[bookmark: _Toc228176353][bookmark: _Toc228177180]2. Company and Business Model Analysis
Deliveroo is a tripartite platform model with customers, restaurants, and independent riders and is monetised mainly by delivery fees, restaurant commissions, and subscriptions. Scalability of the platform is conditional on AI: without algorithmic allocation and optimisation, it would not be possible to arrange tens of thousands of parallel transactions in geographically separated cities. Vallas and Schor (2020) attribute this ability to coordinate the unemployed to a hallmark of platform firms, facilitating the mobilisation of labour at scale and offloading the costs and risk that had conventionally belonged to employers. Deliveroo is an example of such a structure: riders are considered independent contractors, which means that all their behaviour, income, and further use of the platform are mediated by algorithmic systems.
The labour process of Deliveroo may be regarded as the so-called just-in-time labour force when workers are only contracted when the demand turns into a reality and dismissed when it has been satisfied (De Stefano, 2016). This model creates flexibility of operation and economic effectiveness, but raises some fundamental questions regarding the nature of the employment relationship. Gandini (2019) applied the labour process theory to the gig economy, indicating that despite the apparent autonomy of the digital platforms, algorithmic management substitutes the hierarchical supervision framework with performance control based on data. The actual implication of this to the Deliveroo case is a structural dilemma: the platform needs to have sufficient behavioural control over the riders to guarantee quality of the service, but over-control would be equal to reclassifying the riders as workers or employees and the legal and financial ramifications that come with it.
Deliveroo algorithmic management involves a number of functions that are interconnected. Order allocation algorithms pair incoming orders with available riders according to proximity, speed, and platform-specified performance requirements. Dynamic pricing is a pricing model that varies the charges of delivery according to the real-time demand and supply conditions. The performance of the Rider is monitored on the basis of acceptance rates, completion rates and customer ratings, and this will have ramifications on how to allocate future orders. According to Möhlmann et al. (2020), such a setup was referred to as a system where matching and control are carried out concurrently, which guarantees the efficiency of operations and behavioural adherence. The presence of Uber Eats and Just Eat compounds the need for Deliveroo to rely on algorithmic differentiation in that every small change in allocation speed or route efficiency will be converted into small benefits in a market where switching costs are low, and prices are highly competitive.
Faraoun (2024) placed such developments into a wider historical narrative of labour restructuring, that platform work should be seen as a qualitative change in how employment relations are governed, and not merely the extension of previous forms of precarious labour. This is significant to appreciate how serious the issue of Deliveroo is: its business model is not only exposed to regulatory risk, but it is inherently involved in the discussions that regulation aims to address.
[bookmark: _Toc228176354][bookmark: _Toc228177181]3. PESTLE Analysis: UK and EU Comparative Assessment
The following macro-environmental analysis plots the key external forces that affect the algorithmic management model of Deliveroo in the two key regulatory environments. All this is done on a comparative basis using the PESTLE framework and critical analysis of the strategic implications of each dimension.
Table 1: PESTLE Comparative Analysis – Deliveroo UK vs EU
	Factor
	UK
	EU
	Strategic Implication for Deliveroo

	Political
	Pro-innovation AI White Paper (GOV.UK, 2023); flexible, sector-led governance
	Platform Work Directive 2024/2831; interventionist worker protection
	Regulatory divergence demands a bifurcated compliance strategy

	Economic
	Post-Brexit cost pressures; competitive rider market
	Inflationary labour costs push for minimum-wage equivalence
	AI efficiency gains risk erosion by rising compliance costs

	Social
	Growing gig worker advocacy; Cambridge study on anxiety and ratings
	Broad public support for worker rights; ESG scrutiny
	Reputational exposure if worker wellbeing is deprioritised

	Technological
	Rapid AI adoption; limited explainability standards
	EU AI Act accountability requirements; algorithmic transparency
	Algorithmic opacity creates legal and ethical risk

	Legal
	Supreme Court self-employed ruling (2023); employment law uncertainty
	Directive 2024/2831 mandates algorithmic transparency; GDPR
	Legal asymmetry between jurisdictions increases compliance complexity

	Environmental
	Route optimisation reduces emissions per delivery
	EU Green Deal: pressure on last-mile delivery emissions
	AI efficiency must be reconciled with broader environmental footprint


