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The importance of complex global supply chains’ traceability and transparency has been
emphasized through growing stakeholder demands and increasing sustainability reporting
regulations. The corporate sustainability reporting directive (CSRD) requires companies in
the scope to collect and disclose sustainability information from the entire value chain,
beyond only reporting on their own operations.

This empirical study examines the impacts that CSRD has on supplier collaboration and
sustainability information management within a case study. This research was carried out
as a qualitative case study, and the research material was primarily collected through semi-
structured interviews. To complement the findings of the interviews, relevant documents
such as supplier agreements and double materiality assessment (DMA) results were used as
a source of information. An effort was made to increase reliability through identifying links
between the empirical findings and previous literature.

The results indicate that CSRD creates various challenges for reporting companies,
especially in the initial phase of the reporting journey. In the early stages, it can cause
challenges for supplier collaboration, particularly with smaller suppliers who may not have
any existing sustainability monitoring in place. However, it was seen to create many
opportunities as well. By streamlining the processes of collecting sustainability information
from suppliers and utilizing digital platforms, supplier collaboration and data management
can be promoted, competitive advantages can be gained, and supply chain transparency can
be improved.
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Monimutkaisten globaalien toimitusketjujen jdljitettavyyden ja ldpindkyvyyden merkitys on
korostunut kasvavien sidosryhmivaatimusten ja kestdvyysraportoinnin sdédntelyn
lisddntymisen myotd. Yritysten kestdvyysraportointidirektiivi (CSRD) edellyttdd, ettd
sadntelyn soveltamisalaan kuuluvat yritykset kerddvét ja julkaisevat kestavyystietoa koko
arvoketjustaan, omien toimintojen raportoimisen liséksi.

Tdmé empiirinen tutkimus tarkastelee CSRD:n vaikutuksia toimittajayhteistydlle ja
kestavyystiedon hallinnalle tapaustutkimuksessa. Tutkimus on toteutettu laadullisena
tapaustutkimuksena ja tutkimusaineisto kerdttiin pédéasiallisesti puolistrukturoitujen
haastatteluiden avulla. Haastattelujen tulosten tdydentdmiseksi tietoldhteend kéytettiin myos
oleellisia dokumentteja, kuten toimittajasopimuksia ja kaksoisolennaisuusanalyysin (DMA)
tuloksia. Luotettavuutta pyrittiin lisédméaan tunnistamalla yhteyksid empiiristen havaintojen
ja aiemman kirjallisuuden vélill4.

Tutkimustulokset osoittavat, etti CSRD luo raportoiville yrityksille useita haasteita,
erityisesti  raportointimatkan  alkuvaiheessa. Aluksi se voi luoda haasteita
toimittajayhteistyOlle erityisesti pienempien toimittajien kanssa, joilla ei vélttimattd ole
olemassa olevaa kestivyyden seurantaa. Sen ndhtiin kuitenkin myds luovan useita
mahdollisuuksia.  Virtaviivaistamalla kestdvyystiedon kerddmisen prosesseja ja
hyodyntamalla digitaalisia alustoja, toimittajayhteistyoti ja tiedonhallintaa voidaan edisté,
kilpailuetuja voidaan saavuttaa, ja toimistusketjun ldpindkyvyyttd voidaan edistia.
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1. Introduction

Accelerating climate change, with its extreme weather phenomena, is more frequently
disrupting supply chains (SC). Events such as floods, storms and fires are affecting worker
safety and health, disrupting logistics routes, and reducing natural resources. (United Nations
Global Compact 2023) Therefore, the importance of environmental, social, and governance
(ESG) related issues has also been increasing, and so has the interest towards sustainable
investments (Hristov & Searcy 2025; Christensen, Hail & Leuz 2021). Sustainability has
become more and more relevant topic for companies in a global scale (Operato, Gallo,
Marino & Mattioli 2025), and they are now promoting sustainability also in their supplier
base to answer increasing sustainability related requirements (Hollos, Blome & Foerstl
2012). Therefore, the demand for information related to enterprises’ corporate social
responsibility (CSR) and ESG activities has grown steadily. For a long time, a major part
of sustainability information reporting was voluntary. (Christensen et al. 2021) Investors and
business executives criticized this by saying there is not enough comparable and confirmed
information available, as well as lack of alignment in standards (Bernow, Merten, Godsall
& Klempner 2019). Companies need more and more comprehensive instructions and frames

to be able to integrate sustainability into their governance. (Hristov & Searcy 2025)

The number of new sustainability reporting standards and initiatives has been increasing in
recent years. Examples of these are the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and the EU
Commissions Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD). (Senkl and Cooper
2022) This thesis focuses more closely on CSRD, which aims to increase the importance of
sustainability reporting to be as important as financial reporting. It has a direct impact on
thousands of undertakings, but the actual impact goes much further through business
relationships in value and supply chains. (Niskala & Palmuaro 2023, 3 & 14) CSRD has a
phased-in approach, meaning it comes into force gradually, in “waves”, depending on the
size and type of corporation (Accountancy Europe 2025 A). While CSRD can be considered
a significant milestone in the field of sustainability reporting (Pirveli, Ortiz-Martinez, Marin-
Hernandez & Thompson 2025), there have been various initiatives and actions prior to the

directive to promote more sustainable development.
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In the Brundtland Report, which was released in 1987, sustainable development was defined
as a “development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs” (Brundtland 1987). Related to this, in 2015, the
United Nations adopted the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), that aim to end hunger,
poverty, and discrimination, among other things (United Nations Development Programme
2025). The European Union has been referred as the leader of sustainable development
(Krasodomska, Zarzycka & Zieniuk 2024), and in 2025, all the 10 countries that were closest
to achieve the sustainable development goals were European. (Sustainable Development
Report 2025). The ISO 14001 certification, for example, is considered as an important
promoter of SDGs (Mosgaard & Kristensen 2023). It is a standard for environmental
management systems, which creates guidelines for a framework that organizations can use

to improve their performance from an environmental perspective (ISO 2025 A).

The predecessor of CSRD was the Non-Financial Reporting Directive (NFRD), which was
adopted in 2014. Its goal was to increase transparency, and it obliged large public-interest
companies, that were based in the EU, to disclose non-financial information from 2017
onwards. (Hummel & Jobst 2024; Directive 2014/95/EU) Even though NFRD was a central
step and had a positive impact, according to Krasodomska and others (2024), it was also
criticized because of its inconsistency and overlaps. Therefore, the CSRD was proposed. It
affects a wider number of companies than the previous directive, and it increases credibility
since the disclosure needs to be insured recognized and accredited by a certifier or auditor.
(Krasodomska et al. 2024) After the NFRD, came also other sustainability mandates,
including the Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR), the Taxonomy
Regulation, and the Capital Requirements Regulation (European Commission 2023 A;
Hummel & Jobst 2024). CSRD, SFDR, and the taxonomy regulation are also the three most
central pieces of legislation from the European Commission’s Action Plan on Sustainable
Finance. The plan was released in 2018, and it aims to favor transparency and persistence,
manage risks related to finances, and guide investments towards more sustainable options.

(Niskala & Palmuaro 2023, 21-22)

A central concept regarding sustainability reporting is “materiality” (Pizzi, Principle & de
Nuccio 2023). Abhayawansa (2022) defines materiality as a guideline that helps
organizations to define what kind of information they need to disclose, and auditors to

choose what kind of information needs verification. Hicks (1964) adds that materiality can



13

help reduce non-relevant clutter from corporate reports. This being said, covering what
information is and what is not material is highly subjective (Abhayawansa 2022). The
European Commission introduced the concept of double materiality assessment (DMA) in
the context of CSRD, in which they require companies to report on how their activities
impact the environment and society (the impact materiality), as well as how different
sustainability matters affect the company’s financial performance (the financial materiality)
(Directive 2022/2464/EU). The DMA covers both inside-out and outside-in perspectives
(Abhayawansa 2022), and thus helps organizations to identify what sustainability subjects
are most material for them and determines the scope of their own sustainability reporting

(PwC 2025).

The European Green Deal was launched in 2019 to respond to the climate crisis. Its goal was
to change Europe’s energy, transport, economy, and industries towards a more sustainable
path and make Europe climate neutral by 2050. (European Commission 2025 B) In order to
achieve the goals of the European Green Deal, the corporate sustainability reporting directive
was adopted, together with European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS). These
standards include different ESG matters, and the companies covered by the CSRD must
report in accordance with the ESRS. (Niskala & Palmuaro 2023, 60; European Commission
2025 A) EU taxonomy, in turn, aims to align investments towards more sustainable activities
as outlined in the green deal. It is a classification system that describes the criteria for

sustainable investments and came into force in 2020. (European Commission 2025 D)

Accelerating climate change and social injustice are pushing companies to build more
responsible and transparent supply networks (Cao, Li, Sen and Wang 2023), and responsible
sourcing has become a growing trend (Dey, LaGuardia & Srinivasan 2011). According to
Okongwu, Morimoto and Lauras (2013), supply chains are more and more global since
companies are increasingly sourcing goods from developing countries. At the same time,
non-governmental organizations (NGOs), regulatory bodies, and others are demanding that
companies make sure that their products meet the acceptable social and environmental
standards. Sustainability reporting can help in making supply chains more transparent and
sustainable. (Okongwu et al. 2013) The requirements of CSRD specifically have an effect
on the whole value chain (VC), beyond only the reporting company, since the report need to
include most material sustainability impacts that result from company’s own operations as

well as value chain operations. Value chain includes all relationships and functions related
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to companies’ business model, such as relationships with suppliers and distributors. (Niskala
& Palmuaro 2023, 73-74) Therefore, CSRD has a central role in making value and supply
chains more responsible, sustainable and traceable, by demanding transparency and

accountability from companies.

Sustainability has become more important not only in business in general, but also in supply
chain management (SCM) specifically. Sourcing responsibly requires open communication
between the focal company and its business partners, and one way that companies can
promote their sustainability in their supplier network is by cooperating with suppliers.
(Hollos et al. 2012; Dey, LaGuardia & Srinivasan 2011) For the supply chain to be
sustainable, all the chain members, from managers to suppliers, need to be committed to
sustainability (Amindoust, Ahmed, Saghafinia & Bahreininejad 2012). Yet sustainable
suppliers are still a relatively rare resource (Hollos et al. 2012). Many companies are
adopting new policies regarding sustainability, for example, adding new clauses for
agreements with existing supply chain partners as well as with new suppliers. Some
companies practice a dialogue-based approach with working cooperatively with suppliers
with the goal of being more aware of the impact that their operations have on the
environment and society. Collaboration may happen, for example, in workshops, or it can

be providing technical support or financial support. (United Nations Global Compact 2023)

Hollos and others (2012) encapsulate sustainable supplier cooperation into a process, in
which the buyer works together with suppliers to create a more sustainable supply base, and
thereby generating benefits for both parties. Cao and others (2023) state, that especially in
the upstream of supply chains, unethical and unsustainable actions often hide. This is why it
is essential to demand some kind of ESG and sustainability disclosure from suppliers.
Regarding this, buyers execute due diligence, that helps to report, manage, and assess ESG-
related practices of suppliers. (Cao et al. 2023) The Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence
Directive (CSDDD) (2024/1760/EU) strives to promote responsible and sustainable actions
across companies’ global value chains. It demands that companies in scope disclose harmful
environmental and human right related issues that are coming from their actions. (European
Commission 2025 C) Also, for example, demanding commitment to supplier code of
conduct (CoC) from suppliers is a common practice (van Hoek & Udesen 2024) that helps

with setting minimum expectations for suppliers (Kashmanian 2018).
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Even though the requirements of CSRD can already be very familiar for larger listed
companies, implementing the directive requires many resources and efforts from smaller
entities, and may be a particularly heavy burden for them especially at the beginning, since
they have more limited resources. The Omnibus package aims to offer a solution to exactly
this. In all its simplicity, the Omnibus aims to increase European companies’
competitiveness by reducing burdens related to sustainability reporting. In addition to
CSRD, it also includes other regulations such as the EU taxonomy and CSDDD.
(Accountancy Europe 2025 B; Deloitte 2025) In April 2025 the “stop-the-clock” mechanism
came into force, and it gave waves 2 and 3 a two-year postponement for the reporting
(European Council 2025 A). Omnibus also reduces the scope of CSRD significantly, to only
apply undertakings that have over 1000 employees and an annual turnover of over 450
million euros. (European Commission 2025 E; European Council 2025 A; European

Parliament 2026)

Thus, due to the “stop the clock” proposal, the case company will get additional time to start
the CSRD compliant reporting, and will be dropped out of the regulations’ scope at this time,
since they currently have under 400 employees in Finland. At the group level, including the
case company’s subsidiaries, there are approximately 650 employees. This may bring
additional time to implement sustainability reporting practices, but the process towards this
has been started well in advance, so that when the obligation to report does obligate the
company, they will be prepared for it. Thus, the case company is currently on the process of
releasing its first sustainability report in 2026 by following the CSRD legislation and ESRS
standard. The first report will mainly focus on categories that are material regarding the
company’s own operations. Topics that were identified as material mainly in regards of

company’s value chain will be included in the sustainability report later.

1.1. Research gap

As discussed previously, as a topical subject CSRD and its implementation are a relatively
new concept, and therefore there is only a limited amount of research on it. However, some
studies have been conducted regarding it. Fr example, Hristov and Searcy (2025) studied
CSRD implementation, Damiano and Valenza (2025) examined the stakeholders’ barriers

regarding CSRD adoption, and in Pizzi’s and Coronella’s (2023) paper, SMEs readiness to



16

adopt CSRD was discussed. Kinnunen and Collan’s (2025) recent report examined the EU’s
sustainability regulations’ effects on Finnish companies specifically. As stated previously,
there is growing interest in reporting sustainability information, and therefore, the number
of scholars related to this has been evolving only in recent years (Carroll 2021; Pizzi et al.
2023). Since regulatory pressure is only increasing (Operato et al. 2025), it is likely that the
amount of research related to sustainability reporting and CSRD in particular will do so as

well.

On the other hand, supply chain management (SCM), sustainable supply chain management
(SSCM), supplier management, and concepts regarding these themes, have been studied
quite broadly (Seuring & Miiller 2008). The same goes for supplier collaboration (Ellram &
Edis 1996), and Larson (1994) even states that cooperation between buyer and suppliers can
be seen to be one of the most central research topics of SCM. This being said, the research
about supplier collaboration and supplier information management in the context of the new
corporate sustainability reporting directive is still relatively minor. Also, within this
particular case company of this thesis, the research questions are yet to be answered and

need more in-depth scrutiny, which is why the research topic is highly topical and relevant.

The case company is in the process of implementing a new supplier sustainability evaluation
platform for strengthening their supply chain transparency, helping their starting CSRD
compliant sustainability reporting, and enhancing their sustainability information
management. The case company’s mandatory CSRD reporting was originally planned to
start in 2026 for the financial year of 2025, but due to the Omnibus simplification package,
the case company will be left out of the regulatory scope, at least for the time being. Even
though the regulation will not directly obligate the case company at this time, indirectly

through customer demands, reporting sustainability information is increasingly required.

1.2. Research questions

The formation of the research questions started from the main research question, which aims
to clarify how, from the perspective of CSRD requirements, supplier collaboration and
sustainability information management can be promoted. This will be investigated using

sub-research questions which concentrates in the challenges and opportunities that CSRD
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brings to supplier collaboration, as well as supplier selection criteria and how the CSRD is
affecting them. Additionally, this thesis examines what kind of operating model can support

the implementation of the case company’s new supplier sustainability assessment platform.

The main research question:

RQI1: How can supplier collaboration and sustainability information

management be promoted from the perspective of CSRD requirements?

Sub-research questions:

RQ2: What challenges and opportunities do the new CSRD requirements pose

to supplier collaboration?

RQ3: How does CSRD change supplier sustainability criteria?

RQ4: What should the sustainability evaluation process be like to make the

best use of supplier sustainability evaluation platform?

1.3. Conceptual framework

The conceptual framework of this thesis considers the corporate sustainability reporting
directive (CSRD), which is one of the most topical EU regulations, aiming to improve
corporate sustainability reporting and sustainability information disclosure through
transparency and standardized ESG reporting requirements (Accountancy Europe 2025 A).
These stricter CSRD and ESRS requirements affect the entire supply and value chains, and

therefore also supplier relationships. The conceptual framework is visualised below in
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Figure 1. The research questions were formed based on these theoretical concepts and the

case company specific needs.

Collaboration

[ EU Regulations

CSRD H SSCM

Corporate Sustainability
Reporting

Figure 1. Conceptual framework

Sustainable supply chain management (SSCM) is considered a ceiling concept in this thesis.
For the supply chain to be sustainable, in addition to the focal company, all of its operators
need to be sustainable as well. One of the most central operators in upstream supply chains
is suppliers, and managing relationships with them is central when aiming to improve

transparency and sustainability within complex supply networks.

1.4.Key concepts

Supplier Collaboration: Working closely and collaboratively with suppliers. Some key
features of supplier collaboration and cooperation are trust, long-term relationships, and

open dialogue. (MacDuffie & Helper 2007)

Supply Chain Collaboration (SCC): Two or more companies construct a long-term
relationship in which they plan and implement operations in the supply chain, in accordance
with a common goal, while gaining more benefits compared to working independently. In
SCC, supply chain actors, such as buyers and suppliers, work closely while sharing risks,
resources, and information with each other. (Simatupang & Sridharan 2002; Ellram &

Hendrick 1995).
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Corporate Sustainability Reporting: Christensen, Hail and Leuz (2021) define corporate
sustainability reporting as measuring, communicating, and sharing information about topics
related to environmental, social and governance (ESG) and corporate social responsibility

(CSR) subjects, actions, policies and risks.

Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD): European Union directive, which
requires listed and large companies to disclose and publish reports regarding their
environmental and social risks as well as their impacts on people and planet. The reporting
must be implemented according to the European sustainability reporting standards (ESRS).
(European Commission 2025 A) CSRD aims to increase transparency, reliability, and

consistency in companies’ sustainability reporting (Accountancy Europe 2025 A).

European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS): A group of standards that aim to
specify the sustainability information that companies need to share in accordance with
Directive 2013/34/EU, as amended by Directive (EU) 2022/2464. The sustainability
information that needs to be disclosed according to ESRS relates to the company’s impacts,
risks, and opportunities (IROs) that are material in the context of sustainability matters

related to ESG. (Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2023/2772)

Sustainability Information (SI): Aschehoug and Boks (2011) define sustainability
information as an element of stakeholder information that can provide information in product
development from all sustainability dimensions (environmental, social and economic). It is
information beyond the company’s internal data and stakeholders’ sustainability

expectations. (Aschehoug & Boks 2011)

1.5. Research methodology and limitations

This empirical study examines the impact that CSRD has on supplier collaboration and
sustainability information management within a case study. The focus is on the challenges,

opportunities, and changes that CSRD brings, but also how can it operate as a driver for
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improving collaboration and sustainability information management in the supply chain.
This thesis is carried out as a qualitative case study, since the data used is non-numeric. A
case study examines detailed information regarding one single case or a small group of cases
typically in its natural setting (Hirsjdrvi, Remes & Sajavaara 2009, 134-135; Cousin 2005).
According to Hirsjdrvi and others (2009, 161), qualitative studies try to examine objects
comprehensively, which also justifies choosing it as a study method for this thesis. The data
will be collected primarily through semi-structured interviews. According to Eriksson and
Kovalainen (2016), in semi-structured interviews, the questions or themes are determined
beforehand, and so was done also in this study. The interview questions will be presented in
the appendices at the end of this research (Appendix 1-5). Data will also be collected
secondary from company documents, database, and reports, such as the double materiality
assessment (DMA), supplier agreements, audit templates, and supplier code of conduct.
While the case company’s double materiality assessment was conducted in 2024, some
stakeholders were also interviewed, and these interviews are also utilized in this thesis

insofar as they are relevant.

