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Environmental, Social, And Governance Evaluation 

Darling Ingredients Inc. 
Summary 
 
Darling Ingredients Inc. (NYSE: DAR) is a waste-to-product company founded in 1882 
and headquarted in Texas. The company collects and transforms various animal by-
product waste streams into useable and specialty product lines, such as collagen, 
edible fats, feed-grade fats, animal proteins and meals, plasma, pet food ingredients, 
organic fertilizers, yellow grease, fuel feedstock, green energy, and natural casings. It 
reports these through its various end-market-focused segments: Feed Ingredients, 
Food Ingredients, and Fuel Ingredients. Darling has a global presence, but the bulk of 
its sales and operations are in North America. 

Darling’s ESG evaluation of 70 partly reflects the inherent environmental benefits 
associated with its circular economy business model. This is balanced by its supply 
chain’s concentrated exposure to protein producers, which we view as having more 
environmental risk. The evaluation also reflects our positive view of company’s 

customer engagement and track record of offering innovative and more sustainable 
alternatives to customers through its growing fuel segment. However, it is 
constrained by limited reporting and the community issues stemming from the odors 
its plants emit. 

The company demonstrates strong preparedness, supported by its innovative culture 
and the board’s excellent awareness of long-term disruptive risks. The company 

strives to position itself as a leader in new markets. It does so through high R&D 
spending in new product lines and technologies that drive demand and diversify its 
supplier footprint. We believe Darling exhibits a strong capacity to navigate through 
mega-trends that pose longer-term risks to its business model. 
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ESG Profile Score 

65 /100 

 Preparedness Opinion 
(Scoring Impact)  

Strong (+ 5) 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 ESG Evaluation 

 
70/100 

Company-specific attainable and actual scores A higher score indicates better sustainability 
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Component Scores 

Environmental Profile   Social Profile  Governance Profile 

Sector/Region Score 38/50  Sector/Region Score 36/50  Sector/Region Score 31/35 

           

 
 Greenhouse 

gas emissions 
Good  

 
 Workforce and 

diversity  
Lagging  

 
 Structure and 

oversight  
Good 

 
 Waste and 

pollution 
Strong  

 
 Safety 

management 
Lagging  

 
 Code and values Good 

 
 Water use Strong  

 
 Customer 

engagement  
Strong  

 
 Transparency 

and reporting 
Developing 

 
 Land use and 

biodiversity 
Lagging  

 
 Communities Lagging  

 
 Financial and 

operational risks 
Neutral 

 
 General factors 

(optional) 
-2  

 
 General factors 

(optional) 
None  

 
 General factors 

(optional) 
None 

           

Entity-Specific Score 31/50  Entity-Specific Score 24/50  Entity-Specific Score 36/65 

E-Profile (30%) 69/100  S-Profile (30%) 60/100  G-Profile (40%) 67/100 

     

  ESG Profile (including any adjustments)  65/100 

     

Preparedness Summary    

Darling is well-prepared for the global shift toward increasingly circular 
economies because it has built a core competency around extending the 
economic life of waste products that are intrinsically difficult to recycle. The 
company’s long-term strategy involves solidifying its leading position in the 
animal by-product waste-to-product market by expanding its geographical 
footprint and developing innovate new product lines. 

 

Capabilities  

Awareness Excellent 

Assessment Good 

Action plan Excellent 

Embeddedness  

Culture Good 

Decision-making Excellent 
 

Preparedness Opinion (Scoring Impact)  Strong (+ 5) 

 

 

 

ESG Evaluation 

 

70/100   

  

Note: Figures are subject to rounding.
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Environmental Profile   69/100 
Sector/Region Score (38/50) 

The environmental services industry has more moderate exposure to environmental risks than other 
industrial sectors. Its most material environmental risks involve greenhouse gas emissions, energy 

consumption, waste, and pollution. We negatively adjust general factors to reflect Darling’s 
concentrated agribusiness supply chain environmental risks. 