Source: Author's analysis informed by GOV.UK (2023), European Council (2024), European Parliament (2024), Rough and Brione (2024), KPMG (2023), People Management (2023)
The pro-innovation AI White Paper in the UK (GOV.UK, 2023) is politically based on a principles-oriented, sector-led regulatory strategy that does not establish prescriptive requirements on the algorithms. This is the opposite of the interventionist approach of the EU, which is most clearly embodied by EU Directive 2024/2831 on platform work (European Council, 2024). The directive creates a legal presumption that platform workers are employed except in cases where the platform can prove to the contrary, which poses a direct threat to the self-employment business model that Deliveroo has adopted in member states of the EU. Rough and Brione (2024) observed that the UK employment law is still not fully resolved, and a 2023 ruling by the Supreme Court that riders are self-employed (People Management, 2023) has shed some light on the matter, but has not addressed the structural ambiguity. The political difference between jurisdictions is not only regulatory but also strategic: Deliveroo will have to assume the core different assumptions about the nature of its workforce based on the jurisdiction.
Faced with an economic environment of increasing inflation and fuel prices, the rider model has put an added cost on its operations, and route optimisation through AI partially counters these forces. Nevertheless, KPMG (2023) warned that adherence to the new AI employment law provisions has direct financial implications that can reduce margins, especially when platforms are used at scale and in a variety of regulatory jurisdictions. The most important economic threat is in the direction of the EU towards mandatory transparency of algorithms and even reclassification of workers, as there are potential costs associated with the uniformity of minimum wages and the right to benefits.
Gig workers have become a socially more aware topic. A study by the University of Cambridge (2025) reported extensive anxiety among riders in the gig economy with regard to algorithmic ratings and income insecurity. The social aspect of PESTLE is directly linked to reputational risk: the more ESG is scrutinised, the more pressure on the companies suspected of externalising risk onto vulnerable employees. Hussain (2025) offered the rider perspective on the funding of the profit recovery at Deliveroo by wage cuts, and the statement was widely covered by the media, demonstrating how social stories of algorithmic fairness have solidified into reputational crises.
Regarding the technological aspects, the EU AI Act requirements related to explainability, auditability and human control impose governance requirements that are beyond those that Deliveroo is now revealing. A particular sphere on which the European Parliament Think Tank (2025) lists algorithmic management as a particular area that needs to be regulated is that delegation of managerial decisions to automated systems has a fundamental effect of shifting the power balance between employer and worker. Law. In addition to the decision of the UK Supreme Court, GDPR implications are significant: algorithmic decision-making to assign work and decide on remuneration may involve the application of Article 22 rights to clarification and human oversight. Johnston and Silberman (2020) believed that GDPR might be used as an instrument to impose working conditions changes, which is a regulatory risk that Deliveroo should consider. On the environmental front, AI route optimisation lowers the amount of emissions per delivery, but the overall environmental consequences of high-delivery frequency are controversial, and the EU Green Deal will put the last-mile logistics under increased scrutiny.
[bookmark: _Toc228176355][bookmark: _Toc228177182]4. Porter's Diamond Model: Competitive Advantage Analysis
The Diamond Model of Porter offers a structural concept of knowing the national competitive conditions that form the basis of Deliveroo's algorithmic capabilities and the threats that threaten them. The six elements of the model show not only the origins of the current advantage of Deliveroo but also the risks that conflicting regulatory frameworks unveil. 
Table 2: Porter's Diamond Model – Deliveroo UK and EU Operations
	Diamond Element
	Application to Deliveroo (UK)
	Relevance to EU Operations

	Factor Conditions
	Advanced digital infrastructure; strong UK tech talent base; AI R&D investment
	EU talent regulations and data localisation requirements constrain factor mobility.

	Demand Conditions
	Sophisticated urban consumers are driving demand for real-time, personalised delivery.
	Varying consumer expectations across member states; demand for ethical sourcing grows

	Related & Supporting Industries
	Vibrant UK fintech, logistics, and cloud infrastructure ecosystem
	EU platform ecosystem fragmented; regulatory clustering may restrict interoperability

	Firm Strategy, Structure & Rivalry
	Intense rivalry with Uber Eats and Just Eat drives algorithmic innovation as differentiation
	Competition law scrutiny in the EU may constrain pricing algorithms and exclusivity.

	Government Role
	Pro-innovation stance; HMRC enforcement on tax status remains a latent risk.
	Directive 2024/2831 directly reshapes operating models; government as a regulatory actor.

	Chance Events
	COVID-19 demand surge entrenched algorithmic dependency; post-pandemic normalisation
	An Italian court ruling on a discriminatory algorithm set a precedent across EU jurisdictions.