For the empirical part of this research, people from different business departments of the
case company will be interviewed in order to create a holistic understanding of the topic. In
addition to sourcing and EHS managers, people from quality and sales departments will be
interviewed. Additionally, benchmarking of operational models will be implemented by
comparing practices with one exemplary key supplier and one external company. The data
will be analysed using traditional content analysis methods. Content analysis methods are
well suited when different kind of contents are analysed objectively and systematically
(Tuomi & Sarajérvi 2018, 117), and therefore it was selected for this study. By utilizing and
analysing several different data sources, this thesis aims to form a comprehensive picture of
the impacts that CSRD has on the case company’s sustainability information management

and supplier collaboration.

This research is limited to mainly considering the upstream of the supply chain, and the
downstream will only be addressed through customer demands regarding the topic. The
scope of this study is limited to the case company’s Finnish organization, and the global
subsidiaries are therefore not considered. The focus of the collaboration is on supplier
collaboration specifically, and the case company’s subcontractors are left out of the study

scope due to their special features. The nature of a case study creates additional limitations,
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because of which the results of this study will not be fully generalizable to other companies

and industries.

1.6. Structure of the thesis

This thesis consists of five main chapters. In the first chapter, the introduction to the subject,
research gap and questions, the conceptual framework, key concepts, research methodology
and limitations, and the structure of the thesis, were presented. After this, chapter 2 dives
deeper into theories related to this research, including sustainable supply chain management
(SSCM), supplier relationship management (SRM) and collaboration, after which corporate
sustainability reporting and specifically the corporate sustainability reporting directive
(CSRD) are further explored. After the theoretical part and presentation of earlier research,
in chapter 3, the research methodologies and data collection are presented. This chapter
investigates the qualitative research method and the case study approach in more detail, as

well as the used data analysis method, reliability, and validity of this research.

In chapter 4, the empirical part of this thesis will be conducted, and the collected research
material from interviews and company documents are presented, aggregated and analysed,
with using the research questions as a guiding aspect. Firstly, the case company and its
current state of operating regarding sustainability will be discussed. Then, the findings of the
case company’s double materiality assessment (DMA) are gathered and illustrated, after
which the challenges, opportunities and impacts (IROs) that CSRD pose for the case
company based on the interviews, will be analysed. Chapter 4.4. further considers the
implementation of the case company’s new supplier sustainability assessment platform, to
gain practical level insight on how the platform for CSRD reporting and for collecting
sustainability information from suppliers can be integrated in practice in the case company.
At the end of the chapter 4, a benchmarking of sustainability-related operating models will
be reviewed between the case company, benchmark company A and benchmark company
B. In the final chapter 5, the answers to the research questions will be discussed, conclusions
will be summarized, and the validity and reliability of the research will be evaluated, together

with presenting possible further research subjects.
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2. Literature review

This chapter outlines an overview of the theory related to this research topic. The first part
considers supply chain management more broadly, with a particular focus on sustainability
and SSCM. After this, supplier relationship management and collaboration will be examined
on a deeper level, as well as corporate sustainability reporting and the corporate

sustainability reporting directive (CSRD).

2.1. Sustainable Supply Chain Management

Mabert and Venkataramanan (1998) define supply chain (SC) as a network of different
activities and facilities that execute activities in material procurement, product development,
transport of materials, manufacturing, distribution and support for after-markets. Supply
chains therefore involves both upstream and downstream flows (Mentzer, DeWitt, Keebler,
Min, Nix, Smith & Zacheria 2001). Upstream refers to procuring materials from suppliers
for manufacturing (Indriyani, Irfiani, Schaduw, Anwar & Hidayat 2020). Correspondingly,
downstream refers to the focal firms’ customers, and delivering products for them
(Kamakoty & Sohani 2015). The manufacturer is the coupling point of the supply chain,
binding upstream and downstream together (Moin & Sarwar 2017). Alizadeh (2009) states,
that in addition to manufacturers, suppliers and customers, supply chains include operators
like retailers, transporters, and warehouses. For managing these unique networks, supply

chain management (SCM) is needed.

SCM is defined to be the coordination of information, material, and financial flows, beyond
only the physical boundaries of the company (Shih, Hsu, Zhu & Balasubramanian 2012). It
contains all transportation and storage of raw materials, inventory and finished products from
source to consumption (Hameri & Hintsa 2009). In today’s world, supply chains are
becoming more and more global and therefore more complex (Pathak, Day, Nair, Sawaya &
Kristal 2007; Stonebreaker, Goldhar & Nassos 2009), and these global supply chains have
an increasingly central role in competitiveness (Hameri & Hintsa 2009). In addition to

increasing globalization, for instance, rising product variety, and more complex processes
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and technologies increase the SC complexity (Huddiniah & Pradana 2023; Stonebreaker et
al. 2009). Mentzer and others (2001) divide supply chain complexity to three degrees: direct,
extended and ultimate supply chains. Direct SC consist of supplier, focal company and
customer. An extended SC extends to the immediate supplier’s suppliers and the immediate
customer’s customers. Lastly, the ultimate SC includes every organization that is involved

in the chain from the final ends of both streams. (Mentzer et al. 2001)

Indriyani and others (2020) state that the upstream of the supply chain is especially central
when speaking about how sustainable a company’s production is. Because of the high
fragility and costs that are related to SCs, the importance of how operations affect
environmental sustainability have been focused more, often from the 3Ps perspective
included (Stonebraker at al 2009). The three P’s stands for people, planet and profit, and
they are the dimensions of the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) (Slaper & Hall 2011). The TBL is
John Elkington’s framework from 1998, which divides sustainability into three pillars:
environment, society and economy, also known as the 3Ps. Most often, sustainable supply
chain management (SSCM) research leans into TBL. (Beske & Seuring 2014) In this thesis,
the three dimensions of TBL will be used to assess sustainability. One definition for SSCM
is managing material, information capital flows, together with practicing cooperation with
operators of the supply network, while, at the same time, taking all three sustainable
development dimensions into account, as well as requirements from the stakeholders
(Seuring & Miiller 2008). This definition highlights the importance of collaboration and
information sharing in SSCM (Beske & Seuring 2014), which is why it is justified to focus

more deeply on the topic in the next chapter.

Similar to SSCM 1is the concept of green supply chain management (GSCM). At its
simplicity, GSCM refers to SCM that is environmentally sustainable and such practices like
green purchasing, life-cycle management and reverse logistics all are included in its scope.
Green purchasing can include collaboration with suppliers for environmental objectives,
products ecolabeling, environmental supplier audits, demanding ISO 14000 certification
from suppliers as well as evaluating second-tier suppliers’ environmental practices. (Zhu,

Sarkis & Lai 2008)



24

2.2. Supplier Relationship Management & Supplier Collaboration

Companies have been pressured by competitive forces to improve their business operations,
which is why they are continuously enhancing their supply networks, together with
evaluating their suppliers (Kannan & Tan 2006). This has led to concentrating more on their
core competencies and therefore increased outsourcing of operations that are not included in
these capabilities. Core competencies are such functions, that are hard to imitate by
competitors, and they open access to wider markets, and make a special contribution to the
benefits that end customer gains from the final product. (Prahalad & Hamel 1990) Through
this outsourcing trend, the performance of suppliers has become more critical for gaining
success in the long-term (Krause, Scannel & Calantone 2000). Outsourcing from developing
countries has also been justified through cost savings (Sancha, Wong & Gimenez 2019).
This, outsourcing of non-core activities, enables resource utilization but also makes
companies more dependent on suppliers (Kannan & Tan 2006). Supplier dependence is
named as one of the core elements of buyer-supplier relationships, and most often the
dependency is not balanced. (Sancha et al. 2019; Hinghley 2005). Due to these growing
dependencies, the role of supplier relationships and collaboration can be seen to be

emphasized.

Supplier relationship management (SRM) is one of the three supply chain macro processes
presented by Chopra (2019, 26). Macro-level processes refer to a process that consists of
numerous sub-processes (Srivastava, Shervani & Fahey 1999), which may be separated into
smaller micro-level processes (Lambert & Schwieterman 2012). In addition to SRM, there
are customer relationship management (CRM) and internal supply chain management
(ISCM) processes. SRM includes processes between suppliers and the focal firm, ISCM the
firms’ internal processes, and CRM all the processes between the firm and the customer.
More specifically, SRM manages and arranges supply sources, and it includes supplier
evaluation and selection, negotiating supply terms, such as price and delivery terms, and
communication with suppliers regarding orders and products. It can also include sharing
demand plans with suppliers. The CRM process generates demand from customers and
includes order placements and tracking. Lastly, ISCM tries to meet the CRM’s demand and
includes the strategic planning and design of production and capacity of storage space, for

example. (Chopra 2019, 26)
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Supplier relationship management is the management of interactions with supplier firms,
with the goal of gaining more repeated and predictable supply while reducing costs and
increasing mutual benefits with the partners. (Oduro, Nyarku & Gbadeyan 2020) SRM
enables the possibility to build on the success of strategic sourcing (Lambert &
Schwieterman 2012). Firms are increasingly dependent on external resources beyond only
their own (Pihlajamaa, Kaipia, Aminoff & Tanskanen 2019), and utilizing these external
resources especially from suppliers to gain better performance requires SRM (Acquah,
Asamoah, Kumi, Akyeh & Agyemang 2025). Oduro and others (2020) name the five most
central dimensions of SRM to be cooperation, communication, trust, adaptation and
atmosphere. These dimensions have interdependencies, and they all affect the organizational

performance. (Oduro et al. 2020)

SRM includes forming partnerships with suppliers with long-term cooperation by reducing
costs, innovating and gaining value for both parties (Lambert & Schwieterman 2012).
Therefore, SRM and collaboration with suppliers and within the SC are strongly connected
to each other. The definitions of supplier collaboration and supply chain collaboration (SCC)
were presented earlier in the key concepts chapter, and in these definitions working closely
in the long-term towards common goals, with sharing risks, resources and information was
highlighted (Simatupang & Sridharan 2002; Ellram & Hendrick 1995). Collaboration and
cooperation are considered as synonyms in this thesis, and Oduro et al. (2020) also define
cooperation as a collaborative effort that aims to enhance supplier capabilities regarding
costs, quality, delivery and technology. While being one dimension of SRM, trust is also key
element of supplier collaboration (Oduro et al. 2020; MacDuffie & Helper 2007). Trust is of
course a commonly known concept, but in this context, it is defined as confidence that in an
exchange relationship, one party will not exploit another’s vulnerabilities (Dyer & Chu
2011). Collaboration with suppliers can also include joint efforts in planning for example, to
enhance especially green performance (Blome, Hollos & Paulraj 2014). These key elements

of collaboration are summarized and visualized in Figure 2.



26

Sharing risks,
resources &
information

Open
communication
& dialogue

Main elements of collaboration

Long-term
relationships

Common goals
& benefits

Figure 2. Main elements of supplier collaboration

Studies have examined collaboration within the supply chain from relational view (RV) as
well as resource-based view (RBV) (Baah, Acquah & Ofori 2022). RBV encourages firms
to protect their resources and knowledge, whereas RV drives to share valuable information
systematically with partners (Dyer & Singh 1998). According to Lintukangas, Aminen,
Kéhkonen and Karttunen (2023), the relational view by Dyer and Singh (1998) is an
extension of the RBV as it includes relationships with other companies, beyond company
lines. Studies have identified two relationship styles for RV, transaction-based (arm’s length)
relationships and collaborative relationships (Lintukangas et al. 2023). Spekman and
Carraways’ (2006) widely applied framework also divides buyer-supplier relationships to
traditional arm’s length relations and collaborative relations. Sancha and others (2019) also
consider there to be two sustainable supplier development (SSD) practices, which are
assessment and collaboration. Assessment practices include a transactional arm’s length
approach and collaboration practices in turn are relational. In their study, Sancha and others
(2019) concern how effective collaboration and assessment are on supplier performance by
adopting the relational view. It is shown that collaboration between buyer and supplier in

sustainability matters indeed enhances supplier performance. (Sancha et al. 2019)
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2.2.1. Risks

Shared risks are, as stated earlier in Figure 2, one element of buyer-supplier collaboration,
which is why it is important to identify what are the potential risks when working together
with suppliers. Some SC risks are more common than others, and all supply chains have
their own risks. Supply chains’ length increases risks, and to manage these risks,
collaboration between SC members is needed through increased transparency and
information sharing. Managing and controlling SC risks allows understanding their impacts
and leads to reduced risks and better cost efficiency. (Gurtu & Johny 2021) Globalization
and growing international trade have caused heightened vulnerability in SC’s as well as

increased risks (Gurtu & Johny 2021).

Unsustainable actions of the supplier damage strongly the reputation of the buying firm,
which most likely gets the blame of their suppliers’ unethical manners (Sancha et al. 2019).
Unsustainable action that may occur in the SC has an increased potential to became into
common knowledge through the internet or the news, which can seriously damage the
company’s brand image and value. Brand value includes customer loyalty and reputational
factors. (Dey, LaGuardia & Srinivasan 2011) Also, organizations that neglect sustainable
practices have higher financial risks, according to Dey, LaGuardia and Srinivasan (2011).
However, despite these reputational risks, manufacturers have increasingly relied to 3™ party
logistics providers (3PL’s) as well as suppliers to integrate sustainability into their supply

network (Kilby 2008).

Numerous authors have classified risks in SC’s and SCM (Gurtu & Johny 2021), for
example, Jiittner, Peck and Christopher (2003) list organizational, environmental, and SC
related network risks, Manuj and Mentzer (2008) demand and supply risks, and Rao and
Goldsby (2009), in turn mentions industry as well as organizational risks. SC risks can cause
disruptions and especially during the last decades many disruptions, such as diseases,
terrorism, fuel protests and fear of weapons of mass destruction, have occurred. (Gurtu &
Johny 2021; Jiittner 2005) Ortiz-Perez, Mellando-Garcia and Ortiz-de-Mandojana (2022,
147) categorize SC disruptions into environmental, social, internal and global, and states,
that sustainability practices can help corporations to be more resilient against SC disruptions.
These practices highlight for example taking care of environmental issues, complying

proactively with global and local regulations, collaborating and having trusted business
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relationships. (Ortiz-Perez et al. 2022) Financial risks also affect supply chains, and they are
listed as market, price, exchange and default related risks (Ghadge, Jena, Kamble, Misra &
Tiwari 2020).

One key concept regarding risk management is business continuity management (BCM). It
concentrates on ensuring companies’ ability to stay in business even during a crisis and has
a vital role in risk evaluation (Ali, Hanafiah & Mogindol 2025) ISO 22301 standard for
business continuity management systems (BCMS) provides a comprehensive framework for
companies to improve risk management processes, and aims to enhance resilience and
response systematically for possible crises (ISO 2019). To gain resilience against SC
disruptions, the chosen strategy for sourcing has a central impact. The possible strategies
according to Namdar, Li, Sawhney and Pradhan (2018), are single and multiple sourcing,
spot purchasing, collaboration and visibility, and backup supplier contracts. As a part of the
case company’s BCM, the high-risk suppliers are identified based on sourcing strategy,
which can be single, sole, multiple or dual sourcing. These are discussed more in depth in

the empirical part of the research considering the case company’s current way of operating.

2.2.2. Supplier selection

Supplier selection has become one of the most central purchasing activities, since suppliers
play a key role regarding whether or not the buyer company achieves its objectives related
to cost, delivery, quality and service (Amid, Ghodspour & O’Brien 2006). The traditional
view of supplier selection only considered economic features for a long time, but through
globalization, growing competition and stakeholders demands, companies must nowadays
also include social and environmental dimensions into the supplier criteria (Amindoust et al.
2012). Alikhani, Torabi and Altay (2019) state that buying firms should implement all three
sustainability dimensions into supplier selection, and search for the right balance between
other relevant aspects and sustainability. Liu, Xiao, Lu, Tsai and Song (2019) also add, that
due to the increasingly competitive market, companies have also started to select suppliers
with using sustainable criteria. With the help of TBL, all three sustainability aspects,
environmental, social and economic, can be applied to sustainable supplier selection criteria

(SSSC). (Liu et al. 2019)
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Supplier evaluation and selection practices require mostly resources from the buyer company
(Lintukangas et al. 2023). Through supplier evaluation the buyer firm can see whether its
suppliers meet the sustainability standards and criteria that have been set for them (Sancha
et al. 2019). One way of evaluating suppliers’ performance is through supplier scorecards,
where there are multiple different dimensions, such as cost and quality, according to which
the suppliers are ranked on a scale from low to high performance suppliers. Based on their
performance-based rankings, the suppliers are categorized, and scoring low could increase
the probability of supplier termination at extreme, since it is in the buyer company’s interest
to aim to maintain certain SC effectiveness and performance standards. Since SC complexity
and competitive pressures have been increasing through globalization, the strategic
importance of supplier evaluation and termination decisions has also been growing.

(O’Connor, Romero & Asiaei 2025)

The buyer firm can enhance its environmental performance through supplier selection, by
selecting or promoting such suppliers that practice greener practices, and offer more
environmentally friendly products. This can be for example by demanding ISO certificates
or certain waste reductions from suppliers. (Blome et al. 2014) Also, for example, by
demanding commitment to supplier code of conduct (CoC) from suppliers, the buyer firm
can set minimum expectations for their suppliers (Kashmanian 2018) and use the CoC’s as
a guarantee against unwanted practices (Jedynak 2018). Thus, CoC’s are strongly connected
to supplier selection and development, and they are commonly a condition for establishing
and sustaining supplier collaboration (Jedynak 2018). Managing suppliers effectively is
beyond only selecting the best-suited suppliers, since it needs additionally a comprehensive
approach in which supplier selection is combined with long-term supplier development with

the goal of gaining a competitive advantage. (Dai, Zhang & Zhang 2026)

Selecting suppliers is first and foremost a strategic decision (Ellram 1990), and earlier
research has suggested using a broad set of both qualitative and quantitative criteria for this
selection (de Boear, Labro & Morlacchi 2001). These criteria may also be referred to as
tangible or intangible (Hsu, Kannan, Leong & Tan 2006). Quality, technology, service,
capability, delivery, price and responsiveness are common selection criteria that emerge in
the literature (Hsu et al. 2006), and Ghodsypour and O’Brien (1998) also summarize cost,
quality and service being the three main selection criteria. Ellram (1990) suggests that four

categories should be considered when selecting partners: finances, organizational culture
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and strategy, technology and other factors, such as references and safety record. Amindoust
and others (2012) refers with cost, quality, delivery and service, to a “traditional” supplier
selection criterion. Sub-criteria for traditional economic criteria can for example be quality
audits, ISO quality identification, delivery accuracy, and lead time flexibility (Nugraha,
Hisjam & Sutopo 2019)

In traditional SCM, audits mainly cover quality matters, but with SSCM, environmental and
social audits have become more common. Often, audits are separated into 1, 24 and 3%
party audits. 1% party audits are internal audits, and they are implemented by the company
itself, whereas 2" and 3™ party audits are external. In 2" audits the organization audits its
supplier and in 3" party audits is conducted by an unbiased external auditing organization.
If all requirements for the needed environmental or social standard are met, the auditing
company can issue a certificate for the audited company, such as supplier. (Hahn 2025, 173)
Great amount of value and credibility can be gathered, if companies take all the necessary
steps to comply their operational models with certain standards or management systems, and
receive a verification of the matter from accurate unbiased 3™ party registrar, as well.
Organizations may also claim that they comply to certain standards, such as to ISO 14001,
without holding any external audit, certification or objective verification of it. (Thornton
2000) This can be common among smaller companies for example, since these kinds of

certificates issued by a 3" party are often expensive.

