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1. Background to the Workshop
This paper summarizes a half-day roundtable discussion held in Atlanta on 8 May 2013, on the challenge of addressing cumulative human rights impacts.  In the context of unprecedented international and cross-stakeholder momentum behind the implementation of the Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (“GPs”), companies in all sectors are assessing and addressing their human rights impacts.  In the course of this process, they are sometimes confronted with the challenge of cumulative impacts: each company’s individual impact may not constitute an adverse human rights impact, and may be legally compliant, but combined with the impacts of other companies in the same sector or region, human rights are adversely affected.  Companies operating near a water source, for example, may each pollute only a small amount, but their cumulative impact may be profound.
The workshop was organized by the UN Working Group on the issue of human rights and transnational corporations and other business enterprises (“UN Working Group”) and was supported by BSR.  It was attended by Margaret Jungk of the UN Working Group and facilitated by Christine Bader, Human Rights Advisor to BSR.  The workshop involved the convening of a small group of experts to discuss the cumulative impact challenge, explore how the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights relate to this issue, and help the UN Working Group determine whether further research and clarification of this area is needed by business. 
Participants in the workshop took part in their personal capacity, and were selected to represent a range of experience across different types of cumulative impact situations.  Participants included individuals from civil society, companies, business initiatives and consultancies, with a breadth of experience in supply chain management, boom town effects, industrial parks and/or cumulative (over)use of water and land.  The event was limited to 10 participants to enable a participatory and constructive discussion.  
The discussion session was held under the Chatham House rule of non-attribution. As such, this report does not attribute specific comments to any individuals.  Specific references are made to organizations where the information is derived from publicly available material.


2. Executive Summary

2.1. KEY CONCLUSIONS AND ACTION POINTS
The participants of this workshop engaged in a rich and complex opening inquiry into various aspects of the cumulative impacts challenge, in an effort to define the issue and set out areas for further research.  The participants agreed that it would be useful to undertake further exploration of the topic with various actors.  Key points raised by participants in this initial discussion include the following. 
i) The GPs require a company to identify, prevent, mitigate and account for its negative human rights impacts. This includes their ‘contribution’ to impacts, and several participants noted that this may be where cumulative impacts are most comfortably situated within the GPs. However, the GPs do not provide detailed guidance as to what actions a responsible company should take when negative impacts arise from the activities of more than one company, regardless of the actions or inactions of the other contributors. The group concluded that more research and multi-stakeholder discussion, with a view to generating more practical guidance, is needed in this area.  
ii) Many participants stressed that Pillar I of the GPs (the State Duty to Protect Human Rights), is critical to solving the dilemma of cumulative impacts.  Many participants recommended that more attention and emphasis be given to underscoring the government role in monitoring and regulating cumulative impacts. Where government action is absent or weak, more guidance is needed for how companies should engage local governments in this role.
iii) Several participants noted that it was important to strengthen the existing practice of considering cumulative impacts in respect of the “social” element of environmental and social impact assessments (“ESIAs”). Companies’ existing techniques of assessing and managing cumulative impacts should, to the extent that they do not already, be strengthened and expanded in scope in order to take into account the impacts on human rights, and not just the impacts on the natural environment.
iv) It was noted that risk assessments undertaken by companies and by consultancies on behalf of companies do not often consider cumulative human rights impacts.  Several participants noted that it is critical for risk assessments (at new country-entry, on-going project level, and project expansion risk assessments) to take into account the project or operation’s contributions to cumulative human rights impacts, as well as single company impacts on human rights.  
v) Collaborative initiatives were highlighted as a good forum in which to address cumulative human rights impacts.  It was suggested that greater understanding and vision on the best design for such initiatives can enable them to facilitate companies’ human rights due diligence obligations in respect of cumulative impacts.   
vi) Several participants stressed that the issue of a company’s contribution to cumulative impacts is particularly problematic in relation to Pillar III of the GPs (Remedy).  As a result of discussions it seems that more guidance is needed on how a company’s grievance mechanism should handle complaints relating to cumulative impacts, particularly when the company is contributing only a small part to the problem and the other contributors have not established grievance mechanisms.