Source: Author's analysis applied to the Deliveroo context
Factor conditions at Deliveroo in the United Kingdom are good: the availability of world-leading digital engineering skills, venture-funded AI research and development, and established cloud computing infrastructure have facilitated the rapid creation of highly complex algorithmic systems. These benefits, however, are becoming more and more conditional. The same data-intensive systems that give rise to efficiency will, at the same time, create labour relations issues that will counteract competitive advantage, as was established in a systematic review of research on algorithmic management (Kadolkar, Kepes and Subramony, 2024).
The dimension of the demand condition indicates a significant tension. Advanced consumers in the UK have made it their standard practice to deliver swiftly with the use of algorithms, and this has made the market conducive to investing in AI. But ethical sourcing and labour practices are also becoming the concern of the same consumers, a change in demand that might harm platforms that have a low reputation for labour treatment. The heterogeneity of demand conditions among member states in the EU is greater, and the legal presumption of employment in the directive is more a product of political demand to undertake structural reform than simply reflecting consumer preference.
[image: ]
Figure 1: Porter’s Diamond model applied to the Deliveroo context (Author)
The related and supporting industries factor underscores the extent to which the Deliveroo model relies on a more extensive platform ecosystem of payment processors, logistics operators and technology partners among restaurants. Regulatory clustering around the Platform Work Directive could limit the interoperability in this ecosystem and add compliance costs to the EU. The tough-mindedness, structure, and competition aspect is especially important: the competitive logic of the food delivery business forces constant algorithmic innovation, yet the Italian judicial decision against the rider-ranking algorithm of Deliveroo (TechCrunch, 2021) proved that algorithmic innovation without regulation is a risk with material legal consequences. The government role, in the Porter sense of a facilitator and not a determinist force, is asymmetric on a cross-jurisdictional basis: the enabling role of the UK government is in contrast to the EU-enabling role as expressed in Directive 2024/2831.
[bookmark: _Toc228176356][bookmark: _Toc228177183]5. AI, Data Governance and Algorithmic Risk
[bookmark: _Toc228176357][bookmark: _Toc228177184]5.1 Algorithmic Allocation and the Control Paradox
The main locus of the Deliveroo business model and the primary site of the governance risk is algorithmic allocation. Keegan and Meijerink (2025) referred to the shift of algorithmic management as an edge case to the core characteristic of modern organisational behaviour, with its ability to maximise performance and, at the same time, dehumanise workers. In the case of Deliveroo, the allocation algorithm decides who gets which order, and at what price, and with what ramifications on further allocations. Brancati (2025) noted that the routine account of platform workers in Europe of algorithmic allocation as opaque, arbitrary, and beyond challenge is directly corroborated by the evidence provided by the Business and Human Rights Centre (2026) in its reporting, which contained quotes of couriers stating that they did not understand how the systems work, nor could they challenge them.
That is no accident, but rather a structural attribute of algorithmic systems, which Duggan et al. (2020) found to be the defining feature of app-work in the gig economy, which is that managerial discretion is replaced with coded rules, the logic of which is opaque to the people affected by it. Tuomi et al. (2023) analysed the reaction of food delivery riders to algorithmic management and discovered both active manipulation and resistance as the strategies that paradoxically enhanced the efficiency of the platform and resulted in an increase in worker alienation. The control paradox that arises is that more stringent algorithmic control can bring about short-term efficiency but compromises the trust and engagement that contribute to the overall quality of operations in the long run.
[bookmark: _Toc228176358][bookmark: _Toc228177185]5.2 Automated Deactivation, Due Process and Accountability
One of the most disputed aspects of algorithmic management in platform economies is automated deactivation of accounts. Kellogg, Valentine and Christin (2020) described the automated deactivation as belonging to the new contested terrain of control, where workers have to deal with consequential choices made by a system that offers no explanation and no recourse. In the case of Deliveroo, the dangers are multiplied by the fact that deactivation is a factual ending of a livelihood, in spite of the formal status of the riders as independent contractors.
A case in Italy against the algorithmic ranking of the riders on the Deliveroo system (TechCrunch, 2021) set an important legal precedent in the EU, as the court determined that the algorithm had discriminated against riders who had exercised their right to strike action. The rationale used by the court involved the issue of bias in algorithms directly and solidly, turning down the argument by the platform that the system was neutral since it was automated. This decision is prefigured by the regulation direction that is coded in Directive 2024/2831, to which platforms are required to record algorithmic decision-making, to explain consequential decisions, and to be meaningfully reviewed by human beings (Mistar, Csaba and Rosca, 2025). Analysing the subjective experiences of platform workers in terms of algorithmic management in the context of topic modelling, Won, Lee and Lee (2023) discovered that the risk of deactivation was one of the most psychologically important causes of work-related distress, and the results directly affect the overall platform governance.