Choi and Hartley (1996) state, that price and finances are and should be the least important
criteria. In turn, consistency, including quality and delivery consistency, was found to be the
most important factor. (Choi & Hartley 1996) By giving less value to financial criteria, such
as costs, buying firms can create collaborative supplier relationships and long-term stability
(Sabri, Micheli & Cagno 2022). However, this does not mean to ignore suppliers’ financial
performance completely, since it is also highly important for suppliers to be economically
viable and eligible in order to form long-lasting relationships (Alikhani, Torabi & Altay
2019) The ISO 22301 for business continuity management systems (BCMS) (ISO 2019) and
the ISO 37001 for anti-bribery management systems (ISO 2025 B), are examples of
governance and economic dimension related standards. There is no one-size-fits-all
approach to supplier selection criteria, since all suppliers and all buyer-supplier relationships

are different.
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In this study, supplier selection criteria from a sustainability point of view are essential
through the research questions, and thus, it is essential to examine them in more detail. Since
traditional supplier criteria, presented earlier, mostly concerns only the economic aspects
(Amindoust et al. 2012) and relatively few studies have focused on sustainable social aspects
or all three sustainability dimensions in supplier selection (Zhu, Liu, Li, Yang & Miao 2022),
next in this thesis other criteria from the other two dimensions of sustainability, the
environmental and social, will be addressed more in depth. Amindoust and others (2012)
article combines supplier selection criteria from other literature searches and divides them
into all three sustainability dimensions. This compilation of criteria has been adapted in

Table 1.

Table 1. Supplier selection criteria (Accordingly, Amindoust et al. 2012)

Environmental Social Economic

Environmental cost Employee rights Cost

Green design Stakeholder rights Quality

Environmental management system|Work safety and labor health |Technology capability
Environmental competencies Information disclosure Production facilies & capacity
Green R&D Respect for the policy Financial capability
Pollution control Organization & management
Green product Delivery

Reduce consuption Service

ECO-design requirements Relationship

Ozone depleting chemicals Flexibility

Waste electrical and electronic

equipment

Recycling

Green SCM

Innovation

Through the accelerating need for better climate protection, companies have been
increasingly selecting greener suppliers. Green supplier selection integrates sustainability
criteria into more traditional models of selecting suppliers. (Gupta, Agarwal & Gupta 2025).
Green criteria can be related to, for example, recycling, emissions, energy and water usage
or efficiency and waste management (Kara, Acar, Polat, Onden & Yalcin 2024). The energy
management standard ISO 50001 specifically relates to energy efficiency (ISO 2025 C).

Green design (GD) includes product design, in which reuse, recycling, consumption
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reduction of energy and material, recovery, and hazardous materials are considered
(Alikhani et al. 2019). Additionally, in Ada’s (2022) supplier criteria set, reverse logistics
and sustainable packaging are mentioned, whereas Nugraha’s and others (2019) note out
ISO 14001 certification, hazardous waste, eco-efficient transportation and green fuels, as
possible environmentally sustainable sub-criteria. Each company must define the criteria
that are the most important and essential for them according to their policies and regulations

that obligate them (Gupta et al. 2025).

Social supplier selection criteria mostly refer to aspects such as employee rights, information
disclosure and work safety (Amindoust et al. 2019). Social sub-criteria can be more
specifically related to health insurance, appropriate work equipment, equality and
discrimination, fair wages, or standard working hours (Nugraha et al. 2019). Also, the
prohibition of child labor and community development are central aspects in a social
sustainability perspective (Klassen & Vereecke 2012). Social management commitment
(SMC) criteria include suppliers’ commitment to ensure compliance regarding vital social
aspects such as health and safety, child labor, and discrimination (Alikhani et al. 2019). The
SA8000 (SAI) standard, for example, considers social issues related to human rights and
labor (Leipziger 2009) and specifically to child and forced labor, health and safety,
discrimination, and working hours (SAI 2025).

Liu and others (2019) compiled a comprehensive set of sustainable supplier selection
criteria, that includes all sustainability perspectives, based on previous sustainability-related
research. The economic criteria generally consider quality, price, flexibility and delivery
related aspects, while social issues are mostly related to social responsibility, employee’s
health and safety matters and ethical matters as well as regulatory compliance. (Liu et al.
2019) Kannan, Khodaverdi, Olfat, Jafarian and Diabat (2013) list environmental criteria to
resource consumption, pollution production, environmental management systems and eco-

design or green design.

Regarding the probability of sustainability matters being neglected, there are significant
differences between continents and countries. A recent global study compared countries and
found that European countries, Canada, New Zealand and Brazil are the most sustainable
ones, and named India, Africa, Afghanistan and Persian Gulf countries as the weakest links
regarding sustainability (Petrosillo, Lovello, Drago, Magazzino & Valente 2024). Regarding

social sustainability, according to the International Labor Organization’s (ILO’s) and
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UNICEF’s report from 2024, sub-Saharan Africa still has the highest rate of child labor,
being followed by Asia-Pacific and Latin America and the Caribbean (ILO 2025; UNICEF
2025).

Conflict minerals, such as tin and tantalum, can often be found especially from the African
Great Lakes Region. If these minerals mined from conflict-prone and high-risk areas slip
into supply chain, it can cause serious potential or actual risks and damages. (Tukes 2025)
Critical raw material (CRM) such as cobalt and rare earth elements (REE), criticality has
become increasingly more important. CRM’s sourcing is central for technologically
advanced economies especially, and there have been many initiatives launched, that aim to
secure access to these materials, such as the EU raw material initiative. (Tkaczyc, Bartl,
Amato, Lapkovskis & Petranikova 2018) Using these materials efficiently is central in terms
of the green transition, since they are a central part of it (Granvik, Hanski, Lahdesméki,
Jokilaakso & Huttunen-Saarivirta 2025). At extreme, there are also sanctioned countries
such as Russia, Belarus and North Korea. Sanctions can be set into force as a response to

violations of human rights, among other matters. (European Council 2025 B)

Thus, because of these industry-, area- and country-specific differences, it is necessary to
use case-by-case consideration while assessing sustainability matters while selecting and
evaluating suppliers. This being said, even though sustainability should absolutely be a
central and important factor when selecting suppliers, other factors also need to be
considered and evaluated comprehensively, since, as Alikhani and others (2019) state, “the

most sustainable suppliers may not necessarily be the best performing suppliers”.

2.2.3. Barriers and benefits of promoting supplier collaboration

The level of how involved the buyer company is, indicates the level of their sustainability
practices (Lintukangas et al. 2023). Supplier collaboration regarding sustainability matters,
improves supplier performance. To cooperate with their supplier, the buying firm can, for
example, arrange meetings where they share information and knowledge, implement joint
efforts and provide training. Buying firms are also implementing different sustainable

supplier development practices to make sure that their suppliers are sustainable in their
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operations. (Sancha et al. 2019) In addition to sustainability matters, collaboration has many

other positive impacts as well.

Some benefits of supplier collaboration were briefly mentioned in earlier chapters.
Generally, some of the most central benefits are related to reducing costs, innovating, and
gaining value for both parties of the collaboration (Lambert & Schwieterman 2012). Gaining
competitive advantages is one of the main objectives of supplier collaboration (Chen, Zhao,
Tang, Price, Zhang & Zhu 2017; Soylu, Oruc, Turkay, Fujita & Asakura 2006). Because
collaboration increases flexibility, companies may react to market changes more quickly and
with less financial resources (Baah et al. 2022). While sharing important information and
enhancing performance, collaboration can reduce costs through inventory reductions as well
(Soylu et al. 2006). Baah and others (2022) mention that from an industrial perspective,
knowledge transfer, inter and intra organizational learning, resource accessibility and
sharing risks are possible benefits that can be generated through collaborative initiatives.
Sharing market information and involving suppliers at an early stage, as well as other things,
promotes mutual learning of both SC partners which in turn promotes innovation (Yang, Jia
& Xu 2018; Manuj, Omar & Yazdanparast 2013). Collaboration also improves forecast
accuracy and quality, according to Mofokeng & Chinomone (2019), and helps both parties

adopt new social and sustainable initiatives (Dahlmann & Roehrich 2019).

Collaboration enables SC visibility (Chen et al. 2017) and brings financial and
environmental performance benefits in the long run (Cao & Zhang 2010; Baah et al. 2022).
Having a good visibility and traceability in the SC is the elements of SC transparency
(Morgan, Richey & Ellinger 2018), which is essential from the SC’s sustainability
perspective. Certain collaborative activities such as joint efforts and communication, that
increase velocity, visibility and flexibility also have a positive impact on the overall
resilience of the SC against disruptions (Scholten & Schilder 2015). One main focus in this
thesis is the collaboration with suppliers, but it can also happen with customers, and
according to Chen and others (2017), collaboration with suppliers and customers helps to
improve focal firms’ resources and capabilities to promote sustainable development.
Working cooperatively together towards mutual goals is at the core of collaboration (Chen
et al. 2017), and this includes sustainability-related goals also. Collaborating with sharing
knowledge and information between SC partners has also other positive impacts on the

downstream side of the network, such as improved customer satisfaction and rising sales
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(Olorunniwo & Li 2010). Learning jointly and building capabilities that enable innovations

together, can help to shape the whole SC into a more sustainable one (Silvestre 2015).

These presented benefits do not appear by themselves, and both the supplier and the buyer
need to invest effort, such as resources and time, so that value is created from the
collaboration (Cao & Zhang 2010). There is an emerging trend towards long-term
collaborative SC relationships since it is seen to be an element that improves overall business
performance. This being said, the shift from transactional arm’s length relationship towards
collaborative relations, is easier said than done. (Spekman & Carraway 2006) There are

many barriers that stand in the way of supplier collaboration promotion.

Lack of support, deficient information systems or measurements, and organizational cultures
can act as barriers or resisting forces for SC collaboration. If the contracting parties are only
pursuing their own interests and competing with each other, a productive collaboration may
be impossible to execute. (Fawcett, Magnan & McCarter 2008) Collaboration will be
destroyed or at least be significantly weakened if the company promotes its own interests at
the expense of the other party (Cao & Zhang 2010). Arranging meetings only infrequently
or irregularly also undermines open discussion and information sharing, and lack of trust
between the partners prevents working together collaboratively (Fawcett, Magnan &

McCarter 2008).

The lack of trust can lead to increased production times and costs, as well as delays and
shortages in production (Baah et al. 2022). Ramesh, Banwet and Shankar (2010) lists a
number of barriers and their outcomes. They also mention lack of trust as a major barrier,
since it 1s a binding force in most relationships between the buyer and supplier (Ramesh,
Banwet & Shankar 2010; Agarwal & Shankar 2003). In addition to this, lack of training,
strategic planning, top management commitment, shared vision and understanding,
technological capabilities, unwillingness to share profits and risks and inconsistent and
deficient performance indicators, all prevent smooth cooperation. These barriers can lead to
undesired outcomes such as a lack of competitive advantages and SC visibility, inflexibility
and operational goals not aligned. (Remesh, Banwet & Shankar 2010) The potential benefits

of collaboration are therefore not realized.

Where lack of trust is a central barrier for collaboration, so is the violation of it also. Trust

and opportunistic operating models and behavior have a negative correlation (Kac, Gorenac
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& Potocan 2016). Related to distrust and violating trust, there is a potential risk that suppliers
may share information or technologies with buyer firms’ competitors, which is why the
benefits that come from collaborating with suppliers and integrating them into projects must
be higher than this risk (Cousin & Lawson 2007). By overcoming these many barriers and

obstacles, the benefits of SCC can be realized (Remesh, Banwet & Shankar 2010).

2.2.3.1. Supplier sustainability evaluation platforms

One possible mean to promote supplier collaboration and management of SC’s sustainability
information can be using digital SC sustainability assessment or evaluation platforms. Even
though there is no comprehensive academic research available regarding this matter, using
different kinds of digital platforms has been a solid practice and commonly many companies
have been utilizing them. There are many different service providers that have their own
tools and platforms with their own features. The leading sustainability assessment platform
is said to be EcoVadis, which is especially known for its comprehensive supplier
sustainability ratings. It is intended for companies that are aiming to manage their
sustainability and ESG- related risks, as well as trying to improve their sustainability
credentials. Even though EcoVadis is perhaps the best-known platform, it may not suit for
all organizations and there are other alternatives as well. These are also options such as
IntegrityNext, Sustainalytics, Greenly and Workiwa. (Planet Compliance 2025) In
IntegrityNext, for example, the focal company or customer can assign sustainability and
compliance-related assessments for suppliers to fill. In these, the supplier can either upload
a certificate or alternatively fill a standardized questionnaire related to the assessment topic

in question. (IntegrityNext 2020)

Regarding CSRD reporting in particular, digital tools, software’s and platforms can be
necessary for many companies. Digital tools and technologies can help in simplifying the
sustainability reporting process and ensuring data correctness (EY 2022; Kinnunen & Collan
2025). SC sustainability software can make collaboration with suppliers smoother, help with
risk identification and promote addressing sustainability-related data challenges. In the EU
context especially, IntegrityNext has been praised for its efforts. It provides solutions to

tackle SC sustainability challenges related specifically for example to CSRD, multi-tier SC
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visibility, the carbon border adjustment mechanisms (CBAM) and emission tracking.
(Business Wire 2024) With being a channel that brings focal company and suppliers
together, helping them engage with each other on sustainability matters, and monitoring the
entire multi-tier chains by identifying risks and improving visibility (IntegrityNext 2025), a

platform supports sustainability information management and supplier collaboration.

2.3. Corporate Sustainability Reporting

Global value chains have a significant impact on the environment and sustainability, and
issues related to the lack of transparency and traceability in the SC are sadly not uncommon.
Companies are seen to be involved in various scandals related to neglect of SC sustainability,
such as human rights violations related to forced or child labor or working conditions
inadequacy. (Leite, Koporcic & Markovic 2024) If companies fail to identify and minimize
the risk of such risks materializing, the exposure of such shortcomings brings heavy
reputational damage to the responsible company, as stated in the earlier chapter regarding
risks. Reporting and disclosing information about sustainability is well needed to
communicate externally about the company’s sustainability status. For a long time, a major
part of sustainability information reporting was voluntary (Christensen et al. 2021), but
binding regulations have been increasingly developed in recent years (Senkl and Cooper

2022), as previously stated.

Christensen and others (2021) define corporate sustainability reporting as measuring,
communicating, and sharing information about topics related to environmental, social and
governance (ESG) and corporate social responsibility (CSR) subjects, actions, policies and
risks. Horvath and Piitter (2017, 53-55) lists factors that influences company’s sustainability
reporting to be corporate characteristics, such as company size and age, general context
factors, such as industry affiliation, country-specific factors, such as reporting practices, and
internal factors, such as corporate culture. Some objectives for sustainability reporting are
ensuring legitimacy, reputational benefits and increased risk transparency. The more
transparent the state of company’s sustainability is presented through reliable reporting, the
higher is the confidence of investors regarding that specific company’s operational

sustainability. (Horvath and Piitter 2017, 3-4)
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Sustainability reporting can be published through different channels and forms. From
information on websites, to specific separate sustainability reports or together with annual
financial reports. (Kozlowski, Searcy & Bardeckl 2015) Through reliable and transparent
corporate sustainability reporting, companies can communicate to their stakeholders and
potentially improve their position and image in the eyes of customers and investors, for
example. Traceability in supply networks is strongly related to what information about the
SC is made easily available for customers and others (Awaysheh & Klassen 2010). Engaging
with stakeholders is indeed a profound part of sustainability reporting, because it is a way to
define what is relevant and needed information that needs to be communicated (Manetti

2011).

2.3.1. Sustainability Information (SI)

Information is the foundation for decisions and activities in organizations, from ensuring
quality to checking regulatory compliance. Information must be collected from the original
source and transferred to recipient in an understandable form. This information transferring
is the core function of reporting. (Horvath and Piitter 2017, 1) Information can, of course, be
released from the sustainability perspective as well. Aschehoug and Boks (2011) define
sustainability information as elements of stakeholder information that can provide
information in product development from all sustainability dimensions. The role of
managing sustainability information has been increasing and gathering this information
requires that data is available across faculties. SC collaboration is needed in order to identify
what information is needed and demanded, and to collaboratively fulfill this demand.

(Akhavan & Zvezdov 2021)

What is vital regarding disclosing sustainability information and releasing sustainability
reports, is the impartiality of the information. While sustainability reporting can boost firms’
reputation, some companies have been accused of providing information tactically from
areas where they are already in good terms regarding sustainability, just to promote their
image and omitting the development points from reporting (Russo-Spena, Tregua & De
Chiara 2015). These manipulative and dishonest disclosures are only an element of

greenwashing (Lyon & Maxwell 2011), instead of honest and unbiased disclosures.
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2.3.2. Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD)

The European Union is often referred to as the leader of sustainable development
(Krasodomska, Zarzycka & Zieniuk 2024), with its numerous directives and regulations
related to promoting sustainability. To answer to the commitments agreed under The
European Green Deal, the CSRD was adopted (KPMG 2025). The European Green Deal
aims to reduce emissions by 50 % by 2030, and to be climate-neutral by 2050 (European
Commission 2025 B). EU taxonomy is a classification system that helps to align investments
towards more sustainable activities as outlined in the green deal (European Commission
2025 D). Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR) in turn requires asset managers
to unveil a company’s ESG results, risks and policies, with the goal of helping investors be
aware of their investments ESG impacts (KPMG 2025). Together with CSRD, another
essential EU sustainability frameworks is the corporate sustainability due diligence directive
(CSDDD). The CSDDD requires companies in scope to identify and take a position on
harmful environmental and human rights related impacts that may occur in their chain of
activities (Accountancy Europe 2025 A). There are also EU regulations regarding hazardous
chemicals and substances, the REACH and RoHS, which are also highly relevant in the case
company’s industry. The directive 2011/65/EU of RoHS restricts the use of certain
hazardous substances, whereas the REACH (registration, evaluation, authorisation, and
restriction of chemicals) 2006/1907/EC regulation aims to protect the environment as well

as human health from chemical-related risks.

As stated in the introduction of this thesis, the relatively new corporate sustainability
reporting directive (CSRD), impacts both value and supply chains significantly. CSRD
replaced its predecessor, the Non-financial Reporting Directive (NFRD) due to its
shortcomings related to inconsistency and overlaps, for instance (Krasodomska et al. 2024).
CSRD aims to improve corporate sustainability reporting and sustainability information
disclosure by transparency and standardized ESG reporting requirements (Accountancy
Europe 2025 A). In connection with CSRD is the double materiality assessment (DMA),
which requires companies to report on how their activities impact the environment and
society (the impact materiality) as well as how different sustainability matters affect the
company’s financial performance (the financial materiality) (Directive 2022/2464/EU).

Therefore, it covers inside-out and outside-in perspectives (Abhayawansa 2022), and this
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way it helps companies subject to reporting obligations to identify what sustainability
subjects are most material for them and what is the scope of their own sustainability reporting

(PwC 2025).

