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	Content

	①
	Guiding questions for meaningful stakeholder engagement (MSE) principles (“what good looks like”)
	Helps companies follow the principles outlined in the introduction to the main guidance.

	②
	Stakeholder mapping tool for MSE in the agriculture and food manufacturing sector
	Guides companies through a systematic mapping exercise and the development of a stakeholder mapping dashboard that provides a clear overview of affected groups, risk exposure and engagement priorities, and serves as a foundation for meaningful, ongoing stakeholder engagement. 


	③
	Data collection and management tool for MSE in the agriculture and food manufacturing sector
	Enables companies to systematically collect, analyse, store, and use data before, during, and after engagement in order to:
· Ensure quality and inclusiveness of engagement processes.
· Track business influence and responsiveness.
· Monitor tangible outcomes and impact for rightsholders.
· Enable strategic oversight, accountability, and continuous improvement.





① Guiding questions for MSE principles (“what good looks like”)
These questions help to guide companies as they apply the principles outlined in the introduction to the guidance document.
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Early and continuous
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Informed and rights-based
 

	
· Are you starting the engagement before decisions are made, allowing sufficient time for the findings to inform outcomes?
· Are you committing to continuous engagement?
· Are you fostering a sense of stakeholder ownership over the process?
· Are you allowing sufficient time for reflection and discussion during the engagement, so that stakeholders can fully assess the impacts, express concerns, and make informed decisions?
· Are you inviting stakeholders to give feedback on the engagement process itself, including whether it is meeting their needs?
· Are you designing the engagement flexibly, so that all stakeholders – including women – can raise issues that matter to them?
· Are you sharing and validating results with stakeholders?

	 
	
· Are you informing stakeholders about the purpose, duration, scope and potential influence of their participation – including how their input will be used – and managing expectations proactively?
· Are you ensuring the engagement process is rights-respecting – for example, by respecting the right to privacy, and asking for people’s consent to share information?
· Are you assessing whether stakeholders understand the issues being discussed, and providing knowledge sharing or access to trusted experts, so they can advocate for their rights and participate meaningfully?
· Are you balancing legitimate confidentiality concerns, such as intellectual property and commercial sensitivity, against stakeholders' right to information?
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Safe and accessible 
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Inclusive and legitimate 
  

	
· Are you engaging in good faith, with a genuine willingness to understand and address business impacts?
· Are you identifying and addressing risks – physical, psychological, emotional, reputational, and privacy-related – particularly for women, people of diverse genders and high-risk groups (e.g. Indigenous Peoples, human rights defenders and migrant workers)?
· Where risks cannot be prevented, are you delaying engagement until they are resolved, or engaging through legitimate representatives or proxies instead?
· Are you addressing barriers to participation – including power imbalances, language, logistics, and lack of trust – to ensure the process is inclusive and gender-transformative? 
· Are you covering costs incurred by stakeholders in order to participate?
· Are you guaranteeing safe spaces for rightsholders to speak freely, without fear of reprisal, coercion, or social consequences – including through anonymous channels or trusted third parties?
· Are the language and format of engagement accessible to all stakeholders, avoiding unnecessary technical terms?
	 
	
· Are you mapping all relevant stakeholders – with a focus on rightsholders – and identifying the best ways to engage them?
· Are you remaining flexible and adapting to changing contexts and newly identified stakeholders?
· Are you ensuring engagement reflects a wide range of viewpoints, proactively including under-represented and disproportionately impacted groups?
· Are you assessing whether separate consultations are needed for women, diverse genders or other groups experiencing marginalisation? Are you providing female facilitators for discussions on gender-sensitive issues?
· Are you making a proactive effort to engage a diverse range of women, across age, disability, marital status, education, income and religion?
· Where rightsholders are unable or unwilling to engage, are you working with legitimate representatives or proxies – and verifying that those representatives are recognised as ‘legitimate’ by the rightsholders themselves, including marginalised groups?
 