2.2. NEXT STEPS 
In light of these key conclusions and in order to progress towards the goal of providing guidance to companies on the issue of cumulative impacts, the participants considered the following next steps:
1. The UN Working Group will consider publishing a statement to the effect that:
a. cumulative impacts are a key area for consideration by companies;
b. it is important for stakeholders to be aware of the negative impacts that can arise from the incremental contribution to cumulative human rights impacts; and 
c. further understanding and discussion on these topics (particularly in relation to the areas highlighted in 2.1) is needed. (Key person: Margaret Jungk)
2. UN Global Compact is to discuss how it can best highlight and provide guidance in relation to the issue of cumulative impacts to its member companies.  Cumulative impacts will be added as a case study in the human rights dilemmas forum and UNGC will host a webinar on the subject  (Key person: Ashleigh Owens)
3. BSR is to consider holding a special workshop on this issue at its next conference (Key person: Faris Natour)
4. A participant will approach ICMM and suggest that it consider a research project on the subject, with the aim of distilling good practice and practical recommendations for extractives, a key industry for cumulative impacts (Key person: Jonathan Drimmer)
5. GBI will be kept up to date in respect of developments in the research, and at an appropriate junction will explore whether it can contribute, through its member companies, to a deeper understanding of the issue. (Key people: Mark Hodge, Mark Nordstrom and Kent McVay)

3. Agenda of the workshop

i. Welcome, introductions, defining the issue and goals of the meeting: Margaret Jungk, UN Working Group 
ii. Early research avenues pursued and some early questions raised: 
Ashleigh Owens, United Nations University 
iii. Stakeholder views: Oxfam, Danish Institute for Human Rights, BSR
iv. Company experiences and perspectives: Individual presentations and group discussion
v. Implications for the UN Working Group and participants: Group discussion


4. Main discussion points from the workshop

4.1. IDENTIFYING CUMULATIVE IMPACT CHALLENGES
Participants shared real-life cumulative impact challenges that they or their peers are facing, and it was clear from discussions that cumulative impact challenges are arising in various industries. 
Information received by the Working Group indicates that cumulative impacts are a common complaint around extractive industries.  Communities have complained that several companies together had been responsible for: buying up land, leading to the stranding of nomadic grazing lands; contributing to air pollution; and lowering the water table.  
Within the pharmaceutical sector, a cumulative impact example was raised in relation to a particular medicinal plant in Africa that is consumed by the local population for long hunting trips, where the hunters can't regularly stop for food.  The cumulative impact of the harvesting of this plant for commercial use in an appetite suppressor is wiping out local supply.  
A participant from a food and beverage company also referred to potential cumulative impacts arising from companies in that industry sourcing the same ingredient from a particular location and thereby adversely affecting the ecosystem (and the right to life/food/health of those that rely on it). 
A participant from the extractives sector underscored that cumulative impacts can arise where all companies separately may be in compliance with local laws (such as in relation to discharges of or exposure to harmful materials).  However, if their individual actions contribute to an adverse human rights impact, they are not in compliance with their responsibility to respect human rights pursuant to the Guiding Principles.  The example of “boomtown effects”, such as the depletion of the pool of trained security personnel available to the government, was an example given of cumulative impacts in the extractives industry. 
It was noted that integrated industrial plants and special economic zones can be particularly susceptible to causing cumulative impacts due to land acquisition and resource use issues. The participants also observed, particularly in the context of the recent factory fire tragedy in Bangladesh, that cumulative impacts can also arise where several companies pull out of a region simultaneously.[footnoteRef:1]  This highlights the difficulty that can arise when companies must balance competing human rights concerns when making decisions about investment or disinvestment on the basis of actual or potential contribution to cumulative human rights impacts. [1:  The potential human rights impact of ending business relationships is also referred to in the GPs (see Commentary to Principle 18).] 

Cumulative impacts that accumulate in a wider spatial and temporal context were also discussed, though no consensus was reached on the classification of these issues.  Examples advanced by participants include the effect of the portrayal of torture as an acceptable interrogation technique in various entertainment media; the effect of women’s magazines on the prevalence of eating disorders; and the effect of the use of sugar as a sweetener in the food and beverage association on childhood obesity and the right to health.  Other participants noted that they felt these examples, while raising interesting ethical questions, do not accord with their interpretation of the corporate responsibility to respect human rights. 
Action point 1: Further consultation with companies and research is needed to identify other real and potential cumulative impacts.