 

Entity-Specific Score (31/50) 
Note: Figures are subject to rounding. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Greenhouse gas 
emissions 

 
Waste and 
pollution 

 Water use  
Land use and 
biodiversity 

 General factors  

Good 

 
 

Strong 

 
 

Strong 

 
 

Lagging 

 
 -2  

 

Our view of Darling’s strong waste performance is predicated on its role as an active enabler of 
circular economy principles. The company’s core business model involves transforming waste 
products from protein producers and renderers, restaurants, and other sources into marketable 

products, which reduces waste across the company’s value chain. While Darling’s operations do 
have an associated environmental footprint, alternative methods of animal by-product disposal--
such as incineration and landfills--have far greater environmental tolls than does transformation 
for resale. As a result, Darling sends a negligible amount of waste to landfills compared to industry 

peers and avoids considerable amounts of air pollutants from being released during the 
decomposition process. Moreover, we view positively the company’s fuel segment, which produces 
renewable fuels that reduce its customers’ air pollutant emissions. 

We view Darling’s GHG emissions performance and management as broadly in line with that of 
peers. From a direct exposure standpoint, the company’s emissions intensity profile has remained 
largely flat over the past three years and is comparable to the environmental services sector 

average. The company does not have a net-zero commitment or science-based targets, but it does 
set reduction goals in each of its business segments and reports the progress toward those goals. 
We also view Darling’s indirect exposure to protein companies in its supply chain as higher than that 
of most environmental services companies. However, we believe Darling’s business provides a net 

benefit to the value chain because its operations avoid methane and other GHG emissions that stem 
from the decomposition process and other disposal alternatives. 

Darling performs better than peers on water use and management because it generally returns 
more water to the environment than it withdraws by recovering water from animal by-products 
during rendering. While Darling does rely on water withdrawals to cool its cookers, it actively 
measures and assesses water scarcity risk and has disclosed that less than 10% of its water 

withdrawls are from water scarce regions. However, while Darling has lower direct exposure to land-
use risks than peers that operate landfills, we view the animal by-products that the company 
processes as highly exposed to issues of biodiversity and land-use down the supply chain, which 
somewhat constrains the score. 
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Social Profile   60/100 
Sector/Region Score (36/50) 
 
Environmental services companies face moderate inherent social risks. The sector generally 
has a higher exposure to safety risks because fleet movement is inevitable during waste 
collection, and various waste flows could lead to accidents. Community-related issues are 

also pertinent because of the proximity of some business facilities to community 
infrastructure. 
 

 

Entity-Specific Score (24/50) 
Note: Figures are subject to rounding. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Workforce and 
diversity 

 
Safety  

management 
 

Customer 
engagement 

 Communities  General factors  

Lagging  Lagging  Strong  Lagging  None  
 

Darling lags global sector peers in tracking and reporting on safety metrics for employees 
outside of North America. We view positively that the long-term injury frequency rates for 
Darling’s North American employees fall well below the broader sector median and that the 
company performs similarly well in for other safety metrics in the region. However, a lack of 

visibility into the company’s global safety metrics--especially given the company operates in 
some regions with safety standards that we view as developing--constrains the score. 
Furthermore, we do not have visibility into fatalities, which are common in the industry and 
generally reported by peers. 

Darling maintains strong customer engagement from the innovative and niche product 
offerings it maintains, which support a diverse set of use-cases. We view positively Darling’s 

track record of reacting quickly to offer solutions to shifting consumer preferences towards more 
sustainable options. This is demonstrated by Diamond Green Diesel, the company’s joint venture 
with Valero, which has grown to the second largest renewable fuel producer worldwide. In 
addition, the company maintains stringent data privacy and cybersecurity policies, in line with 

industry standards. 