② Stakeholder mapping tool for MSE in the agriculture and food sector  
This annex brings together practical advice, guiding questions and templates into a single, integrated tool to support robust, rightsholder-centred stakeholder mapping across agrifood value chains. It complements the main guidance and is designed as a working reference for corporate sustainability and human rights teams, and field practitioners. The tool guides teams through a systematic mapping exercise and the development of a stakeholder mapping dashboard that provides a clear overview of affected groups, risk exposure and engagement priorities, and serves as a foundation for meaningful, ongoing stakeholder engagement. 

	How often should this tool be used?

	The mapping exercise is not a static tool, but requires regular updates, at least annually, or more frequently if risks of severe adverse impacts are identified (see the guidance at the end of this tool for more information). This ensures stakeholder engagement remains dynamic and responsive to change.


 
Practical tips before starting
· Assign clear internal ownership for stakeholder mapping and engagement.
· Allocate sufficient time and resources.
· Combine quantitative and qualitative data sources.
· Prioritise direct engagement with rightsholders and their legitimate representatives wherever possible.
· Ensure strong feedback loops so participants understand how their input is used.
· Look at who you engage with already and talk to others in your team about their day-to-day interactions with external groups. 
· Go beyond audits to reach informal, seasonal and migrant workers.
· Work with trusted intermediaries to overcome language, literacy, and trust barriers.












Stakeholder mapping tool
	1 – Define scope and objectives
Before mapping stakeholders, companies should clarify the objectives of the engagement and which products, commodities, sourcing regions, production models and suppliers are included.

	Scope of engagement 
Mapping should cover direct operations and supply chains, including farms, plantations, cooperatives, labour providers, contractors, processors, logistics, waste management, and by‑product handling. 
	Guiding questions
· Which business units, products, commodities and sourcing regions does this mapping cover?
· Which stages of the value chain are included (e.g. production, harvesting, processing, logistics, retail)?
· Where are the highest human rights and environmental risks likely to arise?
· Where do we have limited visibility or control?

	Objectives of engagement
Engagement objectives should link directly to human rights due diligence and continuous improvement processes, including risk identification, mitigation, monitoring and access to remedy.
	Guiding questions
· Why is this stakeholder mapping being conducted?
☐ Risk identification
☐ Impact mitigation
☐ Strategy development
☐ Monitoring
☐ Remedy or grievance handling
· How will findings be used internally to inform decision-making and resource allocation?

	Scope and objectives worksheet

	Checklist
	Response

	Business unit, product, commodity
	

	Geographic scope
	

	Value chain stage(s)
	

	Priority risks to explore
	

	Primary objectives
	

	Internal owner
	




	2 - Identify stakeholders and rightsholders
Companies should identify stakeholders across three interlinked dimensions: (A) value chain mapping, (B) rightsholders identification, and (C) the broader stakeholder ecosystem.

	2A. Value chain mapping
Outline your company’s value chain – cover your own activities and those of upstream and downstream actors connected to your company’s operations, products, and services. Take into account complex subcontracting and brokerage systems, seasonal labour flows and informal production models.
	Guiding questions
· What are the key stages of the value chain from input supply to end market?
· Which actors operate at each stage?
· Where are informal, seasonal or subcontracted actors present?
· Where do traceability and visibility gaps exist?

	Value chain mapping table
Map all stages of the agrifood value chain, from production to consumption to identify all actors involved

	Value chain stage
	Actors involved
	Location(s)
	Key observations and risks

	Input supply
	
	
	

	Primary production
	
	
	

	Aggregation and primary handling  
	
	
	

	Processing and manufacturing  
	
	
	

	Office, logistics and distribution
	
	
	

	Retail
	
	
	

	Consumer use  
	
	
	

	End of life
	
	
	




	2B. Rightsholder identification
Identify and map rightsholders who are (or may be) affected by your operations or supply chain. Prioritise groups facing heightened vulnerability or structural disadvantage, including women, migrant workers, Indigenous Peoples, children, informal workers and land-dependent communities. Consider reaching out to stakeholders early in the mapping exercise to test the company’s assumptions on which rightsholders to engage with. Where Indigenous Peoples are present, ensure engagement fully complies with Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC). (See box on p. 25 of the guidance)
	Guiding questions
· Who may be directly or indirectly affected by your operations or supply chain?
· Which groups face heightened risks or vulnerability?
· Are women, children, migrant workers, Indigenous Peoples or informal workers present?
· Who represents, supports or influences these groups?
· How will you ensure the right to FPIC is respected?

