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governance. 
 
HIVA is a multidisciplinary research institute, affiliated with KU Leuven, specializing in policy-
oriented research focused on labour market dynamics, social policy, education, business and 
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aiming to support evidence-based policymaking at national and international levels. 
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and University of Ghent, exploring how intermediary actors—like consultants, auditors, NGOs, 
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roles in interpreting, implementing, and contesting the emerging regulatory framework at EU 
level. The project also aims to empower these actors through 
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responsible business practices. 
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Overview 
 
On 28 May 2025, the NOVA Centre on Business, Human Rights and the Environment, the British 
Institute of International and Comparative Law, the Leuven Centre for Global Governance 
Studies and the HIVA Research Institute for Work and Society hosted a workshop titled "The 
Transposition of the CSDDD - Navigating Legal Uncertainties amidst the Omnibus 
proposal and Implementation Challenges" in Lisbon, Portugal. The event brought 
together 20 policymakers from 9 European countries and over 30 experts from 15 countries 
across 5 continents representing legal practice (lawyers and consultants), civil society, 
academia, national human rights institutions, and international organizations such as the UN, 
the Council of Europe, and the OECD Centre for Responsible Business Conduct. 
   
The workshop served as a platform for policymakers to clarify recent developments, consider 
future regulatory scenarios, and identify immediate actions for effective CSDDD transposition. 
 
Key themes included lessons learned from the comparative experiences of countries that have 
already adopted legislative frameworks on mandatory human rights and environmental due 
diligence (HREDD). Participants explored critical elements that national transposition laws must 
include to ensure effectiveness and considered strategies to support companies in fulfilling their 
HREDD obligations.  
  
The workshop also offered practical guidance for policymakers, including immediate steps to 
align national legislation with international standards and with the CSDDD, and emphasized the 
importance of engaging with businesses, civil society, and other stakeholders.  
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Introduction  
 
The opening remarks of the workshop noted that the development of the CSDDD emerged from 
several converging factors that created momentum for comprehensive EU-level legislation on 
business and human rights. Key drivers included:  
 

- The EU's Action Plan on Sustainable Finance, which prompted investors to demand due 
diligence requirements,  

- The EU Shadow Action Plan on Business and Human Rights, published by the (informal) 
Responsible Business Working Group of the European Parliament, which explicitly called 
for action by EU institutions and mandatory human rights due diligence (HRDD) 
legislation.  

- The European Commission's pivot towards a more sustainable and fair trade policy, 
aligning various policy areas under a coherent sustainability agenda.  

 
Furthermore, the 2020 study on due diligence in supply chains conducted for the European 
Commission provided the empirical foundation for the CSDDD. The study revealed that only 
about one-third of surveyed companies had some form of human rights and environmental 
due diligence in place, and that these efforts were often limited to Tier 1 suppliers, which 
raised concerns since the most severe human rights impacts usually occur deeper in the supply 
chain. Stakeholders across all sectors expressed dissatisfaction with the fragmented legal 
landscape at national level and voiced strong support for a harmonized EU-wide due 
diligence regime. Only employer associations were generally opposed to mandatory HREDD 
law and preferred voluntary standards, while most companies and stakeholders strongly 
supported it. Notably, 70% of companies surveyed thought it would benefit business by: 
 

- Legal certainty 
- A level playing field 
- Facilitating trade by applying consistent rules across the EU market. 

 
The study stressed that, in line with international standards, the resulting obligation should set 
a standard of conduct and not become a tick-box exercise. There was also broad 
consensus on the need to anchor this duty in international standards, especially the UN 
Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights. 

Moreover, the impact assessment of the study showed that mandatory due diligence would 
not impose significant economic burdens—costs were estimated at less than 0.14% of 
revenues for SMEs and 0.009% for large companies—and it was expected that there 
would be “no significant distortions” of competition within the internal market. 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_18_1404
https://responsiblebusinessconduct.eu/files/wp/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/shadow-eu-action-plan-on-business-and-human-rights.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_21_644
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/8ba0a8fd-4c83-11ea-b8b7-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/8ba0a8fd-4c83-11ea-b8b7-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
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Despite this foundation, 2024 has marked a turning point, with the EU shifting its focus 
from sustainability to competitiveness. The proposed Omnibus Directive—aimed at 
modifying key sustainability and due diligence provisions—has raised significant concerns, and 
notably: 

• Lack of impact assessment to empirically show its expected outcomes, unlike the 
CSDDD 

• Misalignment with international standards (e.g. UNGPs, OECD Guidelines) 
o A weakened risk-based approach, narrowing focus to Tier 1 suppliers 
o Potential negative consequences for SMEs 
o Dilution of civil liability provisions and enforcement mechanisms 

These changes have led to global uncertainty, as businesses await clarity on the final shape of 
the EU’s human rights and sustainability legislation—and how it will be transposed into 
national law. 

