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1. Scope of the research, methodology and structure of the report 

1.1 Scope of Research 

 
Company A is one of the world’s leading multinational enterprise in the food sector, 

with products sold in more than 170 countries and operations spanning manufacturing, 
agricultural sourcing, logistics, distribution and commercial activities across Europe, the 
Americas, Africa, Asia and Oceania1. 

Its global value chain includes cocoa, hazelnuts, palm oil, sugar, dairy products, cereals, 
packaging materials and logistics services and involve sourcing and production contexts 
characterized by significant human-rights, labour and environmental risks. 

Consequently, the working group tried to set up by a Global Framework Agreement the 
mechanisms through which due diligence policies protect human rights and environmental 
standards across the entire value chain. 

 
1.2. Methodology 
The work was conducted considering both the company’s perspective and the union’s 

perspective. 
First, we considered Directive (EU) 2024/1760 on corporate sustainability due diligence, 

as amended in February 2026 by the Omnibus Simplification Package, Directive 2026/470. 
This directive establishes the binding due diligence framework applicable to mega 
corporations, such as company A. In addition, the ILO conventions on workers’ rights were 
taken into account. 

We then moved on to analyzing the company’s internal documentation, specifically its 
Sustainability Report, its Statement on Human Rights Policy, its Supplier Code, its Code of 

 

 
1 The study is based on the case of a real enterprise. However, for publication purposes and due to copyright 
issues, the company’s name has been replaced with a fictitious one. 
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Ethics, and its Code of Business Conduct, to map out what the company is already committed 
to and what it is already doing in practice. 

Later, an assessment was conducted of the union’s standards regarding the Global 
Framework Agreement. Global Federations’ guidelines for negotiating Global Framework 
Agreements (GFAs) were used to determine exactly what the union side would expect and 
demand. 

Finally, we moved on to analyzing an actual applicable model agreement: the GFA 
Inditex (presented during the BIP by the global trade union coordinator Victor Garrido 
Sotomayor) and the Pakistan Accord (a multistakeholder initiative presented by Prof. 
Wilfredo Sanguineti), which represent the strongest existing example of framework 
agreements equipped with the means to ensure effective enforcement—independent 
inspections, mandatory corrective measures, and binding arbitration. 

The drafting of the Global Framework Agreement needs a dialectic approach between 
parties. This process actively integrates the management perspective with the workers’ and 
trade unions’ perspective. 

So, a compliance mapping exercise was conducted, in which the due diligence obligations 
set out in the Directive (Articles 7–16) were systematically assessed against Company A’s 
existing practices. For each article, the analysis identified the company’s strengths and the 
remaining steps. The mapping showed that Company A performs strongly in terms of policy 
frameworks, transparency, monitoring systems, and the management of high-risk 
commodities such as cocoa and hazelnuts in relation to child labour and forced labour risks. 
The main gaps were identified in four areas: engagement with a global trade union, the 
establishment of an independent grievance mechanism, full traceability beyond first-tier 
suppliers, and enforceable commitments. 

Based on this assessment, the agreement was then drafted clause by clause, determining 
for each provision whether Company A should concede, maintain its position, or partially 
concede, with corresponding justification for each decision. 

 
1.3. Structure of the Report 

 
The report is organized into two additional sections, beyond the introductory part. 
The first section (infra, § 2) provides a brief overview of the subject matter addressed 

during the BIP and, consequently, of the topic underlying both the group’s work. In 
particular, the relevant background was acquired through the two online lectures held prior 
to the official commencement of the BIP, as well as the introductory lecture delivered on the 
first day of the programme (25 May 2026) at the University “G. d’Annunzio” of Pescara, 
during which several professors from the universities participating in the BIP gave 
presentations. 

The second section (infra, § 3) is devoted to the group’s work, the results achieved, and, 
consequently, the Global Framework Agreement (GFA), which constitutes the outcome of 
the project. 

 
2. Presentation of the activities and the work carried out during the days of the BIP 

 

 
2.1. Group work 
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Starting from the afternoon of the second day of the BIP, and for three days, the groups 
met to work on the assigned task. Our group, as mentioned, was tasked with drafting and 
developing a Global Framework Agreement (GFA) for Company A. The group members 
were divided into two sub-groups: one representing the company and the other representing 
the trade union federation. Referring back to the methodology discussed above (supra, 1.2), 
the process through which the GFA was negotiated and finalised will now be outlined. 