	Focus on: Hidden and informal labour
Ensure high-risk, low-visibility groups are identified and included. Pay particular attention to undocumented migrant workers, broker–recruited workers, seasonal and piece-rate workers, home-based labour, and family labour on smallholder farms. Given the highly seasonal nature of the production cycle, ensure the mapping exercise accounts for harvesting periods and migration patterns. 
	Guiding questions
· Which workers or producers may be absent from formal records or audits?
· Where are recruitment, subcontracting or brokerage systems in use?
· How can safe access to these groups be obtained?


	
	How-to checklist
☐ Partner with local NGOs, unions and women’s groups.
☐ Use participatory rural appraisal tools.
☐ Conduct worker interviews off-site.
☐ Review recruitment and labour contracting practices.
☐ Analyse grievance mechanism data.

	Focus on: Gender and other compounding risk factors 
Understand how risks differ based on identity and structural inequality. Consider how gender overlaps with multiple factors such as migration status, age, disability, ethnicity, Indigenous identity, and socio‑economic status, creating compounded risks.

	Guiding questions
· How do risks differ for women, men, girls and boys?
· Are there compounded vulnerabilities linked to migration status, disability, ethnicity or age?
· Are women able to participate safely and meaningfully in engagement processes?


	
	How-to checklist
☐ Analyse gender-segregated job roles and pay.
☐ Identify risks of harassment and violence.
☐ Review access to remedy and voice mechanisms.

	Focus on: Environmental impacts
Identify impacts on climate and ecosystems that affect human rights, including land use, water access, climate exposure, pesticide and fertiliser impacts, waste and pollution, and biodiversity loss. For further guidance on this, see UNDP Tool for Business on Human Rights Due Diligence and the Environment (pp. 27–54).
	Guiding questions
· How do land and water use affect neighbouring communities?
· Who is exposed to environmental hazards?
· How are livelihoods, health and food security affected?

	
	Environmental issues checklist
☐ Water access and contamination.
☐ Land tenure security.
☐ Heat stress and climate exposure.
☐ Pesticide exposure.
☐ Waste and run‑off impacts.

	
	Possible affected groups beyond workers:
☐ Smallholder families.
☐ Indigenous and land-dependent communities.
☐ Women responsible for water and food provision.
☐ Neighbouring villages.




	2C. Stakeholder ecosystem
Identify legitimate representatives of rightsholders (e.g. trade unions), as well as organisations and actors that influence, represent or support rightsholders (e.g. human rights defenders, grassroots NGOs, and civil society organisations (CSOs). These actors can provide access, expertise, trust and validation, particularly in complex or high-risk contexts.
	Guiding questions
· Which organisations represent or support workers, farmers and communities?
· Which actors influence labour, land and environmental governance?


	
Agrifood rightsholder identification checklist
Use this checklist to guide identification across the value chain.

	Workers and labour
☐ Permanent workers
☐ Seasonal and casual workers
☐ Migrant and cross-border workers
☐ Labour broker-recruited workers
☐ Informal and undocumented workers
☐ Packhouse, processing, and logistics workers
	Farmers and producers
☐ Smallholder farmers
☐ Fishers
☐ Contract farmers and growers
☐ Cooperative members
☐ Tenant farmers and sharecroppers
☐ Women farmers and unpaid family labour

	Indigenous Peoples and local communities 
☐ Indigenous Peoples
☐ Land-dependent communities
☐ Water-dependent communities
☐ Neighbouring villages
☐ Pastoralists and seasonal land users