The European Central Bank and various business and investor groups have publicly opposed 
the Omnibus proposal, raising concerns about the proposal’s impact on the financial sector. 

As EU Member States prepare for the transposition of the CSDDD, it is crucial to reflect on 
lessons from existing national HRDD laws. These laws have shown positive effects on business 
practice, such as improved risk assessments, stakeholder engagement, and governance 
structures. However, gaps remain—particularly in enforcement capacity, support for 
SMEs, and the integration of international standards. Although the CSDDD adopted on 
13 June 2024 sought to close many of these gaps, the Omnibus Proposal now threatens to 
reverse that progress. 

The current legislative moment offers a chance to build a coherent and enforceable EU 
framework that not only drives better business conduct but also safeguards the rights of those 
affected throughout global value chains. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/legal/ecb.leg_con_2025_10.en.pdf?330cb335ad9426cd4a64dbe4021597f1
https://www.biicl.org/publications/towards-new-human-rights-and-environment-due-diligence-laws-reflections-on-changes-in-corporate-practice
https://www.biicl.org/publications/towards-new-human-rights-and-environment-due-diligence-laws-reflections-on-changes-in-corporate-practice
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Panel I - Implementing the CSDDD: Lessons learnt from the 
comparative experiences 

French Duty of Vigilance Law 

The French Duty of Vigilance Law (DVL) - the first human rights and environmental due diligence 
(HREDD) law to be adopted in Europe and globally - offers valuable insights for the 
implementation of the CSDDD. Though brief in form, the DVL serves both preventative and 
repressive functions:  it seeks to enhance corporate accountability and ensure access to remedies 
for victims when harms occur.  

The adoption of the DVL was crucial to demonstrate that a cross-sectoral mandatory 
HREDD legislative framework was feasible, paving the way for similar laws elsewhere. 

Experts note that the law has had a significant positive impact on corporate practices, 
particularly in strengthening risk mapping, and more generally aligning companies' practices 
more closely with the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (UNGPs). Over time, 
French companies have reported benefits, including increased competitiveness and 
improved access to sustainable finance - underlining the business case for mandatory 
due diligence.  

A notable strength of the DVL lies in its civil liability provisions which have created a 
credible litigation threat, incentivizing better reporting, governance and risk 
assessment. 

However, the law also faces challenges. There has been limited case law due to initial 
procedural hurdles (most of them having since been clarified), with only the La Poste case 
decided on substantive grounds to date. The absence of a dedicated public enforcement 
body led to fragmented and sometimes inconsistent implementation. 

From the French experience, several elements of good practice have emerged: 

• The creation of dedicated judicial expertise: the recent establishment of dedicated 
judicial chambers is expected to enhance the law's effectiveness, enabling consistency, 
efficiency, and quality in decision-making, and providing greater legal certainty for both 
companies and affected stakeholders 

• The critical role of implementation reports: several reports were published, 
including one commissioned by the French Ministry for Economic Affairs and Finance 
which provided valuable empirical insights into both progress and persistent gaps in 
implementation. 
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• An emerging sense of shared responsibility between companies and stakeholders. 

Yet, the law has also revealed systemic shortcomings. Beyond the above-mentioned 
absence of a dedicated supervisory authority to oversee compliance – a gap that the 
CSDDD seeks to address – there was a notable lack of early-stage guidance for companies 
and other stakeholders. This highlights the critical need for policymakers enacting HREDD laws 
to provide timely, practical guidance from the outset to ensure that obligations are clearly 
understood and implementable across the value chain. Additionally, the DVL did not provide 
support for SMEs that were indirectly impacted by the law through the trickle-down effect. 
Studies indicate that 80% of SMEs supplying large companies were asked to implement due 
diligence measures, yet 90% reported receiving little or no support. As larger companies 
increasingly expect their suppliers to uphold human rights and environmental standards, many 
SMEs struggle to meet these demands without adequate assistance. In this context, the CSDDD’s 
specific provisions aimed at supporting SMEs were widely regarded as a valuable and 
necessary improvement. 