Regarding CSRD, the European sustainability reporting standards (ESRS) were adopted in
2023. These standards include all three ESG dimensions and in their preparation, the Global
Reporting Initiative (GRI) and International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) have
been taken into account, to ensure that EU standards go hand in hand with global ones and
unnecessary double reporting will be prevented. (European Commission 2023 B) The ESRS
defines what material information about undertakings impacts, risks and opportunities (IRO)
need to be disclosed regarding sustainability matters from environmental, social and
governance perspectives. ESRS has three categories, cross cutting, topical, and sector-
specific. All expect the sector-specific standards apply to all undertakings that are covered
by the reporting obligation, and sector-specific standards naturally affect only within
different sectors. (2023/EU/2772) The sector-specific standards are yet to be developed but
expected to be finalized by the European Commission in 2026 (Sweep 2025). The 12
mandatory standards for all are assembled into Figure 3. However, the EU Commission has
requested the European Financial Reporting Advisory Group (EFRAG) to simplify the
ESRS set based on feedback that was received, and the drafts of these amended ESRS were
published in December 2025 (EFRAG 2025).

CROSS-CUTTING
STANDARDS

TOPICAL STANDARDS ]

ESRSE1
Climate change

ESRS S1

ESRS G1
Own workforce

ESRS 1
General requirements Business conduct

ESRS 2 ESRS E2
General disclosures Pollution

I |
) =
=) Cai
I |

ESRS 82
Workers in the value chain

‘Water & marine resources Affected communities

ESRS E4
Biodiversity & ecosystems

ESRS 54
Consumers & end-users

ESRS ES
Resource use & circular economy

Figure 3. The ESRS
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Cross-cutting or general standards, presented in Figure 3, apply to the sustainability-related
matters that are covered in topical and sector-specific standards. ESRS 1 forms a general
requirement for arranging and disclosing sustainability information and describes the
architecture of ESRS. ESRS 2 in turn covers disclosure requirements regarding on what
general sustainability-related information undertaking should disclose. (2023/EU/2772)
ESRS 2 requirements are always mandatory, regardless the DMA results, and it sets the
obligations on the governance, strategy, IRO management as well as metrics and targets

(2023/EU/2772).

The mandatory nature of most of the ESRS standards depends on the assessment of double
materiality, meaning that when CSRD regulated company has completed the DMA
evaluation, they know what information is material for them, and what topics needs to be
reported. Other non-material information may be excluded from reporting. Some sets of
standards are however mandatory for all, as mentioned above. (Mezzanotte 2024) This will
be discovered by examining both financial and impact materiality. According to the
European Commission (2022), evident and consistent materiality reporting requirements and
external certifications will also reduce the possibility of greenwashing. In the DMA,
undertakings need to identify and assess the whole value chains IROs, and the sustainability
due diligence process is central in this. This process allows prioritizing such actions that are

severe and have a high likelihood. (2023/EU/2772)

When the DMA is being done, there are various sustainability matters that need to be
considered related on the ESRS. The sub-topics and sub-sub-topics for the topical standards
are presented in Figure 3, but in addition to these, the undertaking needs to reflect on its own
specific material sustainability matters. (2023/EU/2772) Next, some examples of these are
presented, but the topics are more comprehensively listed as a whole in Table 2. Sub-topics
for ESRS E1 are climate change adaptation and mitigation and energy, and they include
scope 1, 2 and 3 GHG emission calculations and energy consumption, for example. For E2,
there are pollution of water, air, soil, living organisms and food resources, microplastics and
substances of concern and for E3, sub-topics water and marine resources have sub-sub-topics
of water consumption and discharges, for example. Regarding social matters, the ESRS S2
considers workers in the VC, and their working conditions, equal treatment and other work-

related rights. (2023/EU/2772
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Table 2. ESRS sub-topics and sub-sub-topics

Topical standards Sustainability matters
Sub-topics Sub-sub-topics
ESRS E1 Climate change adaption & mitigation
Energy
ESRS E2 Pollution of air, water, soil, living organisms and food
resources
Substances of concern and very high concern
Microplastics
ESRS E3 Water ‘Water consumption, withdrawals, discharges and discharges in the
oceans
Marine resources Extraction and use of marine resources
ESRS E4 Direct impact frivers of biodiversity loss Climate change, land-use change, fresh water-use change and sea
Impact on the state of species Species population size and global extinction risk
Impacts on the extent and condition of ecosystems Land degration, desertification and soil sealing
ESRS ES Resources inflows (including resource use)
Outflows (related to products and services)
Waste
ESRS 81 (own workforce) ‘Working conditions Secure employment, working time, adequate mages, social

Equal treatment and opportunities for all

Other work-related rights

dialoge, work-life balance and health and safety

Freedom of associaton, extence of work councils and information,
consultation and participation rights of workers

Collective bargaining, including rate of workers covered by
collective agreements

Gender equality and equal pay for work of equal value, training
and skills development, employment and inclusion of persons with
disabilities

Measurement against violance and harrasment in the workplace
and diversity

Child labor, forced labor, adequate housing and privacy

ESRS 82 (workers in the value chain)

‘Working conditions

Equal treatment and opportunities for all

Other work-related rights

Secure employment, working time, adequate wages, social
dialogue, freedon of association, collective bargaining, work-life
balance and health and safety

Gender equality and equal pay for work of equal value, training
and skills development, employment and inclusion of persons with
disabilities

Child labor, forced labor, adequate housing, water and sanitation
and privacy

ESRS 83 Communities' economic, social and cultural rights Adequate housing and food, water and sanitation, land- and
security-related impacts
Communities' civil and political rights Freedom of expression and assembly, and impact on human rights
defenders
Rights of indigenous peoples Free, prior and informed consent, self-determination and cultural
rights
ESRS 54 Information-related impacts for consumers and end- Privacy, freedom of expression and access to information
users
Personal safety of consumers and end-users Health and safety, security of a person, protection of children
Social inclusion of consumers and end-users Non-discrimination, access to products and services and
responsible marketing practices
ESRS G1 Corporate culture and protection of whistleblowers

Animal welfare, political engagement and lobbying
activities

Management of relationships with suppliers including
payment practices

Corruption and bribery

Prevention and detection including training and incidents

When a company has a potential or actual impact on people or the environment, then the

sustainability matter in question has impact materiality. These impacts can occur withing

undertakings own operations or in the upstream or downstream in the value chain.

(2023/EU/2772) For actual negative impacts, the severity of them based on scope, scale and

irremediable character of the impact, is what determines their materiality. For potential
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negative impacts, in addition to severity, the likelihood of that impacts being realized also
affects the evaluation. (Mezzanotte 2024; 2023/EU/2772) Financial materiality can be
determined based on whether or not by omitting, misstating or obscuring this information
can be expected to affect decisions of those who are the primary users of financial reports.
Therefore, a matter is material if it affects or could affect the undertaking through financial
effects. (2023/EU/2772) Financial materiality refers to the known fact that sustainability

issues also create financial risks for businesses (Mezzanotte 2024).

CSRD has a phased-in approach, meaning it comes into force gradually, in “waves”,
depending on the size and type of corporation (Accountancy Europe 2025 A). First wave
considers all listed firms that have over 500 employees, and they need to report from the
fiscal year of 2024 onwards. Listed and non-listed companies that fulfill two out of three of
the following requirements are included in the second wave: over 250 employees on average,
net turnover minimum of 50 million euros and balance sheet total minimum of 25 million
euros. Their reporting obligations start for the fiscal year of 2025. In the final wave,
considering fiscal year 2026, are listed small and medium- sized forms (SMEs) that have
simplified reporting standards. (Kosi & Relard 2024; KPMG 2024)) This was the original
plan at least. At the start of 2025, the European Commission presented the Omnibus proposal
(also called the Omnibus Simplification Package), which is a number of revisions for the
original CSRD entity, and other sustainability and corporate reporting initiatives, that shrink

the scope of CSRD and delay its entry into force (M2 Presswire).

The EU Omnibus suggests a two-year postponement for those companies that are considered
the second and third waves. It is also recommended in the package that the scope would be
narrowed. This would mean that only companies that have more than 1000 employees, and
a net turnover threshold over 450 million euros, would be included in the scope. When
accepted, it would release about 80 % of the entities from reporting responsibilities in
relation to the original scope. Currently, the Omnibus is being reviewed by the Council of
the European Union and European Parliament, but until official approval, the original CSRD
requirement will remain. (M2 Presswire; European Council 2025 A) When confirmed, the
package will ease and delay the reporting burden for many companies. This gives more time
to adapt to the demands and to prepare for them, but most likely the matter will come up in

some point regardless. If the company itself would not be directly obligated to report due to
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its size for example, they could still face pressure from customers and SC partners (who may

be obliged) to provide ESG data and reporting (M2 Presswire).

Because CSRD extends the scope of companies required to report on sustainability
information, many companies will start the preparation process in advance and therefore
increase their voluntary sustainability reporting (Kosi & Relard 2024). Preparing for CSRD
and ESRS well in advance is most likely a service for the future regardless, since global
sustainability reporting standards keep evolving and increasing. Related to voluntary
reporting, the Omnibus proposal presented the voluntary sustainability reporting framework,
called the voluntary small and medium-sized enterprises (VSME) framework, for smaller
companies and those that were dropped out of the CSRD scope. While this framework offers
more simplified approach, it also lacks depth because of it. However, if voluntary reporting
is approached well and strategically, it can serve as a great steppingstone for many. (M2
Presswire) Implementing new reporting standards well in advance can offer competitive
advantages, such as fostering strategic partnerships, guaranteeing SC continuity and
recognizing possible bottlenecks from a sustainability perspective (KPMG 2025), but it also

demands significant resources from reporting firms (Kosi & Relard 2024).

2.3.3. CSRD’s impacts

The ESRS sustainability statement needs to include material impacts, risks and opportunities
that may occur through business relationships from upstream and downstream of the value
chain (2023/EU/2772). Also, the due diligence process concerns the value chain as a whole
(2022/EU/2464). This, of course, includes supplier relationships as well. While value chain
and supply chain have many similarities, there are also differences between them. The term
supply chain was defined in the earlier chapters by Mabert and Venkataramanan (1998) as a
network of different activities and facilities that execute activities in material procurement,
product development, transport of materials, manufacturing, distribution and support for
after-markets. Supply chains involve both upstream and downstream flows (Mentzer et al.
2001). Value chain can be seen to be broader concept. It is a combination of interdependent
value-bringing activities from upstream and downstream that are connected to each other

(Porter 1985). In the ESRS definitions, SC only refers to the upstream processes and
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activities, and it is a part of the value chain, which in turn includes relationships and activities

from both upstream and downstream (2023/EU/2772).

Even though the CSRD does not directly set any mandatory sustainability-related criteria for
reporting companies’ suppliers, it is obliged to report information and data points of its VC,
as explained earlier. As a result of this, reporting companies may need to set criteria for their
suppliers to comply with the reporting standards and requirements. As stated in the directive
in paragraphs 63 and 64, the sustainability statement needs to include information on
material IROs connected to both upstream and downstream of the value chain. In some cases,
the reporting undertaking may not have the ability to obtain certain VC information, and
therefore they should estimate the reported information, with using sector-average data.
(2023/EU/2772) For example, the ESRS E1 includes scope 3 GHG emissions, and to be able
to disclose these, the information needs to be gathered from the supply chain first (Kinnunen

& Collan 2025; Normative 2025).

As established, CSRD brings many changes to sustainability reporting as it aims to increase
transparency, reliability, and consistency in companies’ sustainability reporting
(Accountancy Europe 2025 A). Credibility of reporting is increased since the disclosure
needs to be ensured by accredited certifier or auditor (Krasodomska et al. 2024). Through
standardizing sustainability reporting with CSRD and ESRS, sustainability information is
more comparable (Schmidt & Farbstein 2025) and ESG matters are being raised to the same
importance level as traditional financial information (European Commission 2025 A;
Niskala & Palmuaro 2023). CSRD affects a wider number of companies than the previous
NFRD (Krasodomska et al. 2024), and thus obliges a wider group of new companies, that
were not previously subject to reporting obligations, to disclose their sustainability-related
information. In addition to this direct effect, the CSRD obliges also indirectly wider scope
of companies than before through business relationships and thus creates ”a multiplier
effect”. This is because CSRD and ESRS concerns whole SC and VC of the reporting
company. (Knowit 2023)

To gather needed information and data for sustainability reporting, such as information about
scope 3 greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) of the value chain, collaboration between business
partners is highly needed through the sharing of this needed information. Together with
coordinated collaboration, more open network construction is vital in meeting CSRD

requirements. (Jokinen, Harju, Kinnunen & Hénninen 2025; Stenzel & Waichman 2023)
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Even though CSRD does not directly demand companies to collaborate, it is highly needed
for gathering needed information such as for scope 3 GHG calculations, which are needed
to be disclosed according to the directive. The closer the cooperation in the value and supply
chain is, the easier it is to integrate common practices and manage information flows within

the network. (Jokinen et al. 2025)

Kinnunen and Collan’s (2025) recent report examined the EU’s sustainability regulations’
effects on Finnish companies. The research is based on a literature review as well as a series
of stakeholder interviews. According to the earlier research, the estimated positive impacts
of sustainability reporting are higher than the expenses. This is the opposite to the view of
the interviewed industrial companies. The benefits emphasized were related to competitive
advantages, financial benefits and innovations, brand reputation, efficiency improvements,
and in the interview’s competitive advantages regarding sustainability conscious clients and
enhanced operational transparency were also mentioned. (Kinnunen & Collan 2025; Sap
2025) Through reporting according to the CSRD, companies gain a better overview of their
entire value chain, which can help in efficiency improvements, and can demonstrate their
sustainability-related commitments while boosting their brand reputation in the eyes of
consumers and investors (Sap 2025). While CSRD reporting offers great opportunities in
terms of increasing transparency and building long-term relationships with various
stakeholders, it also represents various challenges for reporting companies to incorporate it
to their business practices and creating the sustainability reports (Martincevic, Primorac &

Doric 2024).

In terms of barriers and potential issues regarding sustainability reporting, companies that
are included in the CSRD scope are facing relatively large costs both initially and
recurringly. Expertise gaps and lack of workforce capacity may also create barriers for
complying with the reporting requirements. Since the reporting requires solid data
management and can create increased need for investments on technology. (Kinnunen &
Collan 2025) According to a survey from 2024, relatively small amount, only 19 % of the
companies, had implemented some kind of ESG reporting software or platform, and rest
were relying on manual solutions (Elisa Industriq 2024). Sustainability reporting was also
described as a heavy and partially irrelevant task, and continuously changing regulation was

found to create confusion as well as uncertainty (Kinnunen & Collan 2025).
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Due to the increasing demand for transparent, verified, and consistent material sustainability
information from the whole SC and VC, it is clear that the need for better supplier
collaboration and sustainability information management is highly needed. CSRD can push
companies towards more collaborative and long-term supplier relationships instead of
traditional transactional arm’s length ones. However, since there is only limited academic
research available regarding the practical impacts caused by the CSRD requirements on
supplier collaboration, it is justified to examine this in the empirical part of this case study

from the case company’s perspective.
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3. Research methodology and data collection

This chapter outlines the research methodology and data collection of this thesis. It provides
a clear explanation of qualitative research as a method, as well as a case study approach. It
also describes and presents the collected data and the used analysis methods, and lastly

evaluates the reliability and validity of this thesis.

3.1. Qualitative research

Qualitative and quantitative research are often seen as contrasts. The qualitative approach
focuses on gaining a holistic understanding and interpretation, and the quantitative approach,
in turn, focuses more on testing of hypothesis and statistical analysis. Quantitative research
has been dominated the field of business research, but qualitative research has been used as
a complementary approach when studying something that is expressed as words and is non-
numeric. (Eriksson & Kovalainen 2016, 4) Hirsjérvi et al. (2009, 161) adds, that qualitative
studies try to examine objects comprehensively. Since the aim of this thesis is to examine
the topic comprehensively and gain a holistic understanding of it by using and analysing
non-numeric data, it is highly justified to choose the qualitative research method for this

particular research.

Qualitative research has some common phases, starting from choosing a topic, defining the
goals for the study, forming the research questions, presenting the research scope, forming
the theoretic framework, choosing the approach and justification of it, as well as the research
methods and materials or data. After this, the data is gathered, analysed and interpreted.
Lastly, the results of the research are written down and reported, and the reliability is
evaluated. This process is very flexible, and when gaining central information about the
topic, they can go back to the previous stages and adjust previous decisions if needed. (Puusa,

Juuti & Aaltio 2020) These steps were also followed in this thesis.

Qualitative research has numerous different research approaches, such as a case study
research, feminist research, focus group research and grounded theory research (Eriksson &

Kovalainen 2016, 5-6). This thesis is conducted as a case study of the case company. As a
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research approach, case study can be used in various situations to gain knowledge and
understanding about individuals, organizations, groups, political, social and other related
phenomena. In addition to business research, case studies are common method in
psychology, political science and sociology, for example. This can be because it allows
researchers to gain a holistic understanding of a real-life situations. (Yin 2009, 4) A case
study examines detailed information regarding one single case or small group of cases

typically in its natural setting (Hirsjarvi, Remes & Sajavaara 2009, 134-135; Cousin 2005).

Selecting this particular case company originated from the research author’s own
relationship with the company through a previous employment relationship. The thesis topic
was formed by combining researchers own interests with the case company’s specific needs.
To protect sensitive business information, the individuals, companies and interviews have
been anonymized. The case company is referred as the case company, and the two
benchmark companies are benchmark company A and B. Interviewees are referred to
according to their positions in their company, such as sourcing manager, supplier quality

manager or senior sales manager.

3.2. Data collection and analysis

Yin (2009) lists six sources of evidence for case study research, which are documentation,
archival records, interviews, direct observations, participant observations and physical
artifacts. Different kinds of documents, such as written reports, articles, and administrative
documents, are increasingly available through the internet. However, they may in some cases
be biased or inaccurate. In case studies specifically, documents are mostly used to augment
and corroborate information that is collected from other sources, such as interviews. (Yin
2009, 102-103) The data for this thesis was collected primarily through semi-structured
interviews, and to complement and strengthen the findings of the interviews, relevant
documents, such as the case company’s DMA from 2024, supplier code of conduct, audit
template, scorecard document and supplier agreements were used as a source of information.
Also, sustainability reports of benchmark company A and B were leveraged to compliment
the interview answers. Stakeholder interviews that were carried out together with the DMA,

were also utilized to provide additional information from the interviewed stakeholders’
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perspective, regarding sustainability-related demands and opportunities that they have

experienced.

Eriksson and Kovalainen state (2016), that in semi-structured interviews, the questions or
themes are determined beforehand, and that was also done in this research. According to
Tuomi and Sarajirvi (2018), since semi-structured interviews allow unpredictable insights
to occur, it is a very flexible interviewing approach. The questions were sent to interviewees
at least one week before the interviews, so that they would have time to prepare for the
interview and give as comprehensive answers as possible. The details of each interview are
presented more closely in Table 3., and the asked questions are listed in the attachments. The
interviews were recorded on Teams and transcribed into Word documents, after which the
transcriptions and summarized key points of each answer were compiled into tables in an
Excel file. When transcribing the interviews, unnecessary filler words such as “like that”,
were removed to improve the intelligibility. Some interviewees used names or terms that
could identify the person or company, and therefore these were also edited to protect the
anonymity. The two benchmark companies were chosen based on their good practices
regarding the research topics. Benchmark company A is one of the case company’s key
suppliers, and benchmark company B is an external company to whom the case company
does not have a previous business relationship. In the benchmark company B interview, there
were three interviewees present: the sourcing and supply chain director, the sourcing
manager and the sourcing category manager of the company. In other interviews, there was

one interviewee per interview.