	Marginalised groups and those in vulnerable positions
☐ Women and girls
☐ Children and youth
☐ People with disabilities
☐ Ethnic or religious minorities
☐ Migrant families

	Stakeholder broader ecosystem 
☐ Trade unions 
☐ Worker organisations 
☐ Farmer associations and cooperatives
☐ Community-based organisations
☐ NGOs and CSOs
☐ Government agencies
☐ Local authorities





	Stakeholder and rightsholder identification table
For each value chain stage, identify affected and potentially affected rightsholders, paying particular attention to marginalised groups and those facing vulnerability.

	Value chain stage
	Stakeholder or rightsholder group
	Geographical location
	Key issues and risks
	Existing engagement

	Input supply
	
	
	
	

	Primary production
	
	
	
	

	Aggregation and primary handling  
	
	
	
	

	Processing and manufacturing  
	
	
	
	

	Office, logistics and distribution
	
	
	
	

	Retail
	
	
	
	

	Consumer use  
	
	
	
	

	End of life
	
	
	
	




	3 – Prioritise and select who to engage 
To shape engagement based on severity and likelihood of human rights impacts, rather than business influence.

	Risk and vulnerability assessment
A rights-based approach requires prioritisation driven by risk of harm, vulnerability, and severity of impact, not by a stakeholder’s power or leverage. Using the map, compile a draft list of (potential) adverse impacts with which your business is involved. Assess how different groups experience human rights and environmental risks and vulnerabilities. This should inform your engagement planning and prioritisation. Focus on severity, scale, remediability, likelihood, and vulnerability, rather than business leverage. Use the power analysis tool on p. 21 to ensure prioritisation is inclusive and mindful of power dynamics.
	Guiding questions
· What potential negative impacts could each group experience?
· How severe and widespread might these impacts be?
· How easily can harms be remedied?
· How marginalised is the group? 
· Who faces barriers to participation? 

	Stakeholder risk matrix
Assess each stakeholder group against three criteria: severity of potential impact, likelihood of harm, and vulnerability of the group. For severity, consider scale (how many people may be affected?), scope (how serious is the harm?) and remediability (how difficult is it to remedy?).

	Stakeholder group
	Potential adverse impact
	Severity (scale, scope, remediability)
	Likelihood
	Vulnerability
	Overall priority

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	




	4 - Validate mapping
Validate mapping through direct consultation and trusted intermediaries to test assumptions, identify blind spots, and build trust and credibility.

	Validate assumptions, identify blind spots and build credibility by working with legitimate representatives and credible proxies who are trusted by workers, farmers and communities.
	Guiding questions
· Which partners can help validate findings?
· How will feedback be incorporated?



	
	Possible representatives and credible proxies for validation
· Trade unions 
· Worker associations.
· Farmer organisations and cooperatives.
· Women-led organisations.
· Indigenous Peoples’ organisations.
· Human rights and environmental NGOs.
· National Human Rights Institutions.




	5 – Review and update
Treat mapping as an ongoing process to ensure it remains dynamic and responsive to change.

	Review and update
Mapping should be reviewed at least annually – or more frequently if risks of severe adverse impacts are identified – and if possible, before any significant operational or contextual changes.
	Guiding questions
• When will mapping be reviewed?
• Which events trigger immediate updates?
• How will learning be integrated?

	Review schedule template

	Review trigger
	Responsible
	Frequency
	Notes

	Internal

	· New business relationship, relationship change, or termination
	
	
	

	· Sourcing market-entry or exit
	
	
	

	· New product or service, or a change in product or service
	
	
	

	· New site, change of site, or closure
	
	
	

	External

	· Rising social tensions or conflict which requires Heightened Due Diligence
	
	
	

	· Natural disaster 
	
	
	

	· Serious incident or grievance
	
	
	

	· Credible external reports highlighting rightsholders who are not on your radar
	
	
	




	Checklist for inclusive stakeholder mapping
Use this checklist to test whether your mapping is sufficiently robust and rightsholder-centred

	☐ Have we prioritised those most at risk rather than the most visible?
☐ Have we identified informal, migrant and contract workers?
☐ Have we considered gender, age, disability and migration status?
☐ Have we included environmental impacts?
☐ Have we engaged trusted external partners to validate our findings?
☐ Have we planned for regular reviews and updates?