4.2. DRAWING BOUNDARIES AND DEFINING SCOPE
The participants discussed the potential scope of cumulative impacts.  Impacts may accumulate in time and/or space and the contributors to a human rights impact may be numerous: company activities, government policies, natural/environmental factors and historical factors may all contribute to the same adverse impact.  For the purposes of the future research, it will be important to draw boundaries around what should be considered, at a minimum, when assessing responsibility for cumulative impacts.
4.2.1. Learning from cumulative impacts in the ESIA field
In this context, participants noted that learning on cumulative impacts from the ESIA field will be transferrable.  Participants from extractive companies reported that they are aware of requirements in several jurisdictions (and pursuant to the IFC’s Performance Standards on Environmental and Social Sustainability) to undertake an assessment of the potential cumulative impacts of a proposed project.  The IFC defines cumulative impacts as “the incremental impacts of a project when added to other existing, planned, and/or reasonably predictable future projects and developments”[footnoteRef:2].  Other jurisdictions use a broader definition, and require companies to "describe any cumulative impacts on environmental values caused by the[ir] project, either in isolation or by combination with other known existing or planned development or sources of contamination."[footnoteRef:3]   [2:  International Finance Corporation (2013), Good Practice Handbook on Cumulative Impact Assessment and Management: Guidance for the Private Sector in Emerging Markets. Available at: http://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/topics_ext_​content/ifc_external_corporate_site/ifc+sustainabi​lity/publications/publications_handbook_cumulative​impactassessment. The Handbook does not expressly address human rights impacts, but contains potentially transferrable guidance for identifying cumulative environmental and social impacts and acting collaboratively to address them. ]  [3:  Queensland Department of Environment and Resource Management Generic Terms of Reference (2010) 
] 

The latter definition requires companies to consider all potential sources of stress on the receiving entity, including environmental factors, historical factors and other “man-made” activities.  The participants from the extractive sector agreed that cumulative impact assessments are not often done well, and many guidance tools are light in relation to social impacts.
The participants were not aware of any extensive adaptation of cumulative impacts learning specifically for human rights purposes.  Participants noted Rio Tinto’s “Why Human Rights Matter: A resource guide for integrating human rights into Communities and Social Performance work at Rio Tinto”.[footnoteRef:4]  In this document, Rio Tinto observes that taken individually, a particular human rights impact may not pose a risk, and may appear minor, but a series of minor impacts may add up to an ‘abuse’. It is important to consider the cumulative impact of the actions of host governments, other industries, institutions and our own activities when developing a human rights knowledge base.  [4:  Rio Tinto 2013, Why human rights matter: A resource guide for integrating human rights into Communities and Social Performance work at Rio Tinto. Available at: http://www.riotinto.com/documents/ReportsPublicati​ons/Rio_Tinto_human_rights_guide_-_English_​version.pdf] 

Participants did note that human rights due diligence may differ to cumulative impact assessments in a key respect: pursuant to the GPs a company should “cease or prevent” their contribution to a negative human rights impact.  This can be contrasted with the various regulatory obligations to “describe” or to “minimise” cumulative impacts in the ESIA field.
Action point 2: Build up the existing practice in ESIAs of taking into account cumulative impacts. Strengthen and expand the scope of techniques of assessing and managing cumulative impacts so that due consideration is given to cumulative impacts on human rights (i.e. people), not just on the natural environment. 

4.2.2. Individual corporate responsibility for a cumulative human rights impact
A particular challenge in the context of cumulative impacts will be distilling a company’s own contribution to a cumulative impact. The GPs require a company to mitigate or prevent their own contribution to a human rights impact, regardless of the actions or inactions of other contributors.  Thus, companies should assess and separate out their responsibility from the other contributors to a cumulative impact in order to identify and cease or prevent their contribution to the human rights impact. A participant from a civil society organization cautioned that any guidance on cumulative impacts should represent a minimum standard that does not deviate from the clear floor of responsibility that the GPs establish.  However, as one participant noted, a key difficulty arises as a responsible company wanting to take appropriate action in relation to a cumulative impact will struggle to remedy the impact where there is inaction by fellow contributors.  The challenge of cumulative action is referenced further at 4.3 below. 
A participant from a national human rights institution would like to see clear guidance, with examples, of the actions that a reasonable company should take in addressing their responsibility for cumulative impacts.
A participant observed that in the ESIA field, cumulative impacts are sometimes utilized to minimize the appearance of an individual company’s contribution: some companies will set the baseline of other existing or predicted impacts high, in order to underrate their own contribution to an impact.  A participant from civil society noted that a key element differentiating human rights due diligence from ESIAs is the requirement to commence the impact assessment from the perspective of the affected stakeholders and the impacts that those stakeholders are actually experiencing.  The practice identified in relation to cumulative impacts in the ESIA, therefore, would not be sufficient in the context of human rights due diligence. 