Finally, while the civil liability provisions have proven vital in motivating corporate action, 
experts emphasize that sanctions must be both credible and adaptable to be truly 
effective. Additionally, stakeholder engagement and the development of dialogue-
based mechanisms were identified as essential to moving beyond adversarial enforcement 
models toward a more cooperative and systemic approach to compliance. 

Together, these lessons highlight the need for a well-resourced institutional framework 
under the CSDDD—one that balances legal clarity, effective oversight, SME support, and 
participatory implementation across the value chain. 

German Supply Chain Act 

The implementation of Germany’s Supply Chain Due Diligence Act (LkSG) has triggered 
meaningful changes in corporate behaviour, with many companies investing in HRDD. 
Businesses have begun to hire human rights experts, establish cross-functional 
implementation teams, and streamline internal processes—such as centralizing 
procurement —to meet the law's requirements. This has enabled the integration of human rights 
into core business operations. In addition, the enforcement authority (the Federal Office for 
Economic Affairs and Export Control - BAFA) has adopted a supportive and dialogue-based 
approach and fostered collaborative learning process among companies, the German 
government, civil society, and legal advisors.  

Early adopters have moved beyond abstract risk matrices, embracing shared responsibility 
models with suppliers and using targeted risk mapping, sector-specific tools, and issue 
prioritization. These approaches have begun to produce tangible benefits for 
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rightsholders, including workers in the trucking industry, Chinese manufacturing, and global 
labour unions —demonstrating the law’s emerging influence on conditions on the ground. 

However, the LkSG experience has also highlighted critical challenges. A key concern is that 
a number of companies have adopted compliance-driven approaches, relying heavily on 
standardized questionnaires, certification schemes and tick-box IT tools that offer the 
appearance of compliance without addressing real risks. Recent studies suggest that the 
quality of due diligence is declining, with a number of companies prioritizing legal risk 
minimization over meaningful action. This tendency is reinforced by: 

• The law’s narrow focus on Tier 1 suppliers, despite many risks occurring deeper in 
the supply chain 

• Legal departments’ emphasis on risk avoidance, often sidelining meaningful 
engagement  

• A number of external advisors pushing companies towards compliance 
strategies leading to unnecessary burdens, especially for SMEs 

Experts have called for clearer guidance, more practical enforcement tools, and adjustments to 
the law to send the right signals—emphasising on substantive, risk-based approaches over 
formalistic compliance. The CSDDD appears to address most of these shortcomings by 
mandating a risk-based approach to HREDD. In addition, the introduction of a civil 
liability in the CSDDD, which is lacking under the LkSG, was widely seen as a 
very positive and necessary improvement. However, concerns remain about the 
Omnibus proposal, which may replicate the LkSG’s weaknesses if not strengthened.  

Experts emphasize the need for: 

• Greater capacity building across companies 

• Stronger enforcement mechanisms 

• Streamlined and coherent guidance, grounded in international standards such as 
the UNGPs and OECD Guidelines 

These adjustments are essential to ensuring the LkSG—and future frameworks like the CSDDD—
achieve their intended impact on rightsholders and foster meaningful corporate accountability. 

Norwegian Transparency Act 

The Norwegian Transparency Act has had a broadly positive impact on corporate practices, as 
demonstrated by two recent surveys and extensive engagement with companies subject to the 

chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/01d712ab61f340bb9321b40ceeb80a36/endelig-rapport-utredning-apenhetsloven-engelsk-versjon.pdf
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law. Applying to around 9,000 companies, including many SMEs, the law is grounded in 
international standards – the UNGPs and the OECD Guidelines for Multinational 
Enterprises -, gaining stakeholder support. It has fostered greater attention to human rights 
in the provision of goods and services, without triggering notable negative effects on 
competitiveness, and shown that risk-based due diligence works. Companies, including 
SMEs, report that the law is clear, manageable and beneficial. 

A key strength of the law is its broad scope, which includes SMEs, and its realistic 
compliance framework. Reported benefits include better recruitment practices, living 
wages, grievance handling, engagement with Indigenous Peoples, and increased 
supply chain transparency. Unlike other regimes, many Norwegian firms rely on internal 
implementation rather than external consultancy support. While public awareness remains 
limited, civil society organizations (CSOs) have made most of the requests for information 
under the Act—rather than consumers themselves. 

