
 

 

WBA's full response to the consultation on the 

Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive 

(CSDDD) implementation guidelines 

 

Q2. Do you think that the guidelines should seek to offer examples on adverse human 

rights (including labour rights) or environmental impact, and which are the most 

relevant types of impacts for which you see this need? Please explain. 

Yes. The guidelines should include examples across all rights in the CSDDD Annex, 

especially impacts companies often overlook. World Benchmarking Alliance’s 

assessment of 760 companies shows disclosures cluster around occupational health and 

safety, forced labour, discrimination and child labour, while impacts relating to 

Indigenous Peoples’ rights, FPIC, migrant workers, human rights defenders and freedom 

of expression are rarely identified. Examples should cover these less visible impacts. 

Q4. In your experience, what tools proved particularly helpful to carry out a scoping of 

risk areas across your company’s activities, those of your subsidiaries and those of your 

business partners? What approaches or solutions could help in performing these 

requirements in the cost-effective way? 

Useful scoping tools include sector, geography and product risk data, supplier and 

commodity mapping, grievance data, media and NGO reports, and stakeholder input. 

These should be combined to identify where severe risks are most likely before 

requesting information from business partners. Scoping should not rely only on supplier 

questionnaires or company self-assessment, as these often miss risks in lower tiers and 

informal work. 

Q5. In your experience, what tools proved particularly helpful to carry out an “in-depth 

assessment” in areas that were identified as most severe and most likely? What 

approaches or solutions could help in performing these requirements in the cost-

effective way? 

In-depth assessments should focus on salient risks and be informed by affected workers 

and rights-holders. VF’s supplier needs assessments let workers identify relevant risks 



  

and inform targeted action. Nike uses Issara worker voice tools in Thailand, while 

Unilever combines worker interviews in human rights impact assessments with digital 

worker voice platforms. These approaches are cost-effective because they build on 

existing due diligence channels. 

Q6. In your experience, what tools proved particularly helpful to identify indirect 

business partners in the value chain? 

Useful tools include cascading traceability through direct suppliers, shared industry data, 

commodity traceability and external supply chain mapping. Examples include Nestle 

working with direct suppliers to map upstream chains, Hershey tracing to mill level, and 

RBA members using shared supplier data. 

Q9. Please indicate which of the following due diligence methods or other actions you 

consider most useful and cost effective for identifying adverse impacts in value chains? 

What are the pros and cons of these approaches in terms of cost effectiveness)? 

The most useful methods are complaints, stakeholder engagement, site visits, media 

and NGO reports, and information from business partners. They should be combined: 

reports and supplier data support scoping, while complaints, site visits and affected 

stakeholder engagement help validate actual impacts. Audits and industry initiatives can 

reduce costs, but should complement, not replace, worker and rights-holder 

engagement. 

Q15. Are there situations where in your view the severity or likelihood of a specific 

adverse impact is (or might be) particularly difficult to assess? How could such 

difficulties be overcome? 

Severity and likelihood are hardest to assess in deeper value chain tiers, where visibility 

and leverage are limited. Company disclosures reflect this: Shell notes lower visibility in 

parts of its value chain, H&M flags recruitment fees as hard to identify in lower tiers, and 

Gap highlights informal subcontracting. These difficulties can be addressed through 

worker voice, representative engagement and a precautionary approach where evidence 

is incomplete. 

 



  

Q16. Regarding situations when it is “not feasible to address all identified impacts at the 

same time and to their full extent”, what other elements are particularly relevant to 

support companies in performing an appropriate risk prioritisation process? 

Prioritisation should follow severity and likelihood, not business risk or ease of action. 

Woolworths uses a “risk to people, not risk to business” lens, while Coles engages 

migrant workers and modern slavery survivors. Prioritisation should mean sequencing, 

not exclusion: companies should disclose which impacts are deferred, why, how they will 

maintain leverage, and when action will follow. This also helps avoid confusing 

assessment scope with actual prioritisation results. 

Q18. In your experience, what purchasing practices proved most cost-effective while at 

the same time ensuring that adverse impacts are prevented and mitigated? What are 

their pros and cons? Out of these, are there purchasing practices that are inherently 

sector- or context-specific? If possible, please provide examples of specific contract or 

commercial terms or other best practices. 

Cost-effective purchasing practices include realistic capacity planning, timely payments, 

limits on last-minute order changes, supplier feedback and internal review of buying 

decisions. Puma aligns seasonal production plans with negotiated supplier capacity, 

requires suppliers to declare open capacity, controls subcontracting through prior 

authorisation, and uses centralised procurement and digital payment systems to 

improve transparency and timely payments. Lululemon also links purchasing to worker 

outcomes by reviewing supplier capacity, tracking the reasons for overtime, and using 

supplier feedback and self-assessments to identify whether buyer behaviour creates 

pressure. These practices are useful because they embed due diligence into commercial 

decisions rather than treating supplier compliance separately. Contract terms should 

also avoid unfair risk transfer to suppliers. 

Q19. What are most cost-effective available data that you are aware of for determining 

the living income for self-employed suppliers (“an adequate living income for self-

employed workers and smallholders, which they earn in return from their work and 

production”, see CSDDD Annex, Part I point 6)? Are there sectors/geographies where no 

such data exist or are particularly difficult/costly to obtain? 

Cost-effective data can include recognised living income benchmarks, smallholder 

income studies, cooperative or supplier income data, and local stakeholder input. Where 

data is limited, companies should disclose proxy data and assumptions. Living wage 



  

practice offers transferable lessons: Neste uses Fair Wage Network data to assess living 

wage gaps, has set a 2030 target for strategic contractors and suppliers to pay a living 

wage, and assessed living wage practices among 11 renewable raw material suppliers in 

2024. 

Q23. In your experience, what are the most effective, including cost-effective, practices 

related to remediation? Please explain pros and cons. 

Effective remediation should be tailored to the harm and involve affected rights-holders 

in defining appropriate outcomes. Companies should disclose remedial measures such 

as reimbursement, compensation, reinstatement, corrective action or changes to 

business practices. Apple provides a useful supplier example: it requires compensation, 

correction of working conditions, root cause analysis, repayment plans where relevant 

and follow-up audits to verify remedy. 

Q46. What are the most critical issues for stakeholders covered by the Directive in terms 

of engagement with companies at different stages of the due diligence process? 

Stakeholders need engagement that shapes decisions, not one-off consultation. 

Companies should show who was engaged, what issues were raised, and how input 

informed risk assessment, action plans or remedy. 

Q49. How can companies engage with stakeholders in a way that specifically addresses 

and removes barriers for vulnerable stakeholders or groups (such as, depending on the 

context, workers representatives, indigenous peoples, women, or migrant workers)? In 

your view, what specific support do vulnerable stakeholders need? 

Good practice requires companies to explain how they remove barriers to participation 

for vulnerable stakeholders. This can include engagement without company 

management present, culturally appropriate formats and facilitators, translation and 

accessible information, and support for transport or participation costs. Independent 

experts or trusted community organisations can also help build trust and connect 

companies with migrant workers, communities and other vulnerable groups. 