Table 3. Interview details

Company Department Interviewees position Duration
Case company Sourcing Sourcing Manager 17 min
Sourcing Global Sourcing Director 51 min
EHS EHS Manager 23 min
Quality Supplier Quality Manager 31 min
Sales Business Development Manager 35 min
Sales Senior Sales Manager 17 min
Benchmark company A Factory Manager / Business Director |1 h 8 min
Benchmark company B (Sourcing Sourcing & Supply Chain Director, 1 h 52 min
Sourcing Manager and Sourcing
Category Manager
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For analyzing the collected data and information, a content analysis method was used.
Content analysis methods aim to organize and summarize the data or material in a way that
the key information remains. The analysis is based on reasoning and interpretation. (Puusa
et al. 2020) Tuomi and Sarajarvi (2018) say there are three analysis methods in qualitative
research, which are theory-based, theory-guided and data-based analysis. This research was
theory guided since theory regarding sustainability’s three dimensions by John Elkington’s
TBL, as well as ESG’s trisection, were utilized as a guiding theme throughout the study. The
results of the case company’s double materiality assessment (DMA) were analyzed with
using the so-called codes for the material ESRS topics and sub-topics. These codes (ESRS
El, E1.1, and so on) were directly taken from the corporate sustainability reporting directive

(CSRD).

3.3. Reliability and validity

To increase research’s reliability and validity, several different sources of information are
recommended to be used for a chain of evidence (Riege 2003). This was also done in this
research, since different documents were used to complement the information collected from
the interviews. Interviewees were recorded, to gain the most accurate transcript of the
interviews as possible, which is also said to enhance reliability (Riege 2003). A total of eight
interviews were conducted in this research, and this amount was seen to be adequate,
considering the needs and scope of this study. For qualitative research, an interview number
as low as one can in some cases be justified, if enough insights are provided from it, and no
one-size-fits-all sample size has been generally specified. More importantly, the sample size

or number of interviews must represent the reviewed population. (Boddy 2016)

In the discussion chapter, research evidence will be compared to existing literature, which
according to Riege (2003) increases external validity. However, due to the qualitative case
study’s nature, the results may not be fully generalized to other settings, since they are often

case and context specific.
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4. Improving supplier collaboration and sustainability information

management

This chapter firstly introduces the case company, and its current state of supplier
collaboration and sustainability information management more closely, in order to gain a
comprehensive overview of the starting situation. Then the mentioned drivers that are
guiding the case company towards improvements regarding corporate sustainability
reporting and sustainability information management are compiled. After this, the results of
the company’s double materiality assessment (DMA) from 2024 are being investigated more
in depth, as well as stakeholder interviews conducted in connection with the DMA, from
relevant parts. Then, in chapter 4.2, the challenges and opportunities that sustainability
reporting and CSRD pose to the case company and their supplier collaboration are analysed
together with illustrative figures. Then, the case company’s sustainability criteria are
compiled, and the implementation process of the supplier assessment platform is discussed.
Lastly, the benchmarking of the three companies’ operating models regarding sustainability
information collection, management, and reporting are aggregated. Sources used in this
empirical section are primarily the conducted interviews, as well as supporting documents,

the DMA, and company websites, if not mentioned otherwise.

4.1. The case company

The case company of this research is a multinational company founded in Finland. While
the headquarters and factory are located in Finland, they also have eight subsidiaries around
the world. The study scope of this research is limited to the case company’s organization in
Finland. The company provides systems and lifecycle services globally and are the world
leader in their industry, and employs approximately 380 people in Finland, and around 650
people worldwide. In the financial year of 2024 the case company’s turnover was about 130
million euros and its balance sheet total about 89 million euros. Therefore, according to the
original CSRD scope, the case company would have been obligated to report according to
the directive and ESRS in 2026 for financial year of 2025 (KPMG 2024), but according to

the Omnibus proposal they are being left out of the scope, for now, and thus have additional
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time from mandatory legislations perspective to start CSRD reporting (M2 Presswire).
However, they will be conducting a sustainability report by following the CSRD legislation
and ESRS standard in 2026 from the financial year of 2025, voluntarily. The first
sustainability report will mainly consider the case company’s own operations, and supply

and value chain related topics will be included in entirety later, tentatively in 2027.

The case company’s system itself aims to promote sustainability by using as little amount of
water resources as possible when in action and by using high-quality components. In their
factory in Finland, they only use CO2 free electricity and have set a target to be carbon
neutral by 2030. Their upstream SC includes a global network of suppliers that provide
components, materials, and services essential for the company’s products, and especially
with their key suppliers they aim to maintain long-term relationships. Of all of their
suppliers, approximately 80 % are located in Europe. However, they still lack full
transparency of their supply chain at this moment. To improve the SC transparency and
sustainability, and to help with the starting CSRD compliant reporting, they are in the
process of implementing a new supplier sustainability assessment platform by the beginning

0f 2026.

4.1.1. Current state of operating

Previously, while being part of large group through previous owner organization, the case
company was part of group-level sustainability-related legacy processes, such as
sustainability reporting and EcoVadis rating. Also, gathering sustainability information
about conflict minerals from the supply chain, for example, was carried out by the owner
organization. After leaving the group in 2024, the case company had to start rebuilding its
own operating models regarding sustainability, among other aspects, so that they would be

better suited for a company of their size.

Regarding supply chain sustainability, currently the case company does not have a dedicated
process. However, sustainability and its three dimensions are addressed to some extent as a
part of different sourcing processes. Through the new supplier assessment platform that will
be implemented, the case company aims to further strengthen transparency of their SC, by

gathering sustainability information from suppliers through assessments and questionnaires
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and managing the information in the new platform. This will also help in identifying new
areas for improvement. Next in this chapter, an overview of the company’s current sourcing
practices in the context of sustainability and SSCM, prior to the platform implementation,

will be formed.

As mentioned, sustainability is to some extent connected to the case company’s other
sourcing processes and actions currently, including supplier code of conduct (CoC), audits,
and supplier agreements. The case company’s recently updated supplier code of conduct sets
the minimum requirements, that suppliers need to fulfil. It includes topics related to law
compliance, competition and fair play, conflict of interest, international trade compliance,
information protection, non-discrimination, child labor, human trafficking, harassment and
abusive behavior, and ethics and compliance program, for example. Sometimes it can be so,
that larger companies do not commit to CoC’s other than their own, but in situations like
these, they will be compared and ensured that the necessary things are met. CoC’s are seen
as a business standard and a matter of course among the supplier field that the case company

deals with:

“They have their own code of conducts that are very similar to each other,
(...), so they are a business standard, so to speak, for the type of suppliers that
we deal with. We search for such companies whose functions are at a good
level as it is, which means finding quality suppliers from cost-effectiveness,
quality and supply chain management point of view, which indicates that they
most likely have these things also under control.” (Global Sourcing Director

interview 2025)

Sustainability is also partly addressed case company’s quality audits. All new critical
suppliers are audited, and re-audits are carried out for suppliers deemed necessary based on
the annual audit plan. Re-audits are carried out for approximately five suppliers per year,
and they are chosen by evaluation of where it is essential to direct resources. Audits are
carried out by the responsible sourcing manager and supplier quality manager jointly, and
there are two versions of the audit template, the longer version and the shorter version. The
shorter one is intended for smaller non-critical suppliers, and the longer template is much
wider, and takes currently about two days to complete in the audit visit. Both templates
include six categories, and category 6. includes environment, health, and safety-related

questions. Employee competency related matters, such as satisfaction and training, are part
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of category 2. In the category 6., sustainability is mainly discussed through recycling and

work safety related questions, and could be more widely considered in the future:

“There are not much sustainability related paragraphs here, other than
recycling and other things, but now that it is up to us to decide, we could add
them here. But, of course, there are around 150 questions in this template
already, so it is important to think about what is relevant to us. And then, in
audits it is not enough for them to answer yes or no, but instead they need to

show us.” (Supplier Quality Manager interview 2025)

In purchasing agreements there are a few sections that partly consider sustainability: section
18, regarding environmental management, section 19, regarding compliance, section 13,
regarding quality requirements and section 15, regarding facility surveys. In the
environmental management section, it is required that the seller (supplier), its sub-supplier
and subcontractors demonstrate their commitment to sustainable development for
environmental management, compiles with regulations, and implement an environmental
management system (EMS) based on ISO 14001 standard principles. The compliance
section takes a stand on ethics, audits, law compliance, restricted parties, dual-use items,

customs and data privacy.

In the quality requirements section it is required, among other paragraphs, that the seller
needs to provide a list of all production locations and subcontractors, that are involved in the
manufacturing, if the buyer (the case company) requests it. In the section regarding facility
surveys it is stated that the buyer reserves the right to inspect sellers’ physical facilities,
quality control procedures or conduct environmental management system audits to verify
compliance. These paragraphs can work as a tool to increase transparency in the SC. The
appendices can also be used to take sustainability-related aspects into consideration. If
needed, a disaster recovery plan can be included in the attachments to ensure business
continuity. At the end of each purchase order there are also general terms and conditions
statements, in which there are data protection and product compliance-related terms, for
example. Suppliers are also screened to ensure that they are not restricted, sanctioned or

denied parties.

The case company also has a material compliance statement that suppliers must agree on. It

considers the REACH regulation, substances of very high concern (SVHC), the RoHS
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directive, and conflict minerals. According to the REACH, to ensure a high level of
protection of human health and the environment, all producers and importers need to provide
accurate information regarding used substances. To restrict using certain hazardous
substances, as intended in the RoHS directive, the case company ensures that only approved
components and process materials are used in manufacturing. Regarding conflict minerals,
in the statement it is mentioned, that the case company “unreservedly supports efforts to
sever the connection between the mining of minerals and the funding of armed conflict”, and
states that they are taking actions to avoid sourcing illegal and unethical minerals. All case
company’s suppliers are said to meet these requirements mentioned in the material
compliance statement, since they have been around for a long time and are considered the

norm:

“Then, regarding the Material Compliance Statement, suppliers have to fulfill
these REACH and RoHS and other requirements, but these have been around
over 10 years, so it has been a norm that everybody meets the requirements.”

(Global Sourcing Director interview 2025)

The case company uses a scorecard evaluation for continuous evaluation of its suppliers.
The evaluation is carried out quarterly using 9 different criteria topics. These criteria are
purchase order (PO) confirmations, service performance and flexibility, correctness of
delivery, response to requests for quotations (RFQ’s) and inquiries, delivery time, purchase
agreement, quality, pricing and supplier on time delivery (SOTD). These subjects are ranked
from one to five, and the higher the score is the better the supplier is performing in this
particular topic. For example, having a score 1 from delivery time would mean the supplier
would need to make significant improvements regarding delivery time issues, and having a
score 5 refers to supplier respecting agreed delivery times. If there would be some
improvements needed, the score could be 3. Sustainability is not currently a criterion in the
scorecard evaluation, but it will be added amongst the other criteria. The proposed
sustainability criteria are a part of research question 3, where CSRD’s impacts on
sustainability-related criteria are examined. The scorecard’s intention is to identify problems
and to create action plans for the strategic suppliers. From all suppliers, total of 30, that are
considered strategic are chosen for the scorecard evaluation, in which based on the 9
criteria’s they are ranked. The supplier can be considered strategic if they have a significant

spend or volume, they are a new supplier or they are considered critical for some other
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reason. The scorecard suppliers will be given feedback on their performance and the needed

actions will be discussed.

As a part of business continuity management (BCM) the high-risk suppliers are identified.
Sourcing strategy can be single, sole, multiple or dual sourcing. In single sourcing there are
one supplier, but there are not strict approval-related links. In sole sourcing there are only
one source of supply, and the case company is strongly linked to this particular supplier.
Purchasing these kinds of items requires specific product approvals, so changing suppliers
would require a lot of testing and time. In dual sourcing in turn, there are two verified
suppliers, but the other one is not necessarily being used. In multiple sourcing there are more
than two sources of supply. Based on this categorization, the high-risk suppliers are
identified, their financial information are reviewed to ensure continuity, and a risk portfolio

is being formed.

The case company themselves have different management system certificates: ISO 45001
related to health and safety, ISO 14001 related to environment, and ISO 9001 related to
quality. These certificates also place expectations for the entire supply chain. Primarily, ISO

9001 is required from all suppliers, and having ISO 45001 and 14001 are seen as a benefit:

“Our basic starting point is that supplier should be ISO 9001 certified, but in
some special cases, our quality director can decide that we purchase, even
though they are not certified, because there can be really small supplier that
makes specific parts. But this is quite uncommon. Then, it is a plus if they have
ISO 14001 and ISO 45001. (...) Some of our suppliers also have quality
management system for automotive industry so IATF 16949.” (Supplier
Quality Manager interview 2025)

“We prefer that suppliers have environmental management system certificate,
but many suppliers do not have it necessarily. They may have mapped their
processes according to the certificate, but it can be that smaller companies
have not necessarily carried the certification process through the end, but we
want to see that they at least have some kind of operating system for it.” (Global

Sourcing Director interview 2025)

As a conclusion, at this time, sustainability is part of different activities and documents in

the SC, and sustainability-related information is not systematically gathered or managed, but
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rather fragmented in different places. The same goes for the sales department — sustainability
information is not systematically gathered or managed, but customer- and project-specific
requests and requirements are answered by saving case-specific information into folders and
filling out forms requested by the customers, according to business development manager

and senior sales manager interviews.

Currently, the case company does not report on their sustainability, but in 2026 they will
start to report accordingly to CSRD and release its first sustainability report. Since the
legislation does not directly obligate them yet due to the Omnibus package, the first
sustainability report will mainly focus on categories that are material regarding the
company’s own operations. Topics that were identified as material mainly in regards of
company’s value chain will be included in the sustainability report later. Together with
starting sustainability reporting and collecting sustainability information from suppliers
through the new platform, it is intended to implement sustainability more broadly and
systematically to the company’s SCM than currently. The DMA implemented in 2024 was
first concrete step towards case company’s sustainability reporting, and in the chapter 4.1.3,
the results of the assessment are compiled. The EHS manager estimates, that due to the new
supplier sustainability assessment platform, the case company will gain better transparency
regarding their SC’s situation and will be able to do more impactful development work

regarding sustainability and responsibility:

“I would say that the first thing would be that we can map better what is the
state of our suppliers and supply chain regarding sustainability and also other
things. So, we are able to do more impactful development work and set sensible
goals, so that we can steer our supply chain in the direction that we want.”

(EHS Manager interview 2025)

4.1.2. Drivers behind sustainability information management development

In addition to the case company’s internal will to enhance sustainability-related operational
models, there are also external drivers that push them. Sustainability legislation will
increasingly demand better transparency and knowledge of multi-tier supply chains in the

future. Originally legislation was one main driver for starting the CSRD process in the
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company, but due to the Omnibus proposal and being left out of the scope for now, makes it
more of a background factor, which still guides the company. From EHS managers, business
development managers and senior sales managers’ interviews it was made clear, that
customer requirements have also been increased significantly, and especially larger
customers have stricter requirements that need to be fulfilled to be able to take part or

succeed in tendering:

“Our customer demands have clearly increased now. Partly because we have
many large companies as customers that CSRD have been already concerned.

And they have already prepared these reports. “(EHS manager interview 2025)

“In fact, the first time that I recall something about responsibility or
sustainable development was asked was 5 years ago from a customer from
Poland. (...) But about 3 years ago we received the first direct request about
some kind of report or description regarding our products state of
sustainability. And then I contacted our EHS manager, and we discussed the
matter and came to the conclusion that this is so extensive matter that a lot of
work needs to be done to achieve some kind of reliable information.” (Business

Development Manager interview 2025)

Regarding products or components country of origin matters customs authorities, for
example, in the United States and the United Kingdom have stopped transportations at
customs, until information about metals origin and the used smelters are disclosed. There are
also many differences between countries or continents regarding the sustainability

requirements. Requirements in Europe are seen to be stricter than elsewhere:

“Country-specificity is another big thing, in Europe these things are monitored
closely, and elsewhere not so much, that is how it feels. I don’t remember many
sustainability related requirements coming from USA, and from China even

less. “(Senior Sales Manager interview 2025)

Sustainability reporting and better managing and sharing of sustainability information are
also seen to bring potential competitive advantage and business value, when the case
company starts to report accordingly to the CSRD. It is experienced more as an opportunity
than a challenge from the sales department’s point of view. Increasing sustainability

requirements have not yet significantly affected customer relationship management, but they



60

are seen as a positive factor and a connecting element, even though at the beginning it can
increase the workload. Customer’s sustainability-related requirements have so far mostly
consisted of certificate requirements, GHG emission calculations and filling out different

forms, and the interviewees evaluate these to only tighten and grow in the future.

4.1.3. DMA findings

The case company’s double materiality assessment was done in 2024. Together with this,
stakeholders were interviewed, including suppliers, customers, industry and NGO
representatives, as well as official authorities. In these interviews, some customers and
suppliers were asked total of nine questions related to cthe ase company’s DMA. Some of
the questions, such as question number one (Q1) “What products/services do you buy from
us?”, were not central to this research, and only questions that provide input to the scope of
this research, are being discussed next. These are Q2 “What kind of sustainability-related
questions or demands do you get from your value chain?”, Q4 (a) “What kind of financial
opportunities does sustainability bring to your business?”, and Q4 (b) “And what kind of
financial opportunities?”. Through assessing the answers for these questions, we can form a
comprehensive summary of what are the most common sustainability-related demands in the
case company’s customers and suppliers’ value chains, and what kinds of financial
opportunities and risks sustainability brings to them. The key points of the answers are

compiled in Table 4.

Table 4. DMA interview summary

Question Stakeholder group Main themes in the answers

Q2: What kind of sustainability-related questions or |Suppliers Demands related to products/components/raw materials origin, (CO2) emission
demands do you get from your value chain? calculations, electricity production, ISO standards, and demands related to all
sustainability dimensions.

Customers Driving customers profitability trough sustainable solutions. Customers have different
emphases regarding what is central regarding the location. Demands related to (CO2)
emission calculations, ISO standards, regulatory compliance (regarding CSRD also),
and life cycle assesments (LCA).

Q4 (a):What kind of financial opportunities does Suppliers & customers Improving efficiency and resource usage (energy and water usage) has positive
sustainability bring to your business? impacts on cost savings, reputation, competitive advantage and image. It brings
trusworthiness for stakeholders and improves longlasting collaboration and EHS.
Also attracts investors and funding, enhances business resiliency and being attractive
workplace, and promotes responsible corporate culture.