The Norwegian Consumer Authority is responsible for enforcement and has adopted a 
phased approach: beginning with dialogue-based oversight, it has now begun issuing 
administrative penalties for non-compliance. One textile company was recently fined for 
failing to respond to an information request, and broader compliance reviews have revealed 
reporting gaps across multiple sectors. This gradual shift toward enforcement has enhanced the 
credibility of the law without overwhelming businesses in its early stages. 

Cross-agency collaboration, notably between the Consumer Authority and the NCP has 
enhanced the success of the law.  

The development of the Transparency Act was partly driven by anticipation of future EU 
legislation and built upon lessons from other frameworks such as the French Duty of 
Vigilance Law and the UK Modern Slavery Act. The drafting committee even conducted 
an international fact-finding mission, including to China, to assess potential global impacts. 

An ongoing evaluation by KPMG and the Norwegian Consumer Research Institute indicates 
that many companies understand the legal requirements and are demonstrating early 
improvements in practice. However, concerns persist around the bureaucratization of 
due diligence. Much early compliance has been desk-based, with limited emphasis on 
remedy or concrete risk mitigation. Companies have called for more practical 
guidance, along with opportunities for shared learning and knowledge exchange. 

Overall, the Norwegian experience highlights several key lessons for broader due diligence 
legislation, including the CSDDD: 

• The value of a clearly mandated and accessible oversight body 

https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/01d712ab61f340bb9321b40ceeb80a36/endelig-rapport-utredning-apenhetsloven-engelsk-versjon.pdf
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• The importance of a compliance structure suited to SMEs 

• The need for accessible transparency mechanisms 

• The benefit of phased enforcement, paired with supportive guidance 

While still early in its implementation, the Transparency Act demonstrates how clear 
expectations, international alignment, and collaborative oversight can support 
meaningful progress on business and human rights. 

Conclusion and Takeaways 

Comparative insights from France, Germany and Norway have highlighted several key success 
factors for effective HREDD legislation, forming the basis for 4 core policy 
recommendations to guide the transposition and implementation of the CSDDD: 

1. Prioritize a risk-based approach aligned with international standards: 
National laws transposing the CSDDD must center on a risk-based model consistent 
with the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (UNGPs) and 
OECD Guidelines. Limiting due diligence to Tier 1 suppliers undermines the 
effectiveness of the law, as significant human rights and environmental risks often occur 
deeper in supply chains. This approach should allow companies to prioritize the most 
severe risks rather than adopt a formalistic or box-ticking strategy. 

2. Ensure Early-Stage, Practical Guidance for Business: Effective implementation 
requires timely and tailored guidance from the outset. Countries should allocate 
resources for clear, sector-specific, and scalable tools that help companies—especially 
SMEs—understand and apply the law. This includes practical examples, templates, and 
opportunities for peer learning to avoid bureaucratic overload and superficial 
compliance. 

3. Build Strong, Accessible, and Phased Oversight Mechanisms: Create a well-
resourced supervisory authority with clear mandates and enforcement powers. 
Oversight bodies should begin with dialogue-based enforcement, as demonstrated 
effectively in Norway, and gradually scale to administrative penalties where needed. 
Such bodies must be approachable, provide meaningful support to companies, and 
coordinate with other national and international stakeholders. 

4. Provide Targeted Support for SMEs and Foster Stakeholder Engagement: 
SMEs face particular challenges in meeting due diligence expectations passed down by 
larger companies. Transposition laws should incorporate specific support 
mechanisms for SMEs (e.g., guidance, financial incentives, capacity building) and 
mandate inclusive stakeholder engagement. Fostering shared responsibility 
across the value chain will help shift compliance from a burden to a collaborative effort. 
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Panel II – Overcoming Transposition Challenges of the 
CSDDD, Some Best Practices 

National Updates on CSDDD Transposition  
The panel opened with a session of country-specific updates. Nine EU Member States 
representatives gave an update. It was evident that EU member states are at different stages of 
transposing the CSDDD, with varying approaches and ministries involved in the process, 
including the ministries of economy, labour, foreign affairs, children and family, sustainable 
development and justice. Most representatives indicated that current transposition processes are 
put on hold due to the uncertainties created by the Omnibus proposal. Several representatives 
also mentioned resource constraints hampering the transposition process. Although constrained 
by limited resources, some countries have already held consultations with businesses and trade 
unions and begun drafting the legislation. Only the Netherlands published a draft legislation in 
November 2024, based on the version of the CSDDD adopted on the 13 of June 2024, and 
which was opened for public consultation until the 29th of December 2024.  

