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IDENTIFICATION OF ADVERSE IMPACTS

Question 4

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?

Effective scoping requires more than a single dataset or rating. It should combine reasonably available 

information on inherent country, sector and value-chain risks with credible external reporting and 

stakeholder evidence, followed by a consistent methodology for assessing severity and likelihood. Digital 

tools can significantly reduce burden by systematically integrating these inputs, documenting sources 

and enabling prioritisation without requiring extensive initial data requests to business partners.

Question 8

In your experience what data currently collected by public administrations may be particularly useful for the purposes of effective due 

diligence? Do you believe there is a need for access to such data to be facilitated?

Incidence rates, official statistics, enforcement actions, legal frameworks and sector-specific data are 

particularly useful for due diligence. Access should be facilitated: data is often fragmented across 

sources, difficult to navigate, inconsistently compiled and not kept up to date.
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Question 9

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)?

Stakeholder engagement

Industry and multi-stakeholder initiatives

Technical surveillance or digital data over value chains and/or infrastructures (e.g., satellite 

monitoring of risk indicators or adverse impacts in the value chain)

Information from sustainability service providers

Use of media, NGO or other independent reports

RISK FACTORS

Question 10

Which are particularly useful examples of such sources of information and in which areas/sectors and/or for which impacts do you 

see a gap in terms of documented risk factors? Do you believe there is a need for access to such data to be facilitated (e.g. via a 

centralised web-page)?

Useful sources include ILO statistical and supervisory data, UN and government reporting, international 

indices, trade union and NGO evidence, academic research and credible investigative reporting. 

Significant gaps remain at sector and lower-tier level and in data-poor or restrictive contexts, particularly 

for informal, marginalised or hidden workers. A centralised portal would help, but should signpost 

diverse credible sources rather than imply that one dataset provides a complete risk picture.

Question 11

What other methods or information sources does your organisation use to support its risk identification (during both scoping and in-

depth assessments) or monitoring efforts as part of due diligence? If available, please include references to specific methods or 

sources and elaborate briefly on their pros and cons.

We use triangulation across systematic risk indicators, credible external reports and stakeholder 

evidence. Quantitative datasets enable comparability, while qualitative sources provide sector-, tier- and 

context-specific insight that aggregate indicators often miss. Stakeholder engagement is particularly 

important in data-poor, rapidly changing or restrictive contexts. Sources should be traceable, assessed 

for credibility and periodically reviewed rather than treated as static evidence.
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DIGITAL TOOLS

Question 12

What digital tools do you consider most useful to facilitate the identification, monitoring and assessment of possible adverse 

impacts? Please explain pros and cons.

Digital risk-scoping tools are most useful where they integrate multiple evidence types across 

geographies, sectors and value-chain stages; retain source-level traceability; and update as risk contexts 

change. They are most valuable when they do not simply aggregate data, but integrate evidence into a 

transparent analysis, informed by expert judgement, that can account for qualitative, incomplete or 

conflicting information.

Question 13

Have you encountered any difficulties or problems with digital tools, including issues that cause unnecessary burdens?

Key difficulties include opaque or non-traceable ratings, inconsistent coverage across countries and 

value-chain stages, excessive volumes of data without prioritisation, and reliance on information 

collected only from known suppliers. Digital tools can create false precision where underlying evidence 

is weak. Guidance should encourage transparency of sources and methodology, clear distinction 

between evidence and analytical judgement, and appropriate human review.

Question 14

Do you think there should be additional digital tools? What functionalities and tasks should these focus on?

Further tools should support structured risk scoping across the full value chain: combining country, 

sector and tier-level inherent risk; credible reporting and stakeholder evidence; covering relevant human 

rights and environmental impacts; assessing severity and likelihood; and maintaining source traceability. 

Tools should enable periodic updating and clearly documented prioritisation, helping companies move 

from fragmented information to defensible due diligence decisions.
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PRIORITISATION

Question 15

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?

Assessment is particularly difficult where impacts are under-reported, affect marginalised or hidden 

populations, occur in restrictive environments, or where conditions change rapidly. Absence of reported 

incidents should not be treated as evidence of low risk. Audit and incident data are limited to risks that 

have been detected or reported and may therefore provide a poor basis for assessing scope, particularly 

for hidden or systemic harms; inherent risk information is also needed. Guidance should support 

structured assessment using multiple evidence types, stakeholder insight and transparent criteria for 

severity—including scale, scope and irremediability—and likelihood.

Question 16

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 remain anchored in severity and likelihood of adverse impacts rather than commercial 

exposure or ease of action. Companies also need a documented methodology explaining how evidence was 

weighed, how uncertainty and under-reporting were treated, and why particular impacts were prioritised. 

Prioritisation should be dynamic: material changes in operating context, stakeholder evidence or emerging 

reports should trigger reassessment.

CONFLICT-AFFECTED AND HIGH-RISK AREAS

Question 25

In your experience, what are the most significant operational challenges preventing effective due diligence in CAHRAs? How can these 

challenges be overcome?

Limited access to data/information: difficulty verifying information due to data-poor environments or 

restricted physical access

Due Diligence Design 4 / 5



MEANINGFUL STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

Question 43

Taking into account the requirements of the CSDDD, in your experience what are the most cost-effective means to engage with 

stakeholders in the performance of due diligence? What are the pros and cons?

Meaningful stakeholder engagement should be focused where it can most strengthen due diligence, 

including where evidence is limited, risks are under-reported or contexts change rapidly. Companies 

should prioritise representative organisations, particularly trade unions, recognising rights to 

representation and their broader insight into risk. Engagement should shape risk identification and 

interpretation, not merely validate findings.

Question 44

Which methods have proven most cost-effective in identifying and involving marginalized groups (for example certain groups of 

indigenous people) or ‘hidden’ stakeholders, such as those working in the informal sector or victims of human trafficking?

Meaningful engagement should ensure marginalised or less visible stakeholders’ experiences are 

captured, without requiring companies to engage directly with every affected individual or group. 

Official representatives, including trade unions, community organisations, specialist NGOs and local 

experts, can provide the credible insight needed, particularly where direct engagement may be difficult, 

inappropriate or create risks.

Question 45

What are the most robust and cost-effective mechanisms for guaranteeing confidentiality and protecting participants from 

retaliation?

Guidance and enforcement should recognise that protecting stakeholders from retaliation may require 

their identities to remain confidential, including where stakeholder evidence is integrated into digital risk 

tools. Requirements should therefore focus on transparency of methodology—how stakeholders are 

selected, evidence is assessed and protected, and insights inform risk analysis—rather than requiring 

identifiable source information that could put stakeholders at risk.
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