4.3.  MANAGING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

4.3.1. Incorporation in impact/risk assessments
It was clear from the discussions that cumulative impacts are not always being picked up in traditional impact assessments undertaken by companies and by consultancies on behalf of companies. This appears to be the case even where community consultations are taking place, pursuant to human rights due diligence requirements of the GPs.
A participant referred to recent land acquisition in a developing country by his company, and noted that the cumulative effects of land acquisition by other companies in the area would not have been considered in the relevant impact assessment.  A participant from the extractive industries noted that he had to explain the concept of cumulative impacts to human rights assessors within his company.  A consultancy participant reported the experience of working with clients on an issue that did not show up during human rights impact assessment, but that presented major challenges and risks when the contribution to a larger impact was considered. 
Action point 3: Draw attention to the current shortcomings in risk assessments and stress that it is critical for risk assessments (at new country-entry, project level, and project expansion risk assessments) to take into account the project or operation’s contributions to cumulative impacts as well as singular impacts on human rights.

4.3.2. Collaborative initiatives – benefits and challenges
As noted above, the GPs require that companies contributing to a human rights impact “cease or prevent” their contribution and use their leverage to mitigate remaining impacts.  Given the challenges of separating out and preventing/mitigating an individual company’s contribution to a cumulative impact, some participating companies reported that the most effective method for so doing could be through collaborative initiatives.  
The benefits of collaborative action are numerous and well documented. Companies reported involvement with collaborative initiatives such as AIM-PROGRESS (promoting responsible sourcing practice), Bonsucro (a sugarcane certification scheme), as well as Trace International and Transparency International (in respect of collaborative efforts concerning corruption). Companies can be more effective speaking with a cumulative voice.  By way of example Coca Cola worked with peers in AIM-PROGRESS to hold a forum for sugar suppliers, which offered guidance for suppliers who want to commit to eliminating child labour.  Although the initiatives described here do not address cumulative impact issues, it was suggested that it may be possible to extend certain existing collaborative initiatives to also address cumulative impacts.  
Further benefits of collaborative initiatives were seen as including the use of pooled resources and the efficiency of raising standards at an industry or regional level.  Collaborative initiatives can also address “spotlight” concerns, which arise when a company is disproportionately targeted by civil society in respect of a cumulative impact, due to the company’s high profile, or due to the company’s utilization of grievance mechanisms (see further below at 3.3.3).  
Existing collaborative initiatives could be extended to facilitate fulfillment of companies’ human rights due diligence obligations in respect of cumulative impacts.  A participant noted that a collaborative initiative in the extractives industry is considering extending its mandate to include an explicit human rights impact stream.  Several participants reported involvement in collaborative initiatives that, although not expressly referring to human rights impacts, in practice worked to prevent or mitigate human rights impacts.  A participant from civil society requested that companies bear in mind a key element distinguishing human rights due diligence, namely, the requirement to undertake “meaningful consultation with potentially affected groups and other relevant stakeholders” (GPs, Principle 18(b)). 
When using collaborative initiatives to address human rights impacts, challenges include ensuring that the diffusion of responsibility does not lead to evasion of individual company responsibility (as above).  In addition, participants observed that it may be difficult to collaborate with other companies who are less sophisticated in respect of their knowledge of human rights impacts (or who have no internal human rights infrastructure).  In such cases (and indeed generally), collaborative decision-making is seen by some leading companies as less expedient than “going it alone”.  Participants also mentioned the difficulty or impossibility of collaborating with certain non-state actors contributing to an impact.  An example provided was the “land sharks” that contribute to the human rights impacts caused by company land purchases.  A participants with extensive experience in collaborative initiatives stressed the need for a “clearly defined and compelling super ordinate goal” to ensure that the collaborative initiative meets its human rights objectives.
Companies taking the lead in addressing cumulative impacts may find it difficult to elicit cooperation from a fellow contributor.  Participants mentioned experiences in which other companies refused to share information due to concerns about competition, as well as proprietary information (although some will share this information with government bodies).  Participants also voiced concerns about drawing attention to the contribution of competitors to a human rights impact.  These concerns highlight the importance of the creation of a “safe space”, or, as one food and beverage industry company reported, the treatment of human rights issues as a “pre-competition issue”.  One participant observed that, even in such circumstances, companies are still obliged, pursuant to the GPs to “cease or prevent” their contribution to the impact.
Action point 4: Facilitate greater understanding and vision on the best design for collaborative initiatives to enable them to facilitate fulfillment of companies’ human rights due diligence obligations in respect of cumulative impacts.