Next the panel discussed the key elements that the national laws transposing the CSDDD need 
to have in order to ensure their effectiveness. 

Principles Guiding the Transpostion Process 
Several speakers underscored the need to stay grounded in existing international standards 
such as the UN Guiding Principles (UNGPs) and the OECD Guidelines for Multinational 
Enterprises and Responsible Business Conduct, advocating for a due diligence approach that is 
preventive, proactive, and practical.  

3 key elements were highlighted in particular for the national transposition laws: 

• A risk-based approach is essential. Various speakers called for legal frameworks on 
HREDD that incentivize businesses to prioritize the most severe risks and act on root 
causes. 

• Meaningful stakeholder engagement is a cornerstone of effective due diligence. 
Experts highlighted that engaging stakeholders—particularly rightsholders—is critical to 
the success of human rights and environmental due diligence. It was emphasized that 
such engagement must occur throughout the entire due diligence cycle, not just during 
the identification and assessment phase. 

• Ensuring access to remedy. In case harms do occur, ensuring that victims have access 
to effective remedy is essential and core to the corporate responsibility to respect human 
rights. This is both through civil liability (discussed in section 1), and grievance 
mechanisms (detailed below). 
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The importance of clarity and consistency was also emphasized, calling on the European 
Commission to provide comprehensive guidance to avoid fragmented national interpretations. 

Grievance Mechanisms: A Cornerstone for Accountability 
A detailed segment focused on the importance of grievance mechanisms. Building on insights of 
existing grievance mechanisms in the context of corporate accountability it was stressed that 
well-functioning grievance mechanisms could produce tangible results such as worker 
reinstatement, land restitution, and strengthened trade unions. However, it was also mentioned 
that most current grievance systems to hold companies to account are ineffective, often becoming 
"dead ends" for complainants. 

Participants agreed on the need for strong design principles for grievance mechanisms, rooted 
in effectiveness, accessibility, and stakeholder empowerment. There was a shared recognition 
that grievance mechanisms must serve as both remedial tools and sources of insight for 
supervisory authorities. In addition, there were arguments for a context-based approach to 
grievance mechanisms, particularly in regions with complex social and political dynamics. 
Effective due diligence must reflect local realities rather than applying a one-size-fits-all solution. 
There was strong consensus that poorly designed grievance mechanisms could not only fail to 
deliver justice but actively harm rights holders. 

Supervisory Authorities: Enforcement with Independence 
A critical discussion centered on supervisory authorities tasked with enforcing due diligence 
obligations. In this context two cases were discussed where there are already operational due 
diligence laws, akin to the CSDDD. Germany’s BAFA (Federal Office for Economic Affairs and 
Export Control) was cited as one example. With around 90 dedicated staff and a dialogue-
based enforcement strategy, BAFA focuses on education and behavioral change before 
considering sanctions in the forms of fines. In Norway, the Consumer Authority is responsible 
for supervising the Norwegian Transparency Act. Its role includes monitoring compliance, issuing 
guidance, and potentially imposing enforcement measures. In the Netherlands, the Authority for 
Consumers and Markets (ACM) will be responsible for monitoring compliance with the CSDDD. 
In contrast, France’s reliance on judicial enforcement, coupled with the absence of a centralized 
authority, was flagged as suffering from some weaknesses including overburdening civil society 
actors and being procedural without clear outcomes. 

Participants emphasized several criteria for effective supervisory bodies: independence from 
political influence, adequate resourcing, multi-sectoral expertise, and a balanced approach that 
combines guidance with the capacity for enforcement. The importance of independence is also 
mentioned in the CSDDD, but it remains unclear how independence should precisely be 
interpreted.  



 

Transposing the CSDDD – Navigating Legal Uncertainties amidst the Omnibus proposal 
and Implementation Challenges 

11 

Policy Challenges and Political Realities 
The final part of Panel II addressed the broader policy challenges faced by member states. 
Concerns were shared about a lack of political will, and the inherent tension between 
bureaucratic simplification and new regulatory obligations. The uncertainty created by the 
Omnibus package, especially around enforcement timelines and penalties, is further 
discouraging investment in due diligence processes. 

There was agreement on the need to move beyond legal transposition to practical 
implementation, where companies, supervisory bodies, and stakeholders collaborate effectively. 
Key elements include improved information-sharing, digital innovation in reporting, strengthened 
auditing processes, effective grievance mechanisms and ensuring that the implementation 
remains applicable to the entire value-chain (not only 1-tier suppliers) and context-specific. 