We view Darling as lagging compared to peers on issues of workforce and diversity. Women 
make up less than 13% of the workforce, which is below the median for peers in both the 
agribusiness and environmental services sectors. While we view positively that the company has 
highlighted more women included in leadership training programs, it doesn’t have any formalized 
policies or goals aimed at increasing diversity and inclusion. The company’s turnover rates are 

also consistently higher than peers’. (Moreover, the company’s workforce data covers only its 
North American workforce, leaving gaps for its other regions, which further constrains our view. 

Because of the nature of its business, Darling has faced a notable amount of community 
opposition to its facilities located close to local communities. Due to the animal by-product 
rendering process, some of Darling’s facilities emit unpleasant odors that can affect the quality of 
life of those in the vicinity. Darling has responded by relocating some plants, but we view the 

exposure to this risk as persisting. 
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Governance Profile   67/100 
Sector/Region Score (31/35) 
 
We base the governance profile region score on Darling’s headquarters in the U.S., which we 
believe has relatively high governance standards characterized by a stable political system 
and strong rule of law. 

 

 

Entity-Specific Score (36/65) 
Note: Figures are subject to rounding. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Structure and 
oversight 

 
Code and  

values 
 

Transparency 
and reporting 

 
Financial and 

operational 
risks 

 General factors  

Good  Good  Developing  Neutral  None  
 

Darling’s governance structure operates effectively and is line with U.S. standards. The board 
is fairly independent (seven of nine directors are independent) and has above-average gender 

diversity  (44%)for the region and a healthy average tenure of less than six years. Darling has a 
typical committee structure, with separate audit, compensation, and nominating and governance 
committees and only one board member serving on all three committees. The company has a 
combined CEO/Chairman role, which we believe can reduce the board’s ability to oversee the CEO 

and executive team, but we think this risk is somewhat mitigated by the presence of a lead 
independent director. Moreover, we believe that while the company has demonstrated successful 
executive succession planning in the past, there is exposure to key-man risk given that the 
CEO/Chairman has served in this role for 18 years. 

Darling has an established code of conduct that is applicable across the entirety of business 
operations, which emphasize the company’s core values: integrity, transparency, and 

entrepreneurship. The code-of-conduct addendums for risk areas such as animal welfare and 
food safety and quality, and these are applicable beyond Darling’s employees to its direct 
suppliers. CEO compensation is 143 times the median employee pay, which is lower than the 
average CEO to employee pay gap in the U.S. 35% of executive variable pay is linked to strategic, 

operational, and personal goals. These include ESG-related goals, including executive oversight 
of establishing new targets to reduce energy and water use as well as a safety goal related to 
protecting the workforce related to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Darling has published an ESG factsheet and sustainability report on an annual basis for the 
past three years. Currently, the report features in-depth reporting of many relevant 
environmental and social metrics as well as the company’s improvement targets and progress 

towards those targets. However, many metrics, in particular social metrics as noted above, cover 
only Darling’s largest operating region, North America, which leaves what we consider to be a 
material reporting gap. As the company continues to evolve its ESG strategy, we expect it will 
expand its reporting coverage and continue to publish on annual basis to enable holistic historical 

comparative analysis. 
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Preparedness Opinion  Strong  
(+ 5) 

 

Preparedness Low Emerging Adequate Strong Best in class 

 

Darling is well-prepared for the global shift toward increasingly circular economies because it 

has built a core competency around extending the economic life of waste products that are 
intrinsically difficult to recycle. The company’s long-term strategy involves solidifying its leading 
position in the animal by-product waste-to-product market by expanding its geographical 
footprint and developing innovative new product lines. The company estimates that it currently 

processes about 10% of animal by-products world-wide, making it the largest company of its kind 
by market share. It’s also a first-mover on technologies, which enables it to further diversify the 
product lines it creates from the waste products it collects. Due to its innovative culture and track 
record of successful strategic acquisitions and initiatives, the company is well-positioned to 

maintain its position as a leading global renderer while sustainably expanding its newer fuels 
segment. 