A counterintuitive aspect of the research by Cini (2025) is that the digital manipulation of the algorithmic systems that are inherent to platforms, such as the selective acceptance of orders, the gaming of the rating systems, and coordinated plans, actually makes platforms work more efficiently in the short term and hides the true preferences and needs. This dynamic in behaviour shows that algorithmic management systems are hardly ever workable in practice, and that governance structures based on the assumption of compliant riders will be misdiagnosing risk in a systematic fashion.
[bookmark: _Toc228176359][bookmark: _Toc228177186]5.3 Data Governance and GDPR Compliance
The riders provide Deliveroo with extensive personal and behavioural data, such as location, performance statistics, route history, and customer reviews. This data is the input of its basic algorithmic systems, but also represents a considerable regulatory burden. The TUC (2021) found the gathering of granular performance data with the help of algorithmic monitoring to be a specific legal vulnerability under the employment law and points out that the extent of data gathering in platform work might not be proportional and, therefore, might contravene the GDPR rules of data minimisation. Johnston and Silberman (2020) found that there is a structural conflict between the desire of platforms to have all the data to train and refine algorithms and the GDPR rights of workers to access, explanation, and erasure of their personal data used in automated decision-making.
The European Parliament Think Tank (2025) looked at the interaction between Directive 2024/2831 and any pre-existing GDPR requirements to establish a layered environment of compliance where platforms not only maintain data, but also actively use it as evidence in transparency and accountability efforts. In the case of Deliveroo, the operational issue is that data is both a strategic asset, a governance requirement and a reputational risk. Less than ideal data governance, such as non-compliance with a subject access request, insufficient audit trail of algorithmic decisions, or indicators of discriminatory use of data, may result in regulatory action, lawsuits, and reputational harm simultaneously.
OECD (2025) summarised evidence on algorithmic management by OECD member states, and found that the data asymmetry between platforms and workers, where platforms have complete datasets of behavioural data, but workers cannot see the criteria that are used to rank them, is a structural governance failure that needs regulatory and organisational redress. This evaluation can be directly applied to the position of Deliveroo.
[bookmark: _Toc228176360][bookmark: _Toc228177187]5.4 Algorithmic Bias and Fairness
The threat of algorithmic bias is especially pressing in the case of systems that are trained on the historical data that might entrench previous trends in inequality. Liu and Yin (2024) showed that there are systematically unequal effects of algorithmic management on job crafting behaviours by gig workers, as workers in lower-rated segments are increasingly disadvantaged as the allocation decisions favour higher-performing riders, which reinforce existing differentials. Potocka-Sionek and Aloisi (2024) proposed a new notion of the so-called spillover effect, when algorithmic management practices created in a regulatory environment are transferred to another and with them the biases that are in many ways not visible to local governance systems.
The Institute of the Future of Work (2021) warned that an AI trained to maximise efficiency measures can generate systematically unfair results without any discriminatory intent, due to the historical inequalities underlying the efficiency measures. In the case of Deliveroo, this casts doubt on whether the allocation algorithms discriminate against riders based on the protected attributes that are proxied by performance data. These questions cannot be answered now because of the lack of independent auditing, which in itself is a failure of governance.
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Figure 2: Feedback loop reinforcing inequality in algorithmic allocation (Author)
[bookmark: _Toc228176361][bookmark: _Toc228177188]6. Ethical AI, Labour Regulation and Stakeholder Trust
[bookmark: _Toc228176362][bookmark: _Toc228177189]6.1 Ethical AI Principles and the Limits of Legal Compliance
Ethical AI governance includes transparency, accountability, fairness, and human oversight principles that are more than those of regulatory compliance. Tomaszewska (2025) discussed the legal issues inherent in the transparency requirements of Directive 2024/2831, in which the author states that the best way to implement the transparency requirements is not just to adhere to the procedures but to devote the organisation to the cause of algorithmic accountability. This difference is important to Deliveroo: a platform that fulfils the letter of transparency by generating non-transparent technical disclosures that riders are not capable of practically interpreting has passed compliance with the law without having ethical validity.