Conclusion and Takeaways 
The workshop concluded with a synthesis of emerging best practices and ongoing obstacles: 

1. Omnibus process is creating uncertainties and stalls the transposition process. 
2. The responsibility for the transposition process is split across ministries (most commonly 

labor, economy, justice). 
3. Due diligence requirements must be anchored in established international standards such 

as the UN Guiding Principles and the OECD Guidelines, promoting a preventive, proactive, 
and practical approach.  

4. It is essential to ensure that legal frameworks on HREDD are grounded in a risk-based 
approach. 

5. Meaningful stakeholder engagement must be ensured throughout the entire due diligence 
process. 

6. Ensuring access to remedy is an essential part of the corporate responsibility to respect 
human rights.  

7. Reporting and grievance mechanisms are central tools for accountability. 
8. Supervisory authorities must be independent, well-resourced, and experienced. 
9. Policymakers face the challenge of balancing compliance, learning, and enforcement. 
10. No single blueprint fits all—context and flexibility are important/essential. 
11. Political momentum has waned, though the urgency of the underlying issues remains. 
12. Stakeholder engagement is a long-term investment that must be grounded in trust and, at 

times, healthy conflict. 

Policy Recommendations 
1. Establish Clear, Independent, and Well-Resourced Supervisory Authorities. Member 

States should designate or establish independent supervisory authorities. These authorities 
must be independent and adequately resourced with sector-specific expertise and 
enforcement capacity. 



 

Transposing the CSDDD – Navigating Legal Uncertainties amidst the Omnibus proposal 
and Implementation Challenges 

12 

2. Prioritize the Preventive, Proactive, and Practical Core of Due Diligence based on 
international standards. Transposition should reinforce the core principles of due diligence 
as laid out in international standards such as the UNGPs and the OECD Guidelines: 
prevention, proactivity, and practicality, encouraging companies to assess, prioritize, and 
address the most severe human rights and environmental risks. 

3. Ensure a Risk Based Approach to HREDD. Legal frameworks on HREDD should be 
grounded in a risk-based approach, requiring companies to identify, prioritize, and address 
first the most severe risks to people and the environment. 

4. Require meaningful stakeholder engagement at all stages of the due diligence process. 
Legal frameworks must ensure that companies conduct  meaningful stakeholder 
engagement, ensuring the active participation of affected stakeholders and rightsholders 
from risk identification through to monitoring and remediation. 

5. Ensure that victims have access to effective remedy in case of harm.  
6. Provide Unified and Detailed EU-Level Guidance. The European Commission, in 

collaboration with international bodies (e.g. OECD, UN), should publish binding 
interpretative guidance on key definitions and expectations (e.g. “adverse impact,” 
“abuse,” “value chain”, translation of core concepts). A guide published by the Danish 
Institute for Human Rights on the Transposition of the Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence 
Directive highlights the importance of clarifying and aligning core concepts in the CSDDD 
with international standards like the UN Guiding Principles and OECD Guidelines, 
Fragmentation risks diverging national laws and legal uncertainty for companies. 

7. Establish Grievance Mechanisms based on a set of clear design principles. Require that 
companies establish or participate in grievance mechanisms that adhere to minimum 
effectiveness standards (e.g. accessibility, transparency, independence, remediation focus). 
As highlighted by several experts in the workshop, grievance mechanisms can drive 
systemic change and improve outcomes for rights holders—but only when designed and 
implemented properly. Poor mechanisms not only fail to deliver justice but can harm 
complainants. 

8. Recognize the Role of Detailed Reporting as a Lever for Accountability. Mandate clear, 
structured, and detailed public reporting on due diligence activities, grievance outcomes, 
and risk prioritization processes, and ensure supervisory authorities use this data 
proactively. Reporting requirements might be insufficient and inconsistent. Structured 
disclosure enables stakeholder monitoring, enhances transparency, and strengthens 
enforcement. 

9. Ensure Multi-Stakeholder Dialogue and Involvement. Embed stakeholder engagement 
obligations within national transposition laws, ensuring all relevant stakeholders are 
included in implementation and monitoring processes. 

10. Invest in Capacity Building and Accompanying Measures. Allocate targeted funding to 
train public officials, support SMEs, and strengthen local civil society organizations in both 
Europe and supplier countries. Lack of resources is a recurring obstacle. Without investment 
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in skills and institutional support, implementation will remain patchy and ineffective, 
particularly for smaller actors and high-risk sectors. 