Bringing it all together – stakeholder mapping dashboard

Using the information gathered through the worksheets above, record key data in the table below to create a stakeholder mapping dashboard. This provides a consolidated overview of affected groups (rightsholders) and other relevant stakeholders across the value chain, with particular attention to hidden, informal and vulnerable groups. By bringing all relevant information together in one place, the dashboard supports clear analysis, comparison and prioritisation, and enables teams to track changes over time. An illustrative example, populated with fictitious data, is provided below to demonstrate the intended level of detail and type of output the dashboard should generate.
 
Stakeholder mapping dashboard
	Stakeholder group
	Role in agrifood system
	How they are or may be affected
	Severity and likelihood 
	Power, visibility and voice
	Key characteristics and intersecting and compounding risk factors
	Legitimate representatives and credible proxies

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	





Stakeholder mapping dashboard – practical example
	Stakeholder group
	Role in agrifood system
	How they are or may be affected
	Severity and likelihood 
	Power, visibility and voice
	Key characteristics and intersecting and compounding risk factors
	 Representatives and credible proxies

	Seasonal farm workers
	Harvesting, planting
	Low pay, unsafe working conditions, heat stress
	High
	Low
	Gender, migrant status, language, age
	Trade unions, workers NGOs

	Migrant workers
	Field and packhouse labour
	Recruitment fees, debt bondage, unsafe housing
	High
	Very low
	Migration status, ethnicity, gender
	Trade unions, migrant rights NGOs

	Smallholder farmers
	Raw material production
	Price volatility, debt, land insecurity, loss and degradation of agricultural land
	High
	Medium
	Gender, land tenure, income
	Farmer organisations, cooperatives

	Women farm workers
	Field, sorting, packing
	Wage gaps, harassment, unpaid care workload
	High
	Low
	Gender, marital status, care roles
	Trade unions, women-led NGOs

	Indigenous communities
	Land and resource stewardship
	Land dispossession, water loss, loss of cultural and spiritual
heritage
	Severe
	Low
	Indigenous status, land rights
	Indigenous organisations

	Children and young people
	Family farming, seasonal work
	Child labour, school dropout
	Severe
	Very low
	Age, household income
	Child protection NGOs

	Local communities
	Adjacent to farms
	Water scarcity, pesticide exposure
	High
	Medium
	Livelihood dependency
	Community-based organisations






③ Data collection and management tool for MSE in the agriculture and food manufacturing sector
How can companies measure the success of their stakeholder engagement?
 
Purpose
To enable companies to systematically collect, analyse, store, and use data before, during, and after engagement in order to:
· Ensure quality and inclusivity of engagement processes.
· Track business influence and responsiveness.
· Monitor tangible outcomes and impact for rightsholders.
· Enable strategic oversight, accountability, and continuous improvement.
During engagement

📝 Process quality and participation

Follow-up

📈 Monitoring and sustainability
After engagement

🤝 Observed outcomes and changes
Before engagement

👥 Stakeholder mapping and risk analysis










	Indicator framework

Aligned with key performance indicators (KPIs) articulated across three levels:

Level 1 – Process indicators (readiness and quality) → meaningful engagement
· Participation rates (disaggregated).
· Quality of engagement.
· Stakeholder satisfaction levels.

Level 2 – Influence indicators → business change
· Business decisions modified.
· Corrective actions implemented.
· Remedies co-designed.

Level 3 – Outcome indicators → rightsholder impact
· Risk reduction outcomes.
· Remedy effectiveness.
· Sustainability of change.