Q4 (b): And what kind of financial risks? Suppliers & customers Being sustainable reduces reputational risks and risks related to legal changes and
financial panalties. If issues do occure, company can face serious reputational risks
and damage. Reporting costs have risen which creates additional costs, and they add
working hours related to reporting. Improvements in sustainability requires capital
and this capital is then away from production. Weather hazards can harm production
facilies or trasportation routes. EU has tough reporting demands which can increase
costs, this can harm competitiveness if others do not have to report at the same

capacity. Increase of raw material costs affects economics.
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In both suppliers and customers value chains demands regarding products, components or
raw materials origin, emission calculations and ISO standards were highlighted. Especially
in interviewed supplier’s VCs electricity consumption and energy efficiency were common
subjects of interest. For customers, questions regarding regulatory compliance, including
CSRD demands, were also mentioned to be essential. In one customer interview it was also
pointed out, that it matters to identify, whether the operator in question is local (Finnish) or
international. This was mentioned to be, because some matters or issues can already be

tackled in some markets:

“Different clients have different views/emphases depending on whether the
operator is an international entity, where, for example, child labor may come
up, or a local operator, where this has mostly already been addressed from a

market perspective.” (Customer interview from DMA 2024)

Common themes and topics were mentioned in both supplier and customer interviews, which
is why the answers are not divided by stakeholder group regarding Q4 answers. There were
many financial opportunities, that sustainability was mentioned to bring for stakeholders.
For example, improving efficiency and resource usage creates positive impacts on cost
savings, reputation and image and competitive advantage. It was also seen that sustainability
creates trustworthiness and further promotes long-lasting collaboration, EHS-matters and
business resiliency. Opportunities through attracting investors, funding and workforce, were
also mentioned. Regarding financial risks (Q4 b), sustainability was seen as a factor that
reduces reputational risks and risks related to legal changes and financial penalties. If
sustainability matters are not taken care of, it can create significant reputational damage. In
other hand, increasing reporting demands have raised also the costs and working hours
related to it. Improvement regarding sustainability was said to need capital, which is, of
course, away from other activities, such as production. Concerns about loss of
competitiveness due to the EU’s relatively heavy sustainability reporting burden were also

mentioned:

“The reporting required by bureaucracy increases costs and work hours. The
strict requirements, and the thought of whether all operators in the same field
are doing the same. If a lot of reporting is required in Europe, and not
elsewhere, will the material or product be purchased elsewhere just because

the price is low?” (Supplier interview from DMA 2024)
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Previously in the theory section, in Figure 3, all of the ESRS sub-topics and sub-sub-topics
were gathered together. In the DMA, the most material impacts, risks and opportunities for
the case company were identified according to sub-topics. The only topical standard, that
was identified as non-material, was biodiversity and ecosystems (E4). From all of the other
topical standards, some material sub-topics were found from each. These material IROs are

presented in Figure 4 below.
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Figure 4. Material IROs for the ESRS sub-topics

Materiality origin in the VC or in the
VC and own company, negative impact

The identified environment-related material sub-topics were climate change adaption (E1.1)
and mitigation (E1.2), energy (E1.3), pollution of air (E2.1) and water (E2.2), substances of
concern (E2.5) and high concern (E2.6), water (E3.1), resource inflows including resource
use (ES5.1), resource outflows including products and services (E5.2) and waste (E5.3).
Material impact topics regarding environment were climate change, pollution and resource
use and circular economy related. From social sub-topics, working conditions (S1.1 & S2.1),
equal treatment and opportunities for all (S1.2 & S2.2) and other work-related rights (S1.3
& S2.3), for both own workforce as well as workers in the VC. Also, communities’

economic, social and cultural rights (S3.1), information-related impacts for consumers
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and/or end-users (S4.1) and personal safety of consumers and/or end-users (S4.2) were
identified as material social sub-topics. From governance-related topics, only corporate
culture (G1.1) and corruption and bribery (G1.6) were identified as material for the case

company.

Since this research concentrates on the supply chain perspective, it is central to understand
what sub-topics are material in terms of upstream SC and VC. These topics, which
materiality origin was the value chain or the value chain and own company, had a negative
impact or was identified as a risk in the financial materiality, and was related to the upstream
of the supply chain, were specified in Figure 4. Maintenance-related material topics (S2.2,
S3.1 & S4.2) were not included in this division, since they are considered more as a
downstream supply chain activity. To stay in the research scope, the material topics related
to only the company’s own operations are not examined further, but the focus is on supply

chain-related topics.

From environmental sub-topics that were originated from the VC, or from the VC and own
company, and had negative impact or was seen as a risk, there were climate change
mitigation (E1.2), pollution of air (E2.1), substances of concern (E2.5) and very high concern
(E2.6), resource inflows, including resource use (E5.1) and waste (E5.3), that were identified
as material. Regarding climate change mitigation, the case company and its value chain use
energy and electricity to produce products, which is why greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
can be generated, if the used electricity if not produced from renewable or CO2 free sources.
The possibility of chemical spills in production, transportation, storage, or use was identified
as a possible negative impact, as well as substances used in products, and their possibility of
causing danger to people or the environment, including SC workers. Also using resources
such as raw materials, water, or energy ineffectively, or sorting out waste poorly so that it

cannot be reused, both have a negative impact on the environment.

From social topics, working conditions (S2.1) and other work-related rights (S2.3) of the
workers in the value chain had a negative impact and were originated from the value chain.
This was, because the case company does not currently have a full visibility to their supply
chain, which is why there is a risk of child labor and forced labor. Due to this lack of SC
visibility and the risk of worker exploitation in the VC, both financial and reputational
damages can be generated, if the risks are realized. From governance-related ESG topics

only corruption and bribery (G1.6) were identified as a material negative value chain
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originated sub-topic. This was mostly related to legal and export control compliance
affiliated matters, such as ensuring sanctions compliance, and supplier and customer

screenings.

4.2. Challenges and opportunities posed by CSRD

This chapter compiles themes that emerged from internal case company interviews, where
sourcing manager, global sourcing director, EHS manager, supplier quality manager,
business development manager and senior sales manager were interviewed, regarding
challenges and opportunities that sustainability reporting and CSRD have brought up
generally and in relation to supplier collaboration. The challenges have been compiled to

Figure 5, and opportunities to Figure 6.

At an overall level, the case company’s current state of SRM and supplier collaboration was
described to be good. A large number of suppliers per responsible sourcing manager was
seen as a challenge for collaboration, together with a lack of systematic supplier monitoring.
Due to large number of suppliers to manage, limited time is easily dedicated mostly for more
problematic suppliers, whereby others are given less attention. Main means to promote
collaboration with suppliers were mentioned to be active interaction and communication,
through e-mails, calls or meetings, visits, and by sharing information and knowledge
mutually. Also, by going through subjects thoroughly and openly with suppliers, and
demanding the same from them, was seen as an opportunity. Collaboration was experienced
as a value bringing element, since it offers benchmark opportunities, better negotiation

results and new business opportunities, according to the sourcing department:

“For example, like in this case also, we have these benchmark opportunities
with our supplier base, and some of our suppliers may have more advanced
processes regarding sustainability than us, so information is shared openly on

both sides.” (Global Sourcing Director interview 2025)

“In the long run it brings better negotiation results and helps in finding new
opportunities. For start, you may be cooperating with supplier only regarding
some specific item. But the better you know the supplier and they knows you,

the better and more precisely they can offer you some other items also. And
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you can learn that they have some other items that you also use. If the
collaboration is poor or only superficial, you wouldn’t find these

opportunities, at least not so easily.” (Sourcing Manager interview 2025)

Regarding sustainability reporting and CSRD, the interview answers particularly highlighted
the challenges in the initial phase of the reporting process, in which time, resources, labor,
documentation and data quality verification is needed. This supported the results that were
mentioned in the DMA stakeholder interviews also. The time spent in these matters is away
from other business activities, but it is still considered as a positive and important

improvement:

“I don’t think that it is a negative challenge, sure in terms of time management
and so on yes, but somehow still I think it is perhaps more correct way do
handle these things rather than everyone doing them in their own style,
because then they are not comparable in any way.” (EHS Manager interview

2025)

Possible issues with smaller
suppliers, that does not have
any existing monitoring

Issues related to
documentation and data
quality verification

Time consuming &
requires resources

Challenges that sustainability
reporting and CSRD pose generally
and particularly for supplier

collaboration
New platfqrrq requires / \ Cost related challenges
monitoring

Initially it can be laborious
and complicate collaboration
with suppliers

Ambiguity and multitude of
regulation

Figure 5. Challenges mentioned in the internal interviews

Issues related to increasing costs were also pointed out as a challenge. The case company
uses stainless steel in its products, which is more lasting and durable than normal steel. So,

when in use, it can be more sustainable, but manufacturing the material itself is not
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environmentally friendly. Choosing more environmentally friendly material, such as
recycled or “green” steel, can be costly, and its availability may be limited or the quality
may not be as good, which can have a negative impact on competitiveness as well as product
quality. Also, even though the case company’s production takes place in Finland,
components are transported from all around the world, and it is not simple to change

carefully selected and well-tried suppliers:

“The big challenge in my opinion is that we transport some items to our
factory, assemble them and transport them back to USA, or China, or South
America, because if we truly wanted to significantly develop our supply chain
operations, it requires lot of work, not only in our company’s operations but
also in the products preparation process. (...) We have been developing and
testing various components for years and have established them as suitable,
functional, durable and high-quality. Changing these suppliers (...) can take
quite a lot of time and create costs.” (Business Development Manager

interview 2025)

The case company’s sourcing manager estimates that their suppliers will have variable
capabilities to respond to the coming sustainability-related information requests and
requirements. Challenges may most likely occur rather with smaller suppliers who do not
have existing sustainability monitoring, but they can also be the ones gaining significant

opportunities from it:

“CSRD drives client companies to demand sustainability monitoring from their
suppliers. And that surely creates opportunities for them to improve these
operations towards more sustainable and sensible way of working, and

therefore they can raise their business value. “(Sourcing Manager interview

2025)

A clear challenge that sustainability reporting and CSRD specifically have brought, is the
ambiguity regarding the reporting. Lack of authoritative guidance and elements of practical
implementation, and constant changes in regulations, cause confusion that creates additional

investigation work.

“Perhaps challenge regarding this issue is that it is not quite clear, that what

is needed to be done, and that the regulation is changing uncontrollably. And
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implementation monitoring may not be available, and therefore companies are

operating in very different ways.” (Global Sourcing Director interview 2025)

Clarity and consistency
Cross-functionality and more
profound collaboration

Opportunities that sustainability
reporting and CSRID pose generally
and particularly for supplier
collaboration

Facilitates the future
Business benefits & <

o .. - Business opportunities for
opportunities and competitive smaller suppliers especially
advantage

Figure 6. Opportunities mentioned in the internal interviews

Even though increasing sustainability regulation and CSRD are creating some challenges
especially at the beginning of the reporting journey, the matter was however seen as more of
a positive opportunity in the long run. First and foremost, the reporting makes passing on
information easier, when it is in line with the ESRS. Therefore, it also creates standardization
and structure for the reporting, as well as clarity and consistency. Compliance in customer
demands, certificates and progressive regulation with creating efficient operating models
and policies makes it easier to do business. Reporting in accordance with the CSRD brings
business value and may bring competitive advantages in relation to smaller competitors, who
are not reporting sustainability matters. Deeper collaboration and cross-functional
cooperation are also said to be discovered through the reporting process, since sustainability

reporting and aspects are not only one person’s or team’s responsibility.
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4.3. Sustainability criteria

At the moment, the case company’s sustainability-related supplier criteria consist of
fulfilling requirements of the recently updated supplier CoC, as well as the material
compliance statement, which considers the REACH, the RoHS, conflict minerals, and
SVHC. Also, as stated earlier, primarily ISO 9001 is required from suppliers and having ISO
45001 and 1400, or an equivalent operating process, are seen as a benefit. These existing
SSSCs are compiled in Table 5. The sustainability criteria that customers have asked from
the case company mainly consist of general requests regarding sustainability information,
ISO certificates or related policies, or GHG emission calculations. Customer demands are

only expected to increase in the coming years.

Table 5. Case company’s current sustainable supplier selection criteria

Environmental Social Economic
ISO 14001 (environmentaly* ISO 45001 (health and safety)* ISO 9001 (quality)*
Material Compliance Statement (Hazardours chemicals & Supplier Code of Conduct Supplier Code of Conduct

substances (REACH, RoHS & SVHC) and conflict minerals)
Supplier Code of Conduct

*The certificate or equivalent operating model

Since the scorecard evaluation, presented previously, is the case company’s main practice of
evaluating suppliers, including sustainability as a criterion for evaluation, as well as in the

supplier selection, is a central improvement that needs to be made.

“We have our supplier scorecard evaluation every quarter, but there are no
sustainability related assessments at the moment, but that is our clearest
method of continuous evaluation, and now the intention is to add it
(sustainability) to our supplier scorecard as one criteria when we get this

process started.” (Global Sourcing Director interview 2025)

By utilizing the new supplier sustainability assessment platform, which ranks suppliers
based on their assessment results, country and industry risk, and overall ESG risk,
sustainability can be added to an evaluation criterion on the scorecard. For the selection of

completely new suppliers, in addition to the already existing SSSC, additional sustainability
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information should be targetedly required from new high-risk suppliers and those suppliers

that are considered critical, in order to confirm compliance more thoroughly.

4.4. Implementing supplier assessment platform

In order to get the best use of the case company’s new supplier sustainability evaluation
platform for SI management and CSRD reporting, it needs to be implemented effectively.
For this, a comprehensive operating model around the platform will need to be formed, to
connect the new element into existing sourcing processes on a practical level. With this, the
case company may evolve from the fragmented current situation towards a more systematic

process that considers sustainability.

Firstly, in the platform implementation the first “launch” of supplier sustainability topic
assessments was carried out. The launch refers to the initial assessments that are assigned to
first set of suppliers. Later on in the future, more suppliers can be invited to the platform to
share their sustainability-related information through the assessments. For the first launch,
the relevancy of the suppliers was emphasized, and the suppliers were chosen based on
segmentation and prioritization. The suppliers were chosen based on industry and country
risk level severity and spend value. All high-risk suppliers were chosen as well as those
medium-risk suppliers who were included in higher spend categories. In addition to these
risk suppliers, all of the suppliers that were identified as a key supplier, were included in the
first launch as well. The process steps for targeting the chosen sustainability assessment

topics to certain suppliers have been compiled in Figure 7.

Figure 7. The process for targeting the sustainability assessments
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The topic assessments from the platform were chosen with reflecting the platform’s topic
options with the case company’s double materiality assessment (DMA), in which the case
company’s most material sustainability topics were identified, as well as using case-by-case
consideration on what assessment topics could be relevant for other case company-specific
reasons. These assessment topics for the initial launch and their connection to the material
ESRS topics are presented below in Figure 8, as well as the two non-DMA-related

assessment topics.

Material ESRS topics Chosed sustainability assesment topics

[ Environmental protection ]

ESRSE1 ESRS E2
Climate change Pollution

[ Corporate carbon footprint ]

ESRS E3 ESRS E5
‘Water & marine Resource use & [ Energy management ]

resources circular economy

ESRS S1 ESRS $2 Healt & safety
Own workforce Workers in the value
chain Non-DMA- related
Human rights and laber
—_—
ESRS 33 Consllalfnlzfs ?Sjend Supply chai ibili Confli inerals
Affected communities ” upply chain responsibility onflict minerals

users

Anti-bribery & anti- .
[ ESRS G1 ] [ corruption ] [ Quality management ]

Business conduct

[ Management & owners ]

Figure 8. Selected sustainability assessment topics

The supplier’s sustainability assessment questionnaire topics were chosen based on
relevance to the case company. The number of the topics had to be manageable yet
comprehensive, and so that the collected data could also be utilized in the upcoming report
in the future from relevant parts. Based on this, a total of eight assessment topics were chosen
for the high and medium risk suppliers, and eight for the key suppliers targetedly. For risk
suppliers the topics were environmental protection, corporate carbon footprint, energy
management, health & safety, human rights and labor, supply chain responsibility, conflict
minerals, and anti-bribery & anti-corruption. For key suppliers the first six topics were the
same, but instead of conflict minerals and anti-bribery & anti-corruption, they were assigned

management & owners and quality management topics. For a small number of suppliers,
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who belonged to both targeted segments, all the selected assessments were assigned, i.e. a

total of ten different topics.

In addition to reflecting assessment topics to the case company’s material ESRS topics, there
were two non-DMA- related assessment topics, that were relevant for other reasons: quality
management and conflict minerals. As mentioned earlier, high-quality components are at the
core of the case company’s sourcing, and quality matters are currently addressed in supplier
selection, evaluation and audits, for example. While being part of the previous owner
organization, conflict-free sourcing was managed at the group level through conflict
minerals policy, and a lot of attention was paid to the matter. Currently, conflict minerals are
taken into account in the case company’s material compliance statement and the issue is still
considered relevant even after leaving the group. Therefore, it is highly justified to include

these topics in the supplier assessments for the first launch.

In practice, the supplier sustainability assessments consist of a set of questions related to the
topics of the assessments. Suppliers also have the possibility to upload a 3™ party verified
certificate relevant to the topic. If a certified standard, such as ISO 9001 in the quality
management assessment is loaded to the platform, the supplier will have fewer questions to
answer compared to if they do not have any certificate. The questions go through suppliers’
processes and principles regarding the matter with mostly yes or no- questions. The
questionnaire content varies depending on the topics, and for the corporate carbon footprint
topic assessment, for example, if the supplier is measuring their GHG emissions, the
questions go through scope 1,2 and 3 scope emissions, emission reduction targets and
achievements, and net-zero commitments, among other things. Together, all the selected
assessments and answers to them create a comprehensive overview of the supplier’s state of
sustainability, and together with the country and industry risk evaluation, an overall ESG

risk will be formed in the platform.

4.5. Benchmark of operating models with Benchmark company A and B

This chapter concentrates on comparing operating models regarding sustainable supply
chain management between the case company, benchmark company A and benchmark

company B. In the interviews, the companies were asked questions about specific topics,
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including the management of sustainability information collected from the suppliers,
sustainability in audits, sustainable supplier selection and evaluation criteria, and
sustainability reporting. The answers are summarized and compiled in Table 6. in an outline.
Benchmark company A is one of the case company’s key suppliers, and their factory
manager answered the interview questions from their behalf. Benchmark company A is an
SME, and has approximately 175 employees. Benchmark company B and the case company
does not have business relationship. From their behalf, the sourcing and supply chain
director, and two sourcing managers attended the interview. Benchmark company B is a

public limited company, with approximately 800 employees. In terms of size, the case

company is therefore somewhat in between the two benchmark companies.

Table 6. Benchmark of the case company, benchmark company A and benchmark

Company details (size, industry
classification, legal form)

company B

Case Company

Benchmark Company A

Benchmark Company B

380 employees (650 worldwide),
manufacture of other general-purpose
machinery, limited company (Ltd).

175 employees, treatment and coating of
metals, limited company (Ltd).

803 employees, manufacture of electronic
components, public limited company (PLC).

Collecting and managing supply
chains' sustainability
information

No systematic way currently, but as a part of
different processes and documents, such as
audits, material compliance statement and
supplier CoC. Documents mainly managed
on network disk. Will be improved trough
the new platform.

No systematic way, but for example, in
audits sustainability matters are addressed,
as well as in supplier CoC, and in REACH
and RoHS documents. Documents are
managed in M-Files platform, and "Vastuu
Group"- portal is used in supplier selection
and evaluation.

Quite systematicly trough supplier
sustainability self-assesment questionnaires
in every two years (for key suppliers). Also
supplier CoC, responsible sourcing
principles, environmnetal policy, and
REACH declaration. Sustainability is also a
part of the yearly supplier grading, and the
new supplier questionnaire.

Sustainability in audits

All new critical suppliers are audited, and re-
audits based on annual audit plan. Pre-audit
documend is sent to the suppliers
beforechand. Environment, health and safety,
quality and employee competency related
matters are considered in the audits.

Critical suppliers are audited and in other
cases the "Vastuu Group"- portal is utilized.
Before the audit, a pre-audit document is
sent to the supplier, after which it is
supplemented in the audit. Regarding
sustainability, there are sections that
considers employees competence and
qualifications, quality of deliveries,
subcontracting, environment, health and
safety, and risk evaluation.

Own extensive section for sustainability in

pre-audit and audit documents. The role of

sustainability in audist has increased during
the past five years.

Supplier CoC, ISO 9001, and material
compliance statement (REACH, RoHS,
SVHC & conflict minerals). ISO 45001 and
14001 (or equivalent operating model) are
considered as a benefit.