The challenge of governance was specifically articulated by David Lee (2025), who thinks that, in the situation where the manager is an algorithm, the existing structure of corporate accountability collapses, and new frameworks have to be designed to distribute responsibility around automated decisions. The lack of a human decision-maker, whether by name in the process of deactivation or allocation of an algorithm, does not diffuse accountability: it simply pushes it onto the organisation that designed and runs the system. Zhang et al. (2025) reasoned that the emergence of algorithmic management necessitated new theoretical approaches to work and organisation, exactly because the current models of employment relations were not formulated to allow the delegation of managerial power to automation. In the case of Deliveroo, this means that compliance officers cannot be tasked with ethical AI governance: it must be owned by board members and strategically committed to.
[bookmark: _Toc228176363][bookmark: _Toc228177190]6.2 Labour Regulation: UK and EU Comparative Analysis
Regulatory asymmetry between the UK and the EU is one of the most important strategic risks in the environment in which Deliveroo operates. Aloisi (2022) analysed the history of platform work regulation in the EU member states and found a definite trend of moving towards higher levels of worker protection, more transparency in algorithms, and enforcement. This trend is increased by Directive 2024/2831: Fredman et al. (2025) compared the provisions of this directive with international labour standards and found that it is the most substantial legislative intervention in the regulation of the gig economy to date, with specific consequences on algorithmic management practices.
Ceretelli (2026) compared the adequacy of the UK and EU regulations to ILO standards in the UK and found that the flexible nature of the UK system generates substantial gaps in worker protection that will come into sharper focus as the debate over the gig economy deepens. Dong, Zhang and Wu (2025) presented empirical data of burnout and psychological damage among food delivery riders that can be explained by algorithmic management, which supports the normative argument of regulatory intervention and poses reputational risks to platforms that are connected with such results.
The difference between jurisdictions is not just a compliance issue: it indicates varying assumptions of the social contract between the platform and the worker. Business and Human Rights Centre (2024) reported the official adoption of the EU Platform Work Directive, which places the responsibility of proving employment status on platforms, which is reversed and has significant implications on the business model of Deliveroo in member states. The more permissive environment in the UK has a short-term competitive advantage, but fails to protect the company against the reputational and political damage of labour practices that are otherwise considered unacceptable in its EU markets.
[bookmark: _Toc228176364][bookmark: _Toc228177191]6.3 Stakeholder Trust, Reputation and Long-Term Value
[bookmark: _Toc228176365]The most underestimated variable in the risk calculus of Deliveroo is trust. The value proposition of the company to the customers is based on reliability and speed; reliability and speed ultimately depend on the involvement and devotion of the riders that make up its workforce. Quantitatively, Sun (2023) revealed that algorithmic management has a considerable negative impact on the psychological well-being of workers and sets the stage for turnover, compliance, and service quality. Vignola et al. (2023) summarised the growing body of research on the health of workers when managed by algorithms, and found a predictable trend of rising stress levels, decreasing autonomy, and declining well-being, which, when combined in large workforces, are an organisational risk of the first order.
A systematic review of physical and psychological risks of the systems in the gig economy carried out by Taylor et al. (2023) revealed that risks related to the algorithm management are not limited to the well-being of individuals but provide a systemic occupational health hazard to which platforms have not taken any responsibility. Hussain (2025) gave a first-person account of how the cost-cutting approach by Deliveroo has been perceived as punitive and arbitrary, a story that spread widely in the media and serves as a good example of how personal experiences of algorithmic injustice can solidify into reputational crises. The systemic aspect of these issues was also supported by the University of Cambridge (2025) study, where the authors reported that anxiety is widespread among the gig economy riders, which can be directly linked to the performance pressure of the algorithms.
The implication of governance is that reputational risk does not arise only due to regulatory violations: it is accrued by the daily experiences of workers and communities. Social platforms where responsible AI governance is considered a check-the-box effort will find that reputational harm is a first step towards enforcement. Conversely, the sites that make plausible investments in ethical governance, honesty in communication, and high levels of involvement of workers will be able to convert such investments into brand equity that is sustainable, reduced staff turnover and better regulatory position.
[bookmark: _Toc228177192]7. Recommendations and Implementation Plan
The recommendations below are evidence-based, strategically plausible and tailored to the risk profile of Deliveroo in the UK and EU. They are organised into three time horizons, with the key performance indicators to facilitate accountability in governance.
Table 3: Tiered Implementation Plan
	Timeframe
	Action
	Rationale
	KPI / Outcome