This system helps companies to:
· Strengthen alignment with UNGP and OECD frameworks, and support CSRD compliance.
· Improve HREDD by creating documented traceability from engagement → decisions → outcomes – a significant gap in many corporate HREDD systems.
· Avoid data duplication by reusing existing data rather than building parallel systems.

	Phase and purpose
	What data to collect
	How to collect data
	Linked indicators 

	
	Data category
	Specific data points
	
	

	Before engagement –
identify who should be engaged, why, how, and which risks are involved.
	Who - stakeholder identification
	Disaggregated by:
· Workers (permanent, seasonal, informal, subcontractors)
· Farmers (smallholders, fishers, tenant farmers) 
· Indigenous peoples
· Local communities 
· Cooperatives 
· Producer organisations
· Trade unions
	Existing data sources:
Audit data, procurement data, risk assessment exercises, supplier mapping.

New data collection:
Desk research, union consultations, farmer organisation mapping, participatory rural appraisal, community leader interviews.
	Level 1 – process indicators (readiness):
· Number of high-risk stakeholder groups identified before engagement.
· Diversity of stakeholder groups mapped (gender, migration, age, etc.).
· Legitimate rightsholder representatives identified for each stakeholder group.
· Number of engagement plans designed with stakeholder-specific access needs and exposure to risks.

	
	Who - demographic and vulnerability profiling
	Disaggregated by:
· Gender
· Age 
· Migration status
· Ethnicity (where relevant)
· Race 
· Land tenure status
· Employment type
· Literacy levels
	Existing data sources:
Audit data, union records, farmer organisation records.

New data collection:
Anonymous surveys, NGO consultations, trade union consultations.
	

	
	Who - representation structures
	Existing representation (not an exhaustive list):
· Trade unions
· Workers’ committees 
· Women farmer groups 
· Cooperatives 
· Producer organisations 
· Indigenous governance bodies 
· Community councils
	Existing data sources:
Audit data, union records,
social dialogue records.

New data collection:
Supplier disclosure, CSO validation.
	

	
	Why - risk and impact identification
	Exposure to (not an exhaustive list):
· Labour rights risks (wages, hours, occupational health and safety, forced labour, child labour)
· Gender risks 
· Land rights 
· Water access 
· Pesticide exposure 
· Food security 

	Existing data sources:
Audit data, risk mapping exercise, HRIA, grievance data analysis.

New data collection:
Participatory risk mapping, union and farmer organisation reports.
	

	
	How - engagement barriers and preferred engagement methods

	Examples of barriers (not an exhaustive list):
· Seasonal work patterns 
· Migration cycles 
· Literacy
· Language 
· Remoteness 
· Gender norms 
· Fear of retaliation 
· Informal employment

Selection of appropriate engagement methods per group (aligned with FPIC when applicable):

· Collective bargaining
· Social dialogue 
· Farm visits 
· Worker committees 
· Digital surveys 
· Grievance channels 
· Community monitoring
	Existing data sources:
Audit data, risk mapping exercise, HRIA.

New data collection:
Focus groups with rightsholders and/or legitimate representatives, CSO and other trusted organisations’ insight, internal planning workshops, review of existing engagement activities, consultations with unions and farmer organisations.

	

	During engagement
– assess how meaningful, inclusive, and credible the engagement process is.
	Participation
	Number of participants by:
· Stakeholder group 
· Gender 
· Age 
· Migration status 
· Employment type
	New data collection:
Attendance registers, union participation records, cooperative records, digital platform analytics.
	Level 1 – process indicators (quality of process):
· Number of stakeholders engaged, disaggregated by:
· Gender
· Age
· Migration status
· Employment type
· % of participants reporting:
· Engagement was accessible.
· Information was understandable.
· They felt safe to speak.
· Documented company responses to engagement inputs within agreed timelines.
· Diversity of engagement channels used, including structured social dialogue and collective representation.
· Evidence that engagement processes were accessible and inclusive for marginalised and under-represented groups.