Darling was a first mover in the North American biodiesel market and is a first mover in the 
North American renewable diesel market. Obtaining regulatory approval in 2011, Darling 
entered into a joint venture with Valero Energy to create Diamond Green Diesel (DGD), in which 
Darling provides waste fats and proteins to produce renewable fuels, primarily renewable diesel. 

DGD remains the only vertically integrated renewable diesel producer in the world and continues 
to increase its margins and production volumes, positioning Darling well to capitalize on 
increased demand for lower carbon fuels as countries increase their emissions reduction targets. 

Darling’s board and management demonstrate excellent awareness of future disruptive 
trends. Identifying and measuring disruptive risks are a key focus at board-level strategy 
discussions. Darling relies on receiving animal by-product and waste as the key input into its 

recycling processes. Management and the board draw on consultants (such as academics and 
industry experts) as well as external data sources (such as OECD and the UN Food and Agriculture 
Organization) to help forecast disruptive trends, including global meat demand and production, 
animal disease outbreaks, and other risks uniquely associated with handling animal waste. While 

the company believes total global meat consumption and per capita meat consumption will both 
continue to rise along with growing populations, wealth, and access, it has made strategic 
investments to hedge a possible flattening of meat demand over the longer term in countries with 
populations starting to embrace meat alternatives. For example, in 2009, Darling helped start 

Enviroflight, a pilot plant to experiment with potential commercial applications from black solider 
fly larvae (BSFL). In 2020, the company increased its equity stake to 100% and transformed the 
project from pilot to the first and only commercial scale BSFL manufacturer in the U.S. This gives 
the company the flexibility to expand footprints in its end markets without relying solely on 

traditional animal by-product supplies.
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Sector And Region Risk 

Primary sector(s) Services 

Primary operating region(s) 

United States 

Canada 

Belgium 

Germany 

Netherlands 

Sector Risk Summary 

Environmental exposure  

The services sector includes consumer services (including for profit and not for profit education 
providers) as well as distribution, environmental, facilities, professional, and general support 
services. Companies typically have little to no manufacturing or industrial operations and are not 
resource-intensive. Environmental risk in the business services subsector is low given companies' 
overall minimal exposure to the effects of energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions, 

waste and water management, air and land pollution, and toxicity. Fuel consumption and 
associated costs can be more material for distribution or facility services companies, though high 
route densities often mitigate this. Climate change is a minor risk for companies sensitive to food 
input costs, energy and fuel costs, or weather patterns. The education subsector carries similarly 

minor environmental effects, and exposure is generally limited to energy consumption and 
localized severe weather changes or natural disasters that affect educational facilities. 
Sustainability and energy-efficiency upgrades to buildings continue to decrease the subsector's 
energy and emissions footprint. 

Social exposure  

The services sector faces modest inherent social risks, but the heterogeneity of business models 
and end-markets can result in considerable variation in social risk factors faced by individual 
firms at the margins. Companies may be labor-intensive, with employees operating potentially 
hazardous equipment or on dangerous sites, which heightens safety management risks. Others 
may operate in the knowledge economy with primarily desk-based personnel, resulting in minimal 

safety risks. They may manage confidential data and have exposures to consumer behavior and 
demographic shifts, which present customer and engagement and community risks. Very few 
providers have heightened risks across multiple social factors, and sector fragmentation is likely 
to cause less-severe manifestations than may occur in more consolidated industries. Human 

capital and safety management and consumer behaviors are the most common social risks faced 
by sector participants. While workforce mismanagement can disrupt operations, work stoppages 
or shortages occur less frequently than many other sectors. This is because union employment is 
uncommon among service companies, interruptions are not as costly, and employees are often 

easily replaced. Safety management, another risk for labor-intensive operators, is particularly 
critical for security providers whose staff are subject to dangerous working conditions, though 
these companies have protocols to minimize the frequency and severity of most high-risk events. 
Shifting consumer preferences can present both opportunities and risks. For example, the 