11. Build and Strengthen Political Will and Public Awareness. Launch campaigns targeting 
policymakers and the broader public to reframe sustainability and due diligence as critical, 
urgent, and economically strategic issues. Participants noted declining political interest 
despite continued relevance of the issues. Public and political buy-in are essential for 
sustained legislative momentum. 

12. Phase-In Implementation and Balance Effectiveness for Rightsholders and Learning for 
Business. Allow for phased implementation while prioritizing high-risk sectors and regions. 
Provide transitional support and flexibility for SMEs without diluting core obligations. A 
rigid, all-at-once approach risks failure. Strategic phasing allows adaptation, learning, and 
refinement—especially for smaller companies and complex supply chains. In other words, 
there is a need to balance effectiveness for rightsholders and implementability for business. 
This requires respect for joint journeys and a dialogue-based form of enforcement and good 
guidance on prioritization.  

Useful Resources 
The Danish Institute for Human Rights published a guide which offers practical advice on how 
National Human Rights Institutions (NHRIs) and other stakeholders can engage with 
policymakers during the legal transposition of the CSDDD:  Transposition of the Corporate 
Sustainability Due Diligence Directive: A Practical Guide for National Human Rights Institutions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.humanrights.dk/publications/transposition-corporate-sustainability-due-diligence-directive-practical-guide-0
https://www.humanrights.dk/publications/transposition-corporate-sustainability-due-diligence-directive-practical-guide-0
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Panel III – Accompanying Measures 

The Role of Accompanying Measures under the CSDDD  

Under the Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive (CSDDD), Member States 
are required to support companies in fulfilling their due diligence obligations. This includes: 

• Issuing practical, tailored, and sector-specific guidance 

• Supporting HREDD processes, including: 

o Risk identification 

o Prevention and mitigation 

o Remediation 

• Ensuring accessibility, particularly for SMEs, even when they are not directly subject to 
the Directive 

The CSDDD also emphasises that guidance should: 

• Be sector-specific, where relevant (e.g., garment, mining, technology) 

• Be risk-based, to help companies prioritise and address their most severe risks 

• Align with international standards such as the UN Guiding Principles on Business 
and Human Rights and the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises 

Experts noted that guidance is part of a broader ecosystem of accompanying measures, 
which also includes: 

• Training programmes 

• Online tools or helpdesks 

• Information campaigns 

• Collaboration with business associations, trade unions, NGOs, and sectoral initiatives 

Country Examples – Norway and Germany 

The Norwegian Consumer Authority 
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The Norwegian Consumer Authority plays a central role in raising awareness and supporting 
compliance with the Norwegian Transparency Act. It: 

• Established a team of approximately ten experts 

• Gradually built internal expertise across relevant domains 

• Focused initially on awareness-raising and training, before transitioning to monitoring 
and enforcement 

• Is still in the process of developing a risk-based enforcement strategy 

This approach highlights the need for institutional capacity-building when implementing HREDD 
mandates. 

Germany’s BAFA 

During the previous panels, participants had highlighted the role of the BAFA in the 
implementing of the LkSG. BAFA has adopted a phased and pragmatic approach, offering 
extensive guidance and support tools, including: 

• Regularly updated FAQs and sector-specific guidance documents 

• A dedicated contact point for company inquiries 

• Webinars, templates, and self-assessment tools 

• A focus on dialogue and support in the first phase of enforcement, particularly for 
companies with less experience 

BAFA's approach illustrates how a government agency can combine enforcement with 
education, promoting compliance through transparency and progressive engagement. Its 
experience has become a reference for other Member States planning CSDDD implementation. 

SME Support Measures: The Example of Portugal 
Portugal was showcased as a promising example as it has developed a national strategy to 
support SMEs in aligning with sustainability reporting demands, recognising that many SMEs 
are indirectly affected by ESG requirements. 
The strategy includes a three-pillar approach: 

• Training: General ESG awareness, followed by sector-specific modules via business 
associations 

• Reporting Tools: Digital solutions to help SMEs communicate ESG performance 

• Mentoring: Partnering with large companies to guide SMEs in their supply chains 
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The strategy was shaped through inclusive dialogue and political consensus, emphasising 
financial sustainability alongside environmental and governance concerns. Broad stakeholder 
engagement helped secure buy-in from even initially sceptical groups. 