	
	Engagement channel used
	Number of engagement activities by type (not an exhaustive list): 
· Collective bargaining 
· Worker committees 
· Social dialogue 
· Grievance channels 
· Farm visits 
· Participatory audits 
· Surveys 
· Community assemblies 
· Digital platforms
	Existing data sources:
Grievance systems, audit data.

New data collection:
Engagement registers, union documentation.
	

	
	Accessibility and inclusion
	Language used, translation provided, culturally appropriate facilitation, literacy-appropriate materials, timing aligned with harvest cycles, working hours respected, childcare provided, transport available, safe spaces for women.
	New data collection:
Observation checklists, post-engagement surveys, focus groups, union feedback.
	

	
	Information quality
	Was information timely, understandable, relevant, accurate?
	New data collection:
Post-engagement surveys, focus groups.
	

	
	Responsiveness and dialogue quality
	Did the company respond clearly and promptly?
	New data collection:
Engagement logs, follow-up tracking.
	

	
	Trust and safety
	Did participants feel safe to speak freely?
	Existing data sources:
Grievance analysis.

New data collection:
Anonymous surveys, union monitoring.
	

	After engagement
– track whether engagement shaped business decisions, policies, practices, labour standards and remediation.
	Policy and practice changes
	Changes to sourcing policies, pricing models, labour standards, supplier codes, pesticide management, housing standards.
	Existing data sources:
procurement records, policy annual reviews.

New data collection:
Policy tracking, corrective action plans.
	Level 2 – influence indicators:
· Number of business activities, policies, or sourcing practices modified due to engagement.
· Number of remedies designed in collaboration with rightsholders.
· % of priority risks with formal management responses (CBAs, contracts, formal agreements).
· Dedicated budgets and resources allocated to engagement-driven actions.
· % of engagement issues escalated to senior decision-making.

	
	Collective bargaining agreements (CBAs) and social dialogue outcomes
	Provisions added to CBAs, supplier agreements, farm contracts.
	Existing data sources:
CBA records, supplier contracts.

New data collection:
Trade union, farmer and supplier consultations.

	

	
	Corrective actions and remedies
	Wage remediation, housing upgrades, PPE provision, contract formalisation, land restitution, health services.
	Existing data sources:
Grievance systems.

New data collection:
Remediation tracking, union verification.
	

	
	Investment and resource allocation
	Financial and human resources committed to implementing engagement outcomes.
	Existing data sources:
Budget planning and tracking, operational plans.
	

	
	Governance integration
	Senior management or board decisions informed by engagement.
	Existing data sources:
ESG committee records, board minutes.
	




	Follow-up
– determine whether engagement led to sustainable changes and improved outcomes for rightsholders.
	Risk reduction outcomes
	Improvements in wages, working hours, housing, safety, pesticide exposure, access to water and land security.
	Existing data sources:
Participatory audits, field visits, procurement data.

New data collection:
Longitudinal surveys, union monitoring, CSO consultation.
	Level 3 – outcome indicators:
· % of rightsholders reporting reduced risks or impacts.
· Number of rightsholders successfully and adequately remediated.
· % reduction in gender-specific risks.
· % of improvements sustained after 12 months.

	
	Remedy effectiveness
	Satisfaction with remedies, timeliness, adequacy, prevention of recurrence.
	Existing data sources:
Follow-up grievance surveys.

New data collection:
Union validation, CSO insight, post-remediation surveys or focus groups.
	

	
	Gender outcomes
	Reductions in harassment, pay gaps and workload burdens; improved access to resources.
	New data collection:
Gender-disaggregated surveys, women’s committees.
	

	
	Livelihood resilience
	Income stability, food security, debt levels, access to social protection.
	New data collection:
Household surveys, farmer organisation data.
	

	
	Sustainability of change
	Persistence of improvements after 6–12 months.
	Existing data sources:
Repeat audits, union inspections.

New data collection:
Community-driven monitoring.
	

	
	Relationship quality and trust
	Trust in the company, willingness to engage again.
	New data collection:
Periodic dialogue sessions, perception surveys.
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