transition to ecommerce has disrupted companies serving brick-and-mortar retailers but has also 
created opportunities for virtual service providers. Other companies must deal with the increasing 
influence of millennial consumers and the declining influence of baby boomers on services 
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relating to lifestyle. Breaches of data protection and cybersecurity are becoming increasingly 

pervasive and damaging. As the frequency and severity of hackings increases, companies need to 
invest in technology to stay ahead of sophisticated hackers. The effect of pandemics on business 
services is moderate, with considerable variation across service lines and business models. For 
example, labor-intensive on-site services such as catering and staffing are a lot more susceptible 

to outages caused by quarantine measures than consulting, legal, or insurance services, much of 
which can be provided remotely. Pandemic effects can also vary markedly across end-markets, 
even where business models are similar. The education sector shares some similarities with 
business services, such as exposure to human capital management. However, education services 

companies are more exposed to workforce interruptions than business services given their skilled 
labor base and propensity to cause more disruption to operations with any stoppages, especially 
where employees are heavily unionized. Also, factors such as demographic changes, the social 
debate around affordability of higher education, and the potential impact of policy changes and 

geopolitical issues play a large role in shaping the overall risk profile of the education sector 
globally. However, we believe the education sector provides opportunities and supports social 
cohesion, and this essential service ensures strong customer demand, some inelasticity in service 
need, and government and philanthropic support, which mitigate some of the social risks 

aforementioned. Pandemics have material effects on the education subsector, varying across 
institutions. Quarantine measures affect operating revenue (particularly auxiliary revenues and 
state appropriations for public universities) and may impact research funding. A switch to entirely 
online learning may further pressure the value proposition of a college degree. Institutions best 

equipped to quickly pivot between online and in-person learning, and maintain a strong value 
proposition, may face less pandemic-related pressure than peers without these characteristics. 

Regional Risk Summary  

United States 

With robust institutions and rule-of-law standards, the U.S. demonstrates many strong 

characteristics but lags several other countries with respect to ESG regulations and social 
indicators. Income inequality is higher than in other OECD countries and has been so for over a 
century. Social services are similarly less generous than in most wealthy countries. Governance is 
characterized by a very stable political system, strong rule of law, a powerful judiciary, and 

effective checks and balances. Conditions of doing business are generally high. The U.S. follows a 
rules-based approach to corporate governance focused on mandatory compliance with 
requirements from the major exchanges (NYSE and NASDAQ) as well as legislation. State 
corporate law is also a key source of corporate governance, particularly Delaware, where over half 

over all U.S. listed companies and close to 70% of Fortune 500 companies are incorporated. 
Exchanges mandate high standards of corporate governance. The NYSE requires companies 
listing on its exchange to have boards made up of a majority of independent directors and have 
separate remuneration and nomination committees. However, formal requirements on ESG 

reporting are not as established as they are in European countries. While a growing number of 
companies have an independent chair, the combination of CEO and chair roles is still popular. This 
can undermine management oversight. Remuneration continues to be a contentious point 
because U.S. executive pay dwarves global pay levels. The CEO-to-worker pay ratio is ever-

increasing, leading to social tensions and shareholder criticism. 

Canada 

The rule of law and respect for human rights are both very strong. Unlike other advanced 
countries, there has been no rise in populist political parties or social movements that question 

the mainstream consensus on economic, social, or immigration policies. Canadian governments 
at all levels have actively pursued environmental and social regulations. While there's no federal 
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regulatory agency, the Ontario Securities Commission (which oversees the Toronto Stock 

Exchange) carries significant weight regarding corporate governance recommendations. Canada 
follows a principles-based approach to corporate governance. Overall, governance standards are 
good and improving. Companies usually have smaller boards, meet more often, and have fewer 
joint CEO/chair positions, but board renewal and over-boarding are issues. However, boards can 

lack adequate independence, and remuneration or nomination committees are less common than 
in other jurisdictions. Amendments to the Canada Business Corporation Act (CBCA) came into 
effect on Jan. 1, 2020, requiring new diversity disclosures for all companies incorporated under 
the CBCA. The amendments also broaden the definition of diversity including aboriginal persons, 

visible minorities, and persons with disabilities. Local institutional investors have been active on 
ESG and stewardship amid growing regulatory momentum to improve companies' ESG 
disclosures led by the Canadian Securities Administrator. 