Transport containers (of chemicals) and
pallets must be recyclable (waste
minimization). List of approved suppliers in
"Vastuu Group"- portal. Supplier CoC, and
REACH and RoHS declaration.

Different certificates or equivalent operating
model outlined. New supplier questionnaire,
supplier CoC and REACH declaration letter.

Corporate sustainability
reporting

Challenges

Opportunities

No sustainability reporting currently, but the
process is ongoing. The first sustainability
report will be conducted by following the
CSRD legislation and ESRS standard in
2026, from the financial year of 2025. The
first report will mainly focus on categories
that are material regarding the company’s
own operations.

Time consuming, challenges in practical
implementation of the regulation as well as
uncontrolled constant changes, and possible
challenges with smaller suppliers.

Brings possible business benefits,
consistency, competitive advantages and
compliance.

VSME (Voluntary Reporting Standard for
SMEs) -compliand sustainability reporting.

Changing regulation increases the amount of
workload regarding investigation work and
reporting.

Adding sustainability as a strategic focus
area has brought less competitive advantages
than expected. On a large scale it is seen to
lead to a positive outcome for everyone.
Likely deepens the collaboration between
supplires and buyers.

CSRD (Corporate Sustainability Reporting
Directive) -compliant sustainability
reporting.

Sourcing departments part in the CSRD is
relatively small. Time consuming.

Sustainability reporting for EcoVadis has
deepened supplier collaboration, rather than
the CSRD reporting. The time spend in
CSRD reporting is significantly reduced
after the first report.
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Regarding SSCM and collecting sustainability information from suppliers, the case company
and benchmark company A do not currently have a systematic process dedicated for this,
but the information is rather connected to separate documents and activities. Benchmark
company B in turn collects sustainability-related information from their key suppliers
through supplier sustainability self-assessment questionnaires, that are send every two years.
Response rate for the latest questionnaires was 91 %. In selecting the suppliers to whom the
questionnaires are assigned, in addition to spend value importance, the matter is also

assessed on a risk basis:

“The questionnaires are not sent to everyone, only for the key suppliers. And
key suppliers are those who have a specific spend. Those suppliers who were
included in this probably corresponds to 90 % of our spend. An in practice,
also some specific single suppliers were picked up, even though they might not
have that big of a spend, but they might supply some important items. And also,
in accordance with the due diligence principle, not necessarily even
strategically, but we need to also consider where there might be some special
risks. (...) And if there is for example a Chinese metal workshop where it is
known that there might be risks related to child labor, or passports are
collected away, or they are doing very long workhours or something else. So
these kinds of labor-intensive sectors, not so much if you have some over
modern overly automated factory, then there might not be so much risk, but
immediately if there is a lot of manual labor then they are considered riskier.”

(Benchmark Company B interview 2025)

Benchmark company B’s supplier sustainability questionnaires have different sustainability
themes from all ESG perspectives, similar to the case company’s new supplier sustainability
assessment platform. Each sourcing manager goes through their own supplier’s assessments,
and in quarterly supplier meeting the results are reviewed together with the suppliers and
possible corrective actions are discussed. The sustainability assessment answers are also
utilized as a part of suppliers’ yearly grading, in which the supplier’s overall operational
status is measured. By having each sourcing manager contact their own suppliers regarding
the supplier sustainability self-assessment questionnaires, the response rate was said to grow
significantly compared to previous years, when the communication on the matter did not

come directly from the suppliers’ own contact person (the sourcing manager).
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“In quarterly supplier meeting each sourcing manager brings up the
assessment result, whenever it is good time to bring them up, and this is exactly
what supplier collaboration and development is all about. So, it is not just that
we send the questionnaires and that’s it. “(Benchmark Company B interview

2025)

“We evaluate suppliers’ status (in the yearly gradings) and go through the
situation with the suppliers. And there is sustainability related section there
also, that you basically get the direct answer directly from the sustainability
assessment results on how they are doing, so you get numeric values and grade
from that, which affects the overall grading. And then we can show them, that
when they improve these things, they can improve their grading. (...) And if
they didn’t even answer the questionnaire, then they got bad results in the
grading, which motivates them to answer.” (Benchmark Company B interview

2025)

In all three companies, sustainability is considered in the supplier audits. Regarding
sustainable supplier selection criteria, each company has a supplier code of conduct that
needs to be agreed on, or the suppliers own CoC must at least correspond to it in content.
REACH and RoHS compliance, as well as having management systems for quality and
environment (certificates or an equivalent operating model), for example, were also
commonly required. Benchmark company B also has a new supplier questionnaire, in which
sustainability matters are considered. In the Benchmark company B interview it was also
stated that potential new suppliers are especially eager to answer their new supplier
questionnaires, since they want to be selected as a business partner. Benchmark company A
has some sustainability-related demands regarding transport containers and pallets
recyclability, and has also compiled their own list of approved suppliers in “Vastuu Group”-

portal:

“Regarding suppliers’ sustainability criteria, we operate so that when
suppliers send us chemicals for example, all the containers must be recyclable
or so that we rinse them here and then recycle them. This is how we aim to
minimize waste. Similarly, all pallets and such we recycle. *“ (Benchmark

Company A interview 2025)
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“In our supplier selection and evaluation, we utilize this “Vastuu Group”-
portal, in which we have compiled a list of accepted suppliers. And they then
take a stand on such things such as organizing occupational health care
insurance matters, occupational safety and employment pensions or things like

that.” (Benchmark Company A interview 2025)

Regarding corporate sustainability reporting, benchmark company A reports accordingly to
the voluntary reporting standard for SMEs (VSME), and benchmark company B reports
accordingly to the CSRD. As mentioned earlier, the case company is currently on the process
of releasing their first sustainability report in 2026 by following the CSRD legislation and
ESRS standard. The first report will mainly focus on categories that are material regarding
the company’s own operations. In all companies, corporate sustainability reporting was
perceived as a time-consuming activity especially at the initial phase of the reporting and in
the first time of reporting. Secondly, it was pointed out, that sourcing department part of the
report is only one small part of much broader whole in the report. Constantly changing
regulation, referring to the Omnibus package for example, was also considered as a

challenge.

However, opportunities regarding sustainability reporting were also mentioned. For the case
company, these opportunities were compiled earlier in chapter 4.2 and in Figure 6, in which
possible competitive advantages, business opportunities, regulatory compliance, consistency
and more profound collaboration were mentioned. From benchmark company A’s point of
view sustainability reporting was considered more as a positive thing, and it was estimated
to intensify the collaboration between suppliers and buyers. In benchmark company B,
reporting sustainability matters to EcoVadis platform was seen to push towards more

collaborative supplier relationships, more than the CSRD reporting itself.

” It will probably intensify the collaboration, and it makes me wonder a bit that
how this will affect the demarcation of will it somehow influence the changing
of suppliers or having first, second or third suppliers? But I would see that in
the big picture this will probably lead to a good end result for all. “(Benchmark
Company A interview 2025)

As a conclusion, there are various ways of operating regarding sustainable supply chain

management, and there is no on size fits all. Benchmark company A does relatively many



76

things regarding sustainability despite their slightly smaller size, since they already provide
voluntary VSME reporting and order-specific emission calculations, are part of EU level
project, where best practices of their industry are compiled for developing new guidelines,
and have been carbon neutral since 2024, among other things. For larger public limited
companies, such as benchmark company B, the regulation is naturally stricter than for
smaller limited companies, such as the case company and benchmark company A. Thus, the
benchmark company B’s SSCM operating models are somewhat more systematic, and SI,
for example, is collected from suppliers regularly through supplier sustainability self-
assessment questionnaires. In this regard, the case company can learn from benchmark
company B, when the supplier sustainability assessments are sent via the new platform. By
having each sourcing manager communicate needed information about the new platform, its
purpose and the importance of answering the assigned assessments, to their own suppliers,
a high response rate can be achieved, since the request is coming straight from a familiar

contact person.
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5. Discussion and conclusions

In this final section of the thesis, the research findings and results are compiled to answer
the four research questions, with the support of existing literature presented in the theory
section. Firstly, the main research question will be answered, after which the three sub-
research questions will be discussed. After this, the conclusions are formed, managerial
implications discussed, the validity and reliability of the research evaluated, and lastly,

possible future research topics will be presented.

5.1. Discussion and answering the research questions

RQI1: How can supplier collaboration and sustainability information management be

promoted from the perspective of CSRD requirements?

Traceability in complex global supply networks is strongly related to what information about
the supply chain is made easily available for customers and other stakeholders (Awaysheh
& Klassen 2010). The corporate sustainability reporting directive (CSRD) aims to improve
corporate sustainability reporting and sustainability information disclosure through
transparency and standardized ESG reporting requirements (Accountancy Europe 2025 A).
It requires obligated companies to disclose how their activities impact the environment and
society (the impact materiality), as well as how different sustainability matters affect the
company’s financial performance (the financial materiality) (Directive 2022/2464/EU). This
way the companies can identify what sustainability topics are most material for them, and
what is the scope of their own sustainability reporting (PwC 2025). CSRD influences the
entire value chain of the reporting company, supply chains included, and aims to make value
chains more responsible, sustainable, and traceable, by demanding transparency and
accountability from companies. Collaboration with suppliers enables supply chain visibility
(Chen et al. 2017), and is thus highly relevant in terms of sustainability reporting. The
directive creates a multiplier effect, since it requires reporting companies to collect data,

such as scope 3 emissions, from their suppliers (Kinnunen & Collan 2025; Knowit 2023).
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From the upstream SC perspective, the directive requires automation and streamlining of
sustainability information (SI) collection processes, data quality verification, as well as

collaboration with suppliers, so that reported information is as accurate as possible.

CSRD does not directly create any demands or criteria for suppliers, but it requires reporting
companies to identify material impacts, risks, and opportunities (IROs) of their own
operations, as well as the whole value chain, in their double materiality assessment (DMA).
(Directive 2022/2464/EU) In the research interviews it was also commonly noted that scarce
resources must be targeted to relevant places, since it is not possible or effective to require
everything from everyone. Thus, suppliers must be evaluated based on risk and strategic
importance, and more collaborative, long-term and profound interaction with these critical
suppliers is needed, in order to comply with the regulation and to gather material

sustainability-related information from suppliers.

CSRD reporting demands significant resources from reporting firms (Kosi & Relard 2024),
as was indicated in the empirical findings as well. Even though CSRD compliant
sustainability reporting creates many challenges, requires resources, and can challenge
supplier collaboration, especially in the early stages, it was nevertheless seen as an important
development step generally towards more transparent and sustainable supply chains.
Additionally, it was seen to bring potential competitive advantages, create clarity and
structure, and facilitate the future regarding regulatory compliance. These potential benefits
and challenges mentioned in the empirical findings of this research were supported by the

existing literature as well.

As a conclusion, supplier collaboration and sustainability information management can be
promoted from the CSRD perspective by incorporating sustainability and ESG dimensions
into the case company’s supplier relationship and supply chain management processes with
utilizing the new supplier sustainability evaluation platform effectively. In practice, this
should be done by integrating the suggested supplier selection and evaluation criteria, and
operating model into the case company’s existing sourcing functions. Open and frequent
communication with suppliers is a key to effectively deploying the new platform, and
managing supplier relationships towards more sustainable direction. The state of supplier
collaboration was described to be good in the company at the moment, and with even deeper

collaboration especially with strategic and critical suppliers, supply chain sustainability
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monitoring and transparency can be strengthened, and systemic sustainability information

collection can begin in the case company.

RQ2: What challenges and opportunities do the new CSRD requirements pose to supplier

collaboration?

Corporate sustainability reporting creates various challenges and opportunities both
generally and for supplier collaboration. The ambiguity and multitude of sustainability
regulation creates additional labor, and costs, that is away from other business activities.
Changing regulation was experienced as confusing, and the lack of practical implementation
elements and guidance were criticized. Challenges at the initial phase and in the first time of
doing CSRD and ESRS compliant reporting were highlighted, as well as concerns about loss
of competitiveness due to the EU’s relatively heavy sustainability reporting burden. The case
company’s suppliers were estimated to have varying capabilities to answer future
sustainability information requests, and possible issues will most likely occur among smaller
suppliers that do not have any existing monitoring on sustainability matters. Although CSRD
standardizes the collected information itself, increasing information requests from different
customers to suppliers through various platforms and channels can create challenges from
supplier’s perspective. Thus, CSRD requirements were estimated to initially complicate

supplier collaboration.

These results are supported by earlier research, in which sustainability reporting was
experienced as a heavy and partially irrelevant task. Regulatory changes were also found to
create confusion, uncertainty, and a lack of clarity. Companies that are included in the CSRD
scope are facing relatively large costs initially, but also recurringly. Sustainability reporting
requires solid data management and can create an increased need for investments in
technology. The challenges related to these complex data collection activities were

commonly mentioned issues on the matter. (Kinnunen & Collan 2025; Knowit 2023)

Corporate sustainability reporting was, however, seen to bring many opportunities and
positive impacts as well, since it creates consistency, standardization and clarity, and
facilitates the future, from the case company’s perspective. It also brings compliance to the

increasing sustainability legislation as well as customer demands. Corporate sustainability
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reporting was seen to bring possible competitive advantages and business opportunities for
the case company, as well as its smaller suppliers. Sustainability reporting requires more
profound collaboration between the company’s internal business departments, and suppliers
and their customers. Overall, corporate sustainability reporting was expected to intensify
supplier collaboration in the future, and lead to positive outcomes in the big picture, based

on the empirical research.

While CSRD reporting represents various challenges for reporting companies to incorporate
it to their business practices and creating the sustainability report, it also offers great
opportunities in terms of increasing transparency and building long-term relationships with
various stakeholders (Martincevic, Primorac & Doric 2024). According to Kinnunen and
Collan (2025), the benefits and opportunities of corporate sustainability reporting are related
to reputation, transparency, access to green capital, operational efficiency, risk management
and green innovation. In the long-term, CSRD reporting helps in gaining an overview of the
entire VC, demonstrating the company’s sustainability commitments to consumers and

investors, and boosts brand reputation while providing competitive advantages (Sap 2025).

The closer the collaboration in the value and supply chain is, the easier it is to integrate
common practices and manage information flows within the network. (Jokinen et al. 2025)
CSRD aims to improve sustainability reporting through transparency and standardized ESG
reporting requirements (Accountancy Europe 2025 A). Supplier collaboration enables SC
visibility and traceability (Chen et al. 2017), which are also the elements of SC transparency
(Morgan, Richey & Ellinger 2018). From the two relationship styles for relational view:
transaction-based (arm’s length) relationship and collaborative relationships (Lintukangas et
al. 2023), in the light of the research results it is clear, that more collaborative, long-term,
and profound interaction with suppliers is needed in order to comply with the regulation and
to gather material sustainability-related information from suppliers. This means aiming for
more collaborative relationships, instead of traditional arm’s length ones, when it is
considered effective. This requires evaluation of the importance of the supplier, since there
generally are no resources to invest equally to all supplier relationships. Thus, prioritization

is highly needed.
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RQ3: How does CSRD change supplier sustainability criteria?

Even though CSRD does not directly create any sustainability criteria for suppliers, it
influences the whole supply chain. In addition to the always mandatory cross-cutting
standards ESRS 1 and 2, regarding the general requirements and disclosures, companies
must report the topical standards that were identified as material in the DMA
(2023/EU/2772). For the ESRS adequate sustainability report, certain value chain
information needs to be disclosed, and therefore, it needs to be gathered from the VC and
SC. All the case company’s material impacts, risks, and opportunities identified in the double
materiality assessment were compiled earlier in Figure 4. From these, a total of eight material
sub-topics were related to the value chain and supply chain. These were compiled in
Appendix 6. From environmental sub-topics that originated from the value chain, or from
the value chain and own company, and had a negative impact, or was seen as a financial risk,
there were climate change mitigation (E1.2), pollution of air (E2.1), substances of concern
(E2.5) and very high concern (E2.6), resource inflows, including resource use (E5.1) and
waste (E5.3), that were identified as material. From social topics, working conditions (S2.1)
and other work-related rights (S2.3) of the workers in the value chain had a negative impact
and originated from the value chain. From governance-related ESG topics, only corruption

and bribery (G1.6) were identified as a material negative value chain originated sub-topic.

The CSRD requires obligated companies to disclose information regarding all of their
material topics in the upcoming report, from their own operations, and from their entire value
chain. Since the legislation does not directly obligate the case company yet, due to the
Omnibus package and “stop the clock” proposal, the first sustainability report that will be
published in 2026 will mainly consider the company’s own operations, with some links to
VC-related aspects as well. Supply and value chain related topics will be included in the
report later as a whole, tentatively in the 2027 sustainability report. Therefore, many VC and
SC-related datapoints will need to be disclosed in the future, also from general SC
transparency perspective. Thus, it is central to take these topics into consideration when

assessing the sustainable supplier criteria.

Existing literature highlights the importance of including sustainability criteria into supplier

evaluation and selection. Especially in the upstream of the supply chains, unethical and
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unsustainable actions are often hidden (Cao et al. 2023), and Alikhani and others (2019)
stated, that buying firms should implement all three sustainability dimensions
(environmental, social and economic) into supplier selection, and search for the right balance
between other relevant aspects and sustainability. Relatively few studies were found to have
focused on sustainable social aspects or all three sustainability dimensions in supplier
selection (Zhu at al. 2022). Amindoust and others (2012), Liu and others (2019), Nugraha
and others (2019), and Alikhani and others (2019) compiled a comprehensive set of
sustainable supplier selection criteria, that includes all three sustainability perspectives,
based on previous research. Kannan and others (2013), Kara and others (2024) and Gupta
and others (2025) in turn listed various environment-related “green” SSSC. The case
company’s material topics that are originated from the VC, and are related to the supply
chain operations, consists of energy usage and GHG emission (E1.2), pollution (E2.1),
substances (E2.5 & E2.6), resource usage (E5.1), waste management (E5.3), value chain
workers working conditions (S2.1) and other work-related rights (S2.3), as well as corruption

and bribery related matters (G1.6).

As stated in the empirical section, the case company currently has many traditional criteria
for supplier selection and evaluation, such as quality, price, service performance, and
flexibility. In the supplier selection, sustainability aspects are considered through the
recently updated supplier code of conduct, material compliance statement, which considers
hazardous chemicals and substances (REACH, RoHS and SVHC) and conflict minerals, as
well as quality management system (ISO 9001). ISO 14001 and 45001, or an equivalent
operating model, are considered as a benefit. These current sustainability criteria were
compiled earlier in Table 5, and categorized into the three sustainability dimensions. The
CoC are strongly connected to supplier selection and development, as it sets a minimum
expectation for their suppliers and use the CoC as a guarantee against unwanted practices
(Jedynak 2018; Kashmanian 2018). As stated in the global sourcing directors’ interview
(2025), supplier code of conducts are seen as a business standard and a matter of course
among in the supplier field with whom they deal with, and everybody is said to have their

own ones, that are all very similar in content to each other.

Commonly, environmental or green criteria are related to recycling, GHG emissions, energy
and water usage or efficiency and waste management (Kara et al. 2024), or green or eco-

design, in which reuse, recycling, consumption reduction of energy and material, recovery,
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and hazardous materials are considered in the product design phase (Alikhani et al. 2019).
Environmental criteria can also be related to resource consumption, pollution production,
environmental and energy management systems, such as ISO 14001 and ISO 50001 (Kannan
et al. 2013; Nugraha et al. 2019; ISO 2025 C). The case company’s existing environmental
SSSCs related to environmental management system (EMS) (ISO 14001), material
compliance statement (regarding REACH, RoHS, SVHC and conflict minerals), and
supplier CoC, already touches on several case company’s material ESRS sub-topics related
to energy usage and efficiency, emissions, hazardous substances and chemicals, and waste

management.