4.4.  REMEDYING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
One participant stressed that the issue of a company’s contribution to cumulative impacts is particularly problematic when it comes to responsibilities for providing a remedy to victims of cumulative human rights impacts. 
The GPs (Principle 22) require that companies provide for, or cooperate in, the remediation of impacts that they have caused or contributed to.  Moreover, Pillar III of the GPs, which sets out State duties and corporate responsibilities in respect of access to remedy for victims, provides that companies should establish or participate in effective operational-level grievance mechanisms so that grievances can be addressed early and remediated directly (Principle 29).
In the context of cumulative impacts, difficulties may arise where a company that is contributing incrementally to the problem establishes a grievance mechanism and allows stakeholders to raise such issues with them.  The company may be concerned about receiving complaints in relation to cumulative impacts if the other contributors have not established grievance mechanisms.  Moreover, it may be that that company cannot take action on its own that has any tangible effect on the impact being experienced by the stakeholder. 
Action point 5: Seek out best practices and provide further guidance as to how a company’s grievance mechanism should handle complaints relating to cumulative impacts.

 
4.5. ROLE OF GOVERNMENTS
Participating companies underscored the importance of the government role in monitoring and regulating cumulative impacts, and the elevation of complexity where this role is absent. 
A participant from the food and beverage sector noted that attention to cumulative impacts is likely to vary widely as companies are currently at vastly different stages in respect of understanding and operationalising the corporate responsibility to respect human rights. Thus, in his view, while many MNEs and SMEs are at early stages of this journey, the government role in managing cumulative impacts cannot be overemphasized.
Several participants noted that they would benefit from guidance in relation to engaging local governments.  One participant shared that government engagement had been most successful where an authoritative third party was involved such as an NGO or international organisation.  
Non-human rights-related concerns can arise when a company attempts to address a cumulative impact and in so doing draws attention to the contribution to the impact by a government.  A participant from the food and beverage industry noted that communications about cumulative impacts are normally handled extremely sensitively as operations can be put at risk where a company criticizes the host government.  
It was noted, however, that the GPs (Principle 11, Commentary) make it clear that companies must act when they are contributing to a human rights impact, even where governments are unable or unwilling to meet their own human rights obligations.  One participant further noted that, from his experience, communities sometimes trust business more than government in respect of remedying human rights impacts. 
Action point 6: Underscore the government role in monitoring and regulating cumulative impacts, as part of their Pillar 1 duties, in future dialogue on the topic. Provide guidance to companies as to how to engage local governments in this role where government action is absent or weak.

4.5.1. Specific case study: cumulative overuse of water resources
One of the participant companies detailed its experience in dealing with a cumulative impact in respect of its plant in an emerging market. The company’s plant, which employs the local community and relies exclusively on their custom, utilizes water from an unconfined aquifer.  The company’s due diligence uncovered that the groundwater levels in the aquifer were dropping, impacting the livelihoods of the community. The other major users of the aquifer included small to large, state-controlled farmers, assisted by government subsidies.  
Although the company’s use of groundwater, and presumably the use by other actors, was within regulatory limits, the total water use by all users was creating an adverse impact.   As such, the company conducted a source vulnerability assessment, taking into account the life cycle of the resource.  The company calculated that it uses 0.3% of the water at peak times.  However, it was perceived as a major contributor to the problem due to its high profile and the nature of its product.  It conducted a threshold assessment of the sustainability of the water supply, at peak and average use periods, and considered, inter alia, the impact on local jobs and food grown through irrigation.  
In order to minimize its contribution to the problem, the company undertook an internal water efficiency program, as well as ensuring full treatment of wastewater.  In order to use leverage to mitigate the remaining impact, it engaged with industry, sharing data and best practices with other actors using the resource, including trade associations and unions.  The company thereafter engaged the government at various levels.  The company also hired a dedication community relations manager, invested in drip irrigation programs with local farmers and created recharge shafts to accelerate the rehabilitation of the groundwater table. 
The company reports familiar challenges concerning the problem of publicly highlighting the contribution made by governments and competitors.  It also intends to analyze the process, undertaken from an ESIA perspective, in the context of human rights due diligence.  A participant from a civil society organization highlighted generally the imperative of engaging the community from an early stage, and ensuring their involvement in decision-making.  Companies reported that this can be uncomfortable due to the risk that the outcome of such consultations is a strong community preference for the company not to undertake operations in the area at all. 
As regards government engagement, one participant noted that in her experience, it can be most successful if undertaken early in the process and as its own separate step. In this regard, the IFC’s 2013 “Good Practice Handbook on Cumulative Impact Assessment and Management”[footnoteRef:5] provides useful guidance in respect of engaging governments in relation to cumulative impacts.  [5:  Supra n 2] 