International Standards, Resources and Collaborations 
Experts emphasised the importance of coherence across national and EU-level measures and 
alignment with international standards such as the UNGPs and the OECD Guidelines for 
Multinational Enterprises. It was noted that the OECD is actively working with governments to: 

• Identify opportunities for alignment 

• Address challenges with the interoperability of different laws 

• Develop consistent guidance on key concepts like termination, stakeholder engagement, 
risk prioritisation, industry schemes, and verification 

Additionally, the OECD Due Diligence Policy Platform, launched in March 2025, was 
introduced as a space for governments (OECD and non-OECD members) to share experiences 
and challenges in the design, implementation, and enforcement of due diligence legislation. 
Early discussions have focused on defining effective policy-making and harmonising practices. 

Moreover, participants highlighted the value of existing tools and guidance, such as: 

• The AFA Guidance 

• The BHR Navigator 

• CSR Risk Check 

• Good Guidance and Templates by the Swedish Regions 

Finally, experts highlighted that multi-stakeholder initiatives (MSIs) and voluntary sustainability 
standards (VSS) have long played a role in promoting corporate responsibility. Many have 
strengthened their audit practices, including the use of meta-auditing. 

Key insights included: 

• Some initiatives, such as the Aluminium Stewardship Initiative, have demonstrated 
strong implementation frameworks 

• MSIs that work closely with trade unions and civil society are generally more effective 

• MSIs can support education, awareness, and capacity building 

• The lack of sanctioning mechanisms remains a concern 

• Some companies are reconsidering their MSI involvement due to overlapping demands 
with due diligence laws 
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Key Topics for Future Guidance 
Key topics for guidance include, inter alia:  

Risk-based Due Diligence 

Identified as a key element of effective HREDD throughout the workshop, experts highlighted 
the importance to clarify expectations on how to conduct risk-based due diligence. In particular, 
Guidance can: 

• Help companies understand the difference between: 

o High risk to the company vs. 

o High risk to people/environment. 

• Encourage stakeholder engagement, particularly with affected communities and workers. 

Model Contractual Clauses and Responsible Contracting 

Contractual clauses can be important tools to enforce supplier obligations, especially where 
national law does not provide sufficient requirements. 

Concerns persist that power imbalances in traditional contracting can make contracts unfair, or 
that suppliers fear admitting non-compliance due to termination risks which is why it is essential 
to move towards responsible contracting practices which embody a shared responsibility 
approach. 

Guidance must clarify that responsible contracts do not shift all liability to suppliers and should 
support transparency and collaboration. 

Model clauses can: 

• Encourage legal departments to adopt clear, vetted, and practical language 

• Reduce costs and administrative burden 

• Clarify roles and responsibilities 

• Be modular and adaptable to various contexts 

While collaboration is essential, the buyer remains ultimately responsible under the CSDDD. 
Contract clauses should reflect this and address the buyer’s own purchasing practices. The 
European Model Clauses can serve as a model in that respect. 

Gender-Responsive HREDD 

Gender aspects are often overlooked in due diligence frameworks. However, new legal 
instruments such as the CSDDD and UN Treaty are beginning to require a gender-responsive 
approach. 

Challenges include: 

• Lack of disaggregated data 

https://www.responsiblecontracting.org/emcs
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• Insufficient stakeholder engagement 

• Limited corporate understanding of gender risks 

Policymakers can help by: 

• Requiring gender-sensitive risk assessments 

• Providing tailored guidance aligned with UN standards 

• Supporting capacity-building initiatives, especially for SMEs 

Gender-responsive due diligence fosters trust and improves outcomes for all stakeholders. 

Supporting Trade Union Engagement 

Finally, it was highlighted that trade unions are becoming more active in the due diligence space 
through: 

• Training and research (e.g., action-research with shop stewards at HIVA–KU Leuven) 

• Cross-border collaboration, including with migrant workers 

• Use of collective bargaining agreements to fund solidarity and awareness raising 
projects related to due diligence (e.g., Dutch unions) 

• Government-funded help desks in Germany to support union roles in responsible 
business conduct 

Experts emphasised that trade unions are key stakeholders in the effective implementation of 
due diligence processes and should not be overlooked. 

Conclusions and Takeaways 

1. Establish independent, well-resourced supervisory authorities. 

2. Ground guidance in a risk-based, internationally aligned framework. 

3. Engage with stakeholders to develop accompanying measures. 

4. Invest in SME support, and capacity building, 

5. Provide implementation guidance notably on risk-based due diligence, responsible 
contracting practices and gender-responsible due diligence. 
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