Two positions emerged within the group, reflecting partially divergent interests and 
perspectives: 

a) Company perspective. 
From the company’s perspective, the 2026 Omnibus package was seen as a weakening of 

EU due diligence rules, due to higher thresholds, less frequent monitoring, the removal of 
climate transition-plan requirements, and the absence of a harmonized civil liability regime. 

Despite this, Company A was described as continuing to strongly engage with 
sustainability, based on previous investments in traceability, certification systems, and 

deforestation-free supply chains, especially for cocoa and palm oil. This was also linked to 
the need for stable rules in order to protect long-term investments and reputation. 

In this context, the Global Framework Agreement was understood as a voluntary tool to 
strengthen existing commitments beyond legal requirements. It introduced a Joint 
Monitoring Committee, a grievance mechanism, and an enforcement clause allowing the 
suspension of payments to non-compliant suppliers, with protection for workers’ wages. 

Dispute resolution was kept at the level of mediation rather than binding arbitration, in 
line with the general EU shift away from strong civil liability rules. 

Overall, the agreement was seen as a strategic instrument to ensure continuity, credibility, 
and leadership in sustainability. 

b) Trade union perspective. 
From the trade union perspective, the focus was on turning corporate social responsibility 

policies into binding and enforceable rules. 
While the company's commitments on sustainability and human rights were recognised, 

concerns remained about fair wages, difficult working conditions in agricultural supply 
chains, and the risk of migrant worker exploitation in high-risk countries. 

Attention was also given to the effects of climate change on seasonal agricultural workers, 
especially in cocoa production, where income loss during production disruptions could lead 
to serious hardship. 

The union highlighted structural problems such as precarious work, recruitment fees, and 
limited freedom of association, arguing that existing systems do not adequately protect the 
most vulnerable workers. 

Because of gaps in EU enforcement, contractual tools were considered necessary to 
ensure accountability, including monitoring obligations and the possibility of ending 
relationships with suppliers involved in serious violations. 

Overall, the union perspective called for a binding system of accountability rather than 
voluntary commitments. 

At the end of the negotiation process and after three days of work, the group produced 
the Company A GFA. 

 
2.2. Final Project Defence 
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The BIP concluded with the presentation of the group work and the presentation and 
defense of the negotiated GFA. All participants involved in the BIP attended the session, 

including both academic staff, members of the other groups, as well as other stakeholders. 
During the session, the various members of the group presented the relevant aspects of the 
case, starting from the company's position and that of the Global Union Federation, and then 
explaining the synthesis of these opposing interests that shaped and drove the negotiations. 

At the end of the GFA defense, several attendees made critical and/or constructive 
remarks, while others addressed questions to the group, including: industrial relations; what 
convinced Company A to enter into negotiations; grievance and compliance mechanisms, 

and how such systems are structured in countries like Ghana, as well as how workers 
communicate when they encounter problems; and whether negotiation with Company A had 

been discussed with the international negotiation team. 
 

3. Results 
 

The group work resulted in the drafting of a Global Framework Agreement based on a 
pragmatic approach. The agreement was designed to provide broader commitments in areas 
where Company A already had established policies and practices, while maintaining more 
cautious positions in areas involving significant operational or financial implications. 

The GFA recognises the Global Union as company’s counterpart, reaffirms freedom of 
association and collective bargaining, and includes firm commitments on child labour, 
forced labour, and the Employer Pays Principle for recruitment. These commitments are 
already reflected in the company's existing policies, allowing the agreement to reinforce the 
company's existing standards. In addition, the agreement highlights measures already 
implemented by Company A, including third-party audits, the publication of supplier lists, 
and the Integrity Helpline, presenting them as evidence of the company's responsible 
approach. 

About dispute resolution, the agreement establishes mediation rather than binding 
arbitration. This choice is justified by the principle of subsidiarity and by the fact that the 
Omnibus proposal has shifted the European framework away from hard liability. Likewise, 
supply chain obligations are defined as risk-based and proportionate, consistent with the 
language adopted by the Directive following the Omnibus proposal. 

The agreement also includes an enforcement mechanism allowing Company A to 
withhold payments from suppliers that fail to implement remediation measures before 
terminating the business relationship. The provision specifies that the withheld funds must 
be ring-fenced for remediation activities and that workers' wages must remain protected, 
ensuring that the mechanism cannot adversely affect the workers it is intended to protect. 

Finally, regarding responsible purchasing practices, the agreement refers to Company A’s 
existing Triple-Win Model of fair trading. This commitment is presented as part of the 
company's existing practices rather than as a new concession. 
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