4.6.  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND THE UN GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
The participants at the workshop noted that, although strict definitions may not be an ultimate goal of this research, it would be useful to provide more guidance and examples of where within the Guiding Principles framework different types of cumulative impacts may fit, i.e. whether under “contributing to” or “being involved with” adverse impacts, depending on the nature of the issue. 
The participants recalled that as part of their responsibility to respect human rights, a corporation must carry out human rights due diligence in order to identify, prevent, mitigate and account for negative human rights impacts.  This includes impacts that it may “cause” or “contribute to” through its own activities, or which may be “directly linked” to its operations, products or services by its business relationships (GPs, Principle 17).  The obligations that flow from this categorization may be represented as follows:

[image: ]

It was agreed that there is a need for more guidance on what specific actions a responsible company should take in response to the identification of a cumulative impact, together with, and in the absence of action by, other contributors to the impact.    
Ashleigh Owens noted that “cumulative impacts” might be situated within the realms of “contribution to” a human rights impact.  This is because a cumulative impact arises where a company’s activities - in and of themselves - do not cause a human rights impact, but may contribute to a human rights impact that is the aggregate effect of the actions of more than one company. Pursuant to such a definition, the use of child labor, for example, in the supply chains of several companies does not constitute a “cumulative impact”, as each use of child labor alone constitutes a human rights impact that must be ceased or prevented.  
Such a definition would appear to resonate with the UN High Commission for Human Rights’ conceptualisation of “contribution” below, with “cumulative impacts” represented by (b). 

 (
(b)
) (
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Source: UNHCHR 2012
The GPs (see Commentary, Principle 19) provide that a business enterprise that contributes (or may contribute) to a human rights impact must “cease or prevent its contribution”, then use leverage to mitigate any remaining impact to the greatest extent possible.  It is possible to imagine scenarios in which “ceasing or preventing” an impact must necessarily take place in collaboration with other actors.  For example, a company may have been operating in an area that experiences a sudden rush of investment, and water or land pressures lead to impacts on local people.  The company now finds that by its daily use of water, or the location of its plant, it is a contributor to an impact.  To cease its impact, rather than stop using water or move away, it may be more effective to engage in a collaborative effort.
As noted above, the group concluded that more research and multi-stakeholder discussion, with a view to generating more practical guidance, is needed in this area.

4.7. NEXT STEPS IN THE RESEARCH 
The participants were asked about the outputs they would like to see from the Working Group in respect of this issue.  It was clear that companies would appreciate a clear and unambiguous definition of cumulative impacts, illustrated with theoretical and real-life examples.  Further research should be anchored within the GPs.  
Companies would appreciate guidance on the key question of how to address the issue of clouded responsibility in respect of cumulative impacts, as well as how to encourage collaboration with other contributors.  A participant would like to see guidance specifically in relation to how human rights due diligence can incorporate cumulative impacts.  Another participant requested that guidance be respective of, and adaptive to, companies’ existing risk identification and due diligence processes to facilitate ease of integration.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]The participants did not express a clear desire as to what form the research should ultimately take and further consideration will need to be given to whether the output takes the form of, for example, a UN Working Group statement to call attention to the issue, a report, or a multi-stakeholder coalition to unpack and clarify what constitutes ‘good practice’ in this deeply complex area.  What is clear is that the research need not start from scratch, given the existence of useful learning in the ESIA and anti-corruption fields and examples of best practice. 
Concrete Next Steps, in furtherance of the Key Conclusions and Action Points, are listed above at 2.2.


Report Author: Ashleigh Owens
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