Social supplier selection criteria mostly refer to aspects such as employee rights, information
disclosure and work safety (Amindoust et al. 2019). Often issues and shortcomings
especially related to social sustainability matters, such as human right violations regarding
forced or child labor, tend to result in scandals and reputational damages for companies
(Leite, Koporcic & Markovic 2024). From social perspective, the case company’s supplier
CoC covers topics related to child labor, non-discrimination, freedom of association, human
trafficking, compensation, health and safety, and harassment and abusive behavior. Also, by
demanding some kind of system for managing health and safety matters (ISO 45001 or
equivalent operating model), the occupational health and safety matters of suppliers can be
assessed. Regarding social topics, according to the case company’s DMA, working
conditions (ESRS S2.1) and other work-related rights (ESRS S2.3) of the workers in the
value chain were identified as material negative impacts that were originated from the value

chain.

The economic criteria generally consider quality, price, flexibility and delivery related
aspects (Liu et al. 2019), as well as suppliers’ economic viability and eligibility, that are
central in forming long-lasting relationships (Alikhani, Torabi & Altay 2019) This touches
on the already existing criteria of ISO 9001 quality management system, that most of the
case company’s supplier already have. As stated earlier, the case company also has many
existing traditional suppliers’ selection criteria related to prices and supplier financial state,
for example. Corruption and bribery (ESRS G1.6) were found as a material value chain-
related negative governance related topic. Regarding sanctions compliance, suppliers are
frequently screened, and the supplier CoC takes a stand on anti-bribery, and general law

compliance.
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These existing SSSCs form a solid baseline for sustainable supplier selection, as they are
also related to many of the VC and SC related material ESRS sub-topics, as explained above.
The selection and evaluation criteria of suppliers must be comprehensive yet compact, so
that expecting these criteria to be taken into account by the suppliers is realistic. The main
focus is on identifying what is relevant in each case, since some matters or issues can already
be tackled in some markets, as was also commonly mentioned in the interviews. Thus, a
case-by-case consideration and risk evaluation needs to be used, when considering what is
material and where scarce resources are effective to be directed at. The CSRD and DMA
also guide companies towards identifying what impacts and risks are material and relevant,
which is why demanding additional SI as a selection criterion from potential suppliers, that
are identified as critical or high-risk, would be justified. This can be done via the new
platform, by assigning new high-risk and critical suppliers a set of sustainability assessment
questionnaires to be answered as an additional SSSC. This way the higher risk suppliers and
their practices on central sustainability topics can be monitored and evaluated more closely
in the beginning of the business relationship. These assessment topics were compiled earlier

in chapter 4.4., in Figure 8.

As stated in the interviews, the supplier scorecard is the case company’s most central tool
for continuous supplier performance evaluation of existing suppliers. Therefore, it is timely
and relevant that sustainability perspective is also included in it. With utilizing the new
supplier sustainability evaluation platform, sustainability can be integrated as a criterion for
evaluation. Based on the supplier’s country and industry specific risks, and the sustainability
assessment results equally, the platform indicates an overall ESG risk, which can be low
(green), medium (yellow), or high (red). For example, if a supplier would have a high
country and industry risk (red), but their self-assessment results would be on a low-risk level
(green), their overall ESG risk score would then be medium (yellow). Before any assessment
have signed for the suppliers and completed, the ESG risk corresponds directly to the country
and industry risk. Since in the first launch of the platform the assessments are only targeted
for a smaller group of suppliers, who are identified and segmented as a key or a risk supplier,

only these suppliers will have the actual ESG risk level defined.

In practice, the platform can be utilized in the scorecard evaluation, in which selected
suppliers are scored from one to five, five being the best possible score, and one being the

lowest score. Since the score needs to be something that encourages development work and
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suppliers can improve through their actions, and their country and industry cannot be
changed, the suppliers should be assessed comprehensively with using case-by-case
consideration. Thus, sustainability should be integrated into the case company’s supplier

evaluation (scorecard) with utilizing the new platform, in the following way:

Score 5: ESG risk result medium (yellow) (only if the yellow result is caused
by country and industry risk being red*) or low (green). Corrective actions
completed and no overdue actions. Excellent engagement and proactiveness,

and assessments are answered within the requested timeframe.

Score 4: Supplier has registered to the platform and answered all the assigned

assessments. Corrective actions in progress.

Score 3: Supplier has registered to the platform and answered all the assigned
assessments. Possible critical findings, that need to be addressed. Possible
occasional delays in assessment answers. Suppliers ESG engagement is

adequate but not proactive.
Score 2: Supplier is registered but has not completed all assessments.

Score 1: Supplier has not registered into the platform, and has not answered

any assessments. No engagement after reminders.

*A supplier operating in red/high country & industry risk can still achieve
Score 5 if they deliver complete, timely, and high-quality self-assessment,
provide required documentation, and close all corrective actions—even though

their platform overall ESG score remains yellow/medium risk.

Each company must define the criteria that are the most important and essential for them
according to their own policies and regulations that obligate them (Gupta et al. 2025).
Supplier selection and evaluation are strategic processes (Ellram 1990), and therefore
requires a holistic approach. While sustainability and its dimensions need to be integrated
into the criteria (Alikhani et al. 2019), other factors need to be evaluated comprehensively

as well. As stated earlier, the supplier that is considered the most sustainable is not
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necessarily the best performing one (Alikhani et al. 2019). Case-specificity and relevance of
each criterion are essential to be considered. By integrating the suggested sustainability
criteria into supplier selection and evaluation with the presented ways, the case company

could encourage its suppliers towards a more sustainable and transparent direction.

RQ4: What should the sustainability evaluation process be like to make the best use of

supplier evaluation platform?

Digital tools and software can help in simplifying the sustainability reporting process and
ensuring data correctness (EY 2022; Kinnunen & Collan 2025), and SC sustainability
software and platforms in particular can make collaboration with suppliers’ smoother, and
help with risk identification, management, and addressing sustainability-related data
challenges (Business Wire 2024). In the company’s case particularly, the new platform
allows sustainability information to be centralized mainly in one place, which will permit
better data management, monitoring, and traceability. Thus, it will streamline the data
collection compared to, for example, collecting it manually via emails, and enable a more
effective evaluation of the overall situation. In order to realize and maximize the benefits of
the new supplier sustainability evaluation platform, it needs to be integrated into the case
company’s existing operating models effectively. When implemented, the new platform can
improve supplier collaboration and streamline and centralize the collection and management
of suppliers’ sustainability information (SI). Additionally, the platform and the SI gathered
through it will support the upcoming CSRD reporting, help in sustainability-related risk
identification and management, and facilitates determine what kinds of “deviations” can be

considered acceptable from suppliers regarding sustainability matters, and what cannot.

The new platform will be integrated into the supplier selection and evaluation processes, as
explained previously. For new critical and high country and industry risk suppliers,
answering sustainability assessments should be added as a selection criterion, in order to
gain relevant information targetedly about suppliers’ sustainability practices. As mentioned
commonly in the interviews, resource allocation is pivotal regarding risk management, since
some sustainability issues are more relevant and likely in specific industries and areas.

Answered assessments should then be evaluated comprehensively during the pre-audits, in
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which possible needed corrective actions can be discussed together with the potential new

supplier.

Due to increasingly complex global supply chains, the strategic importance of supplier
evaluation and termination has been growing, and one way of assessing suppliers’
performance is supplier scorecards, where the suppliers are ranked based on their
performance (O’Connor, Romero & Asiaei 2025). Regarding continuous supplier
evaluation, sustainability should be added to the case company’s scorecard as a new criterion
by utilizing the new platform. As mentioned in the company interviews, the scorecard’s
intention is to identify possible weaknesses that might become issues, and to create action
plans for the strategic 30 suppliers, which are chosen for the yearly scorecard. The evaluation
is done quarterly, and suppliers will be given feedback on their performance, and the needed
actions are discussed. The criterion formed in this research emphasizes suppliers’
engagement, and seeks to encourage suppliers to respond to the assessments and carry out
any corrective measures, in order to gain the best possible score. While most of the key and
risk suppliers of the first platform assessment “launch” are included in the scorecard, and are
thus evaluated quarterly, the rest of the suppliers (non-scorecard key and risk suppliers)
should still be evaluated in the same cycle, quarterly. In the evaluation, the assessment
answers and supplier engagement are examined comprehensively, and if critical findings
occur, needed corrective actions for the supplier would then be communicated and assigned.
The implementation of the new platform with existing supply chain management functions

is compiled in Figure 9 below.

New critical and high
(industry & country)
risk suppliers

New Supplier Selection

Scorecard suppliers ]
Supplier Suslamablllty Supplier Evaluation
Evaluation Platform
Other key and risk
Updated Supplier Code suppliers
of Conduct

Other suppliers

Figure 9. Platform implementation into existing SCM functions
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In addition to supplier selection and evaluation, the new platform can be utilized for sending
the new updated supplier code of conduct to the suppliers. For the first year (2026), the target
is set to 90 % of the key suppliers, and 80 % of the total spend would have signed the new
CoC via the platform. As learned from the benchmarking of operating models, in order to
maximize the response rate for the assessments and CoC commitments, all sourcing
managers should communicate the matter with their own suppliers directly. Regarding the
response rate, no numeric targets will be set for the first year, however the development of
the response rate should be monitored frequently every quarter together with supplier

evaluation, and reported to management.

5.2. Conclusions and managerial implications

This research aimed to understand what impact the corporate sustainability reporting
directive (CSRD) has on supplier collaboration and sustainability information management.
The results indicate that the sustainability reporting directive creates various challenges for
reporting companies, especially in the initial phase of the reporting journey. In the early
stages, it requires resources, investigation work, and can cause challenges for supplier
collaboration, in particular for smaller suppliers who may not have any existing
sustainability monitoring. Challenges related to data quality verification and the multitude
of the regulation were also mentioned. However, it was seen to create many opportunities as
well. By streamlining the processes of collecting sustainability information from suppliers
and utilizing digital platforms, supplier collaboration and data management can be promoted,

competitive advantages can be gained, and SC transparency can be fostered.

Regarding the case company specifically, the new supplier sustainability evaluation platform
enables systematic sustainability information collection from the supply chain, which will
make more impactful managerial development work possible in the future. The platform
itself also supports the case company’s sustainability reporting, which will be conducted by
following the CSRD legislation and ESRS standard. By integrating sustainability in a
practical level into supplier selection and evaluation processes through utilizing the new
platform, the company can gain a better understanding of the state of sustainability in its
supply network. This can be achieved through open and active communication and

collaboration with suppliers.
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5.3. Validity, reliability and future research

In this research, a variety of data sources were used, including interviews from different
organizational perspectives, and supporting documents. This was done to increase the
reliability of the thesis. The interview questions were sent to the interviewees beforehand,
so that they would have enough time to internalize the questions and be well prepared for
them. Due to the specific circumstances of the case study approach, it should be noted that
the results of this research are not fully generalizable to other companies or industries. The
scope of the research was also limited mainly to the upstream of the supply chains, and
therefore the downstream functions were not widely considered in this thesis, even though
two interviews did consider to some extent the customer interface perspective. Also, this
research only considered suppliers, leaving subcontractors out of the scope, since they are
managed separately in the case company and the business relationships with the

subcontractors have their own deviations and special features.

During the research process, many possible future research topics emerged based on the
study scope and results. Since this research focused on suppliers and mostly on the upstream
supply chain perspective, subcontractors and their special features could be paid special
attention in the future regarding the matter. Actual and realized impacts of corporate
sustainability reporting on customer and supplier relationships, and competitive advantages
in the long-term, should also be examined in the future, since these research results consist
mainly of insights from the initial stages of corporate sustainability reporting. Future
research could also further examine CSRD’s impacts on supplier and supply chain

collaboration, and supplier relationship management on a wider sample.

In the future, approved practices should be implemented into the case company’s
subsidiaries, and suppliers’ experience on the new platform should be monitored to promote
supplier collaboration. Since the case company’s systematic sustainability data collection
journey is just starting, it has been necessary to prioritize suppliers and sustainability topics
according to importance and risk. Therefore, sustainability reporting that includes the case
company’s supply and value chain will be started later, when the company has the required
information available. This is possible, since the regulatory reporting obligation has been
postponed due to the Omnibus package. More impactful development work and targets can

be set later in the upcoming years.
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Appendix 1. Sourcing Manager interview questions

1.

What are your key tasks and areas of responsibility?

Supplier management and collaboration

2.
3.

How would you describe the current level of supplier collaboration in your company?
What benefits do you see supplier collaboration bringing?

In what practical ways do you promote collaboration with suppliers in your daily
work?

How could supplier collaboration be further improved in your company?

What kinds of challenges are there regarding supplier management and supplier
collaboration at the moment?

Sustainability reporting

7.

How do increasing sustainability reporting requirements, especially the CSRD
requirements, appear in your work?

a. What challenges and opportunities do they bring from a sourcing
perspective?

. What practical impacts do you expect the CSRD to have on supplier collaboration

and sustainability-related sourcing processes?
a. What challenges and opportunities do you foresee?

What capabilities do you believe your suppliers have to meet future sustainability-
and responsibility-related information requests and requirements?



Appendix 2. EHS Manager interview questions

1.

What are your key tasks and areas of responsibility?

Sustainability information management

2.

How is sustainability-related information and data currently managed in your
company?

How do you expect the new supplier sustainability assessment platform to improve
sustainability information management?

What drivers exist in your company for developing sustainability information
management?

Sustainability reporting

5.

How do increasing sustainability reporting requirements, especially the CSRD
requirements, appear in your work?

a. What challenges and opportunities do they bring from an EHS perspective?

What practical actions have you taken to prepare for growing sustainability reporting
requirements and the CSRD in particular?

What changes do you expect complying with CSRD requirements to bring to your
practices?



Appendix 3. Benchmark interview questions

Collecting and managing sustainability information

1.

2.
3.

4.

Audits
5.

6.

How do you collect sustainability information from suppliers?
a. What processes do you have in place for this?
How often is the sustainability information collected?

Who collects the data?

Where and how is the information processed and managed?

What does your audit process look like?
Do you use third-party audits or sustainability assessments? If yes, how?
Do you audit only high-risk or critical suppliers or all suppliers equally?

How are the three sustainability dimensions (environmental, social, economic)
considered in audits?

a. If'they are not currently considered, why not?

How could sustainability and responsibility be further promoted through audits in
your company?

Supplier selection and criteria

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

What role does the supplier Code of Conduct play in your sourcing and procurement?
a. How do you ensure that suppliers comply with the Code of Conduct?

What process do you currently use to assess supplier sustainability?

Are there any sustainability criteria set for suppliers?
a. Ifyes, what kind? If not, why not?

What changes have the increasing sustainability reporting requirements caused or
will cause for supplier sustainability criteria?

How is sustainability evaluated in supplier selection and evaluation in relation to
other factors such as price and quality?

What kind of continuous supplier evaluations are carried out, and what role does
sustainability play in this?



Collaboration with customers and suppliers
16. In what ways do you aim to promote collaboration with suppliers and customers?
17. What opportunities does collaboration with suppliers and customers bring?

18. What challenges have you encountered for collaboration?

Sustainability and responsibility reporting

19. What sustainability reporting requirements affect you currently and in the near future
(directly or indirectly)?
a. How does CSRD influence or how will it influence your operations now and
in the future?

b. If you conduct voluntary sustainability reporting, what does it include?

20. What challenges have the growing sustainability reporting requirements brought or
may bring to your company in general and from the perspective of supplier
collaboration?

a. And what opportunities have they brought or may bring?

21. How can increasing sustainability reporting requirements promote supplier
collaboration and sustainability information management?

22. How will you develop your corporate sustainability reporting in the coming years?



Appendix 4. Supplier Quality Manager interview questions

1.

What are your key tasks and areas of responsibility?

Sustainability reporting requirements and sustainability information management from a
quality perspective

2.

3.

Audits
7.
8.
9.

10.

11.

How do you see supplier quality being connected to sustainability?

What quality and sustainability criteria and standards are required from your
suppliers?

Where is suppliers quality and sustainability information currently documented?

a. What changes have the increasing sustainability reporting requirements
brought to the management and documentation of quality- and
sustainability-related information?

What new quality- and sustainability-related information has begun to be requested,
or will be requested in the near future, due to CSRD and other sustainability reporting
requirements?

a. What has the development trend of this been like?

How do increasing sustainability reporting requirements, especially CSRD, appear
in your work?

a. What challenges and opportunities do they bring from a quality
perspective?

What does your audit process look like?
Do you use third-party audits or sustainability assessments? If yes, how?
Do you audit only high-risk or critical suppliers or all suppliers equally?

How are the three sustainability dimensions (environmental, social, economic)
considered in audits?

a. Ifthey are not currently considered, why not?

How could sustainability and responsibility be further promoted through audits in
your company?



Appendix 5. Senior Sales Manager and Business Development Manager interview questions

Sustainability reporting requirements of customer interface and sustainability information
management in sales

1.

2.

What are your key tasks and areas of responsibility?

What kinds of customer requirements related to sustainability do you encounter in
your work?

Have customer requirements changed in recent years? If yes, how?
a. How do you see this evolving in the future?

How do increasing sustainability reporting requirements, especially CSRD, appear
in your work?

a.  What challenges and opportunities do they bring from a sales perspective?
How do you respond to the reporting requirements of CSRD-obligated customers?

a. Have new processes or tools been developed for this purpose?

b.  What kinds of sustainability criteria do customers require us to meet?
How is sustainability information collected and managed in sales?

What customer-specific differences have you noticed regarding sustainability
requirements?

How have the growing sustainability reporting requirements affected customer
relationship management?

Do you see sustainability as more of an opportunity or challenge for sales? Why?



Appendix 6. Material negative ESRS topics related to the value chain

Topic code

Topic description

Impact

Type

Origin

ESRS E1.2

Climate change mitigation

The case company and their value chain uses
energy for production. Depending on the
energy type, GHG emission are generated.

Negative

Own company & value chain

ESRS E2.1

Pollution of air

Chemical spills during production, transport,
storing and use may cause pollution.

Negative

Value chain

ESRS E2.5

Substances of concern

Harmful chemicals are used in the case
companys products, which can cause possible
danger for people or environment.

Negative

Own company & value chain

ESRS E2.6

Substances of very high concern

Harmful chemicals are used in the case
companys products, which can cause possible
danger for people or environment.

Negative

Own company & value chain

ESRS E5.1

Resource inflows, including
resource use

Using resources (raw materials, energy,
chemicals, water etc) ineffectively causes damage
for nature.

Negative

Own company & value chain

ESRS E5.3

Waste

If waste is poorly sorted and handeled it can
cause damage for the nature and make reuse
impossible

Negative

Own company & value chain

ESRS §2.3

Working conditions

Since the case company does not have full
visibility to the supply chain, there are risk of
child labor, forced labor or exploitation. If
such cases would be discovered by NGOs or
media, it could result in fines, legal actions,
and reputational damages.

Risk

Own company & value chain

ESRS S2.3

Other work related rights

Since the case company does not have full
visibility to the supply chain, there are risk of
child labor, forced labor or exploitation.

Negative

Value chain

ESRS G1.6

Corruption and bribery

Case company's products can be of interest to
sanctioned individuals and sources, which
increases the the possibility to unknowingly
breaking sanctions, which is why extra careful
screening is needed.

Negative

Value chain