	Short-term (0-6 months)
	Establish Board-Level AI Governance Committee
	Improves accountability; aligns with corporate governance expectations
	Committee operational within Q2; AI risk register published

	Short-term (0-6 months)
	Commission Algorithmic Risk Audit across allocation, pricing, and deactivation systems
	Identifies hidden bias and compliance exposure before Directive 2024/2831 enforcement
	Audit report with remediation plan delivered within 6 months

	Medium-term (6-18 months)
	Deploy Transparency Framework: rider-facing algorithmic decision explanations
	Addresses GDPR Article 22 rights and Directive 2024/2831 transparency mandates
	90% of deactivation decisions accompanied by a written rationale; EU compliance audit passed

	Medium-term (6-18 months)
	Implement Human Appeals Process for automated decisions
	Reduces litigation exposure; builds trust with riders and regulators
	Appeals resolved within 10 working days; dispute rate reduced by 30%

	Long-term (18-36 months)
	Independent annual AI ethics audit; bias testing and continuous compliance monitoring
	Embeds responsible AI governance as a structural competitive advantage
	Third-party audit published annually; ESG rating improvement; reduced regulatory fines

	Long-term (18-36 months)
	Develop a responsible AI brand positioning strategy for the UK and EU markets.
	Converts governance investment into reputational equity and stakeholder trust
	Net Promoter Score increase; reduction in negative press coverage related to labour practices


Source: Author's recommendations derived from analysis
The creation of an AI governance committee at a board level is the first short-term measure since it can solve the accountability gap in the core of risk exposure at Deliveroo. In the absence of an assigned ownership on the highest level, compliance will be reactive and disjointed. Conducted simultaneously, an algorithmic risk audit forms the basis of the empirical evidence base of follow-up interventions and is a proactive approach to regulatory expectations on either side of the channel.
The human appeals process and the medium-term transparency framework are complementary in the sense that the lack of transparency in the medium-term does not ensure ethical legitimacy, whereas the lack of recourse in the medium-term does not ensure efficiency and scale. The logic of Directive 2024/2831 and the ethical AI principles that cannot be met by legal compliance are obligatory for both. Importantly, the transparency structure should be rider-oriented, rather than regulator-oriented: technical accuracy of the disclosures, but a lack of practical use will not resolve the power imbalance that is the source of governance risk.
The durability of the independent annual audit and ethical AI positioning is the long-term perspective on the strategic understanding that the governance investment, with its credible maintenance, can be the source of competitive differences. In a market where consumers and investors are becoming increasingly interested in the ESGs of companies, the fact that Deliveroo is ready to expose its algorithmic systems to third-party inspection is an indicator of a confident company in its operations and establishes a reputational barrier that competitors with less robust governance structures will find it difficult to overcome. The economic justification of this investment lies in the cost savings incurred due to the regulation enforcement, litigation, and reputational losses that would otherwise be caused by failure in governance.
[bookmark: _Toc228176366][bookmark: _Toc228177193]8. Conclusion
The algorithmic model of management of Deliveroo is at the same time its primary source of competitive advantage and its primary source of strategic risk. Scalability and efficiency that AI opens are real and concrete, but not self-regulating: it entails institutional arrangements that are insufficiently provided by the current governance practices of Deliveroo. The UK and EU regulatory environments are moving apart towards a scenario that makes them more complex to comply with and requires alternative strategic solutions. The EU directive 2024/2831, alongside the provisions of GDPR and the case of the Italian court ruling against algorithmic discrimination, makes it possible to develop a regulatory framework in which the hidden, untouchable algorithmic management is no longer a sustainable business strategy.
The risks have been demonstrated to be structural and not incidental. They have been embedded in the design of allocation systems, the absence of human review processes, the absence of data governance that is inherent in GDPR, and the distinction between legal compliance and responsible conduct. These risks are compounded: algorithmic opaqueness poses a threat of bias, which poses a threat of deactivation disputes, which poses a threat of reputational damage, which poses a threat of regulatory investigation. The only solution to this chain is to have no gradual change but an extreme re-conceptualisation of AI governance, not as an operational but a strategic role.
The ideas suggested in this report are supposed to achieve only this reconceptualisation. Strategic outcome is not merely reducing the risk: it is the turn of responsible AI governance into a sustainable competitive advantage. The effectiveness of Deliveroo in the long term does not hinge on the level of sophistication of its algorithms, but on whether the structures of governance that surround them are good, transparent, and answerable to customers.
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