Belgium 

Belgium has strong institutions and rule of law. The Belgian Companies Code forms the 
legislative framework for corporate governance and the Belgian Code on Corporate 
Governance (BCCG) is the reference document for best practices. In May 2019, the Corporate 
Governance Committee published the third edition of the BCCG based on a comply-or-explain 

model. The 2020 BCCG took effect on Jan. 1, 2020. Changes include guidance on a new option 
for listed companies to adopt a two-tier board structure similar to the German model, a focus 
on long-term strategy, and further provisions for board and executive remuneration. 
Companies of over 500 employees are implementing the EU Non-Financial Reporting 

Directive's recommendations, which mandate disclosing ESG (including diversity) risk. As in 
other European countries, ownership is quite concentrated. To promote gender diversity on 
boards, all listed companies must have at least one-third of any gender on the board. 

 

Germany 

Germany has strong institutional and governance effectiveness, with much transparency and 

accountability. Rule of law is strong, the judiciary is independent, and corruption is viewed as a 
minor issue. Germany has a moderate amount of ESG regulation. While Deutsche Börse AG does 
notrequire ESG reporting as a listing rule, companies of over 500 employees are implementing the 
EU Non-Financial Reporting Directive's recommendations, which mandate the disclosure of ESG 

data like diversity and pay ratios. The German Corporate Governance Code (Kodex) is the 
reference document for Germany's best practices and works on a comply-or-explain basis. A new 
version of the Kodex came into effect on Jan. 1, 2020 when the EU Shareholder Rights Directive II 
was transposed into German law. Notable improvements include recommendations on 

boardindependence, as well as board oversight of related party transactions and executive pay. 
While the recommendations are less specific than most European codes, companies exhibit 
strong governance practices. Companies are typically governed by a two-tier board system: a 
management board of executives, which is overseen by a supervisory board comprising non-

executives including shareholder and employee or labor union representatives. While not world-
leading, there are corporate disclosure requirements for selected ESG aspects, and both 
occupational pension funds and insurers must state whether and how they account for ESG 
considerations when managing pension fund assets under their control. 

Netherlands 

The Netherlands has strong institutional effectiveness and rule of law. It has a very active pension 
fund industry that has been a leader in sustainable investing and stewardship, creating an 
advanced ecosystem for sustainable finance. In terms of reporting, companies of over 500 

employees are implementing the EU Non-Financial Reporting Directive, which mandates 
disclosing ESG (including diversity) risk. Compared to other European countries, the Netherlands 
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has more dispersed ownership structures with few controlled listed companies. The Frijns 

Committee (Corporate Governance Code Monitoring Committee) publishes the Dutch Corporate 
Governance Code, last edited in 2017. The code follows the stakeholder model and focuses on 
long-term sustainability. There is high compliance with the code's recommendations. Equally, the 
new Dutch Stewardship Code, went into effect January 2019, considers all stakeholders' 

interests, not just shareholders'. In February 2019, the government completed a consultation 
period on a bill proposal to implement a 250-day thinking period for boards. The proposal, which 
could be an anti-takeover mechanism, raised concerns about shareholder rights because it would 
give the supervisory board 250 days if shareholders submit a proposal to appoint or remove a 

director, or if there's a takeover bid. Shareholder rights provisions are otherwise strong, including 
a binding vote on executive remuneration. 

 

Related Research 
− The ESG Risk Atlas: Sector And Regional Rationales And Scores, July 22, 2020 

− Our Updated ESG Risk Atlas And Key Sustainability Factors: A Companion Guide, July 22, 2020 
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