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This report highlights Shell's poor performance as a leading corporate social responsibility advocate, its failure to address the 

concerns of Shell fenceline communities from hist year's AGM and the link beween Shell's exaggeraled oi l  reserves fiasco and 

its exaggerated cioims about Its sociol and environmental performance in order to highlight ?he need for urgent reform of UK 

company law  and Shell's anitude lo  fenceline communities. 

This report is based largely on evidence from people around ?he world who l ive in the shadow of Shell's various operations. This 

report is m iwen  on behalf of Friends of ?he Earth (FOE), Coletivo Alternative Verde (CAVE), Community In-power 

Development Associailion (CIDA), Concerned Citizens of Norco, Environmental Rights Action of Nigeria (FOE Nigeria), Global 
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Foreword 

Behind the Shine- The Other Shell Reporf 
in Failing the Challenge and chronicles Sh 
months In Texas, Durban, Manila and the 
dialogue, proiects, and pilot prolects instead of the 
rehneries, depots, gas flares, and pipelines are cau 
three new case studies We also challenge the failu 
practice ta address the significant SOCIOI and envira 

In the year since Sir Philip Watts' 
statement, shareholders have come to 
realize the deep irony of his words 
Rather than demonstrating "good 
financial performance accompanied 
by the highest standard of governance", 
Shell has created an internationol 

- 

he year in revkw 

5LAM It.4htlwlAtv 
This i s  the second alternative Shell Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) report that Fri 

"'our commitment to contribute to sustainable development is not a cosmetic public 
relations exercise. We believe that sustainable development is good for business 
and business is good for sustainable development. Last year's financial results were 
encouraging, in a very difficult business environment. However, the corporate 
scandals of the past year underlined that good financial performance must be 
accompanied by the highest standards of governance. Shell's Business Principles 
assurance process ensures we meet and maintain those standards." 

the Earth has been privileged to produce with, and for, the many communities that live 
Shell's "fencelines" 

Far several years now, Shell has been overstating its social ond environmental perfo 
Our report, Failing the Challenge- The Other Shell Report 2002, documented what 

parts of !he world We were able to show that, despite making a public commitmen 
sustainable development eight years ago, Shell is still putt!ng more effort into green 
green dehvery, ond that Iihle h a  chcnged on +e ground 

for the many communities living next to Shell's refineries, depots, and pipelines in di 

Sir Philip Watts (then) Chairman of Shells Committee dMonaging Directors in hia Foreword to tke Meehng he Chollenqe--The 2002 She9 CSR Report 

Since Shell's Annual General Meeting in April 2003, shareholders and institutional investor 
have discovered what fenceline communities have known for a long time that what Shell 
says in its reports and what happens in reality are often not one and the same The 
campanfs announcement in January 2004 that it had odrstated its oil and gas reserves 
20% sent shackwaves through world energy markets and the corporate sector as a whale 
at least shareholders have rights established in law, through which they can hold Shell 
accountoble when 11 fails to act in their interest 

corporate scandal by exaggerating its oil 
d gas reserves Chief Executive Sir 
ilip Watts has been compelled to 
ign, and governmental entities in the 
ited States and Europe have launched 
estigations of Shell's business practices 

Just as important, people living near the 
fencelines of Shell's facilities have 
witnessed the emptiness of Sir Philip 
WaWs statement pertaining to sustainable 
development and the commitment he 
made ta them during Shell's Annual 
General Meeting "AGM" in April 2003 
At the AGM, shareholders listened 
patiently while one fenceline community 
representative after another seized the 
opportunity to finally put their case 
directly to Shell's Baard of Directors. 
Under the glare of the media and investar 
spotlight, Sir Philip Watts made numerous 
personal and corporate commitments to 
ensure action would be taken. However, 
Shell has failed to deliver any significant 
on-the-ground improvement in its 
operations 

The realiiy, a s  known all too well by 
Shell's many fenceline communities, i s  that 
Shell has been overstating its social and 
environmental performance for years. For 
many, the company has become 
synonymous with the word "greenwash", 
i.e. giving the impression of acting in an 
environmentally protective way while 
carrying an with unsustoinable business 
as usual. It was in an effort to expose this 
gap between rhetoric and reality that 
Friends of the Earth and the Global Shell 
Fenceline Alliance last year published the 
first alternative Shell Corporate 
Responsibility (CR) report, Failing the 
Challenge- The Other Shell Reporf 2002. 
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The yecar in review 

i 

year in review continued... 

Shell has always been a big advocate of 
"Corporate social responsibiliy' or CSR 
and voluntary codes of conduct, but there 
comes a-time when this isn't enough. 
Friends of. the Earth believes that 
companies like Shell shauld.be required 
by law to consider a duty of care ta the 
environmental and Jacial-impacts of its 
operations: Fenceline communi5es want 
shell to stop polluting their environment 
and damaging theirsthealth. 

Shell's neighbours tell Shell: '. 

0 To stop wasting its resources an "feel 
goad  social projects that do nothing 
to solve the serious health and 
environmental problems of its facility 
operations that plague communities 
around the world. 

0 To eliminate hazardous and life- 
threatening focility accidents by 
replacing antiquated and dilapidated 
pipelines and relocating them to non- 
residential areas. 

0 TO comply with local legislation and 
relocate oil depots away from Manila, 
where the densely populated area i s  
subiected to the depot's constant toxic 
emissions, as well as the threat of the 
depot being a terrorist target. 

0 To toke full responsibility for past 
environmental damage that continues 
to impact the health and environment 
of people in places like Sao Paulo, 
Brazil and Curacao, Caribbean. 

0 To fully and accurately assess the 
0, To improve and enhonce its significont impcts of massive projects, 

like the Sakhalin iI ail and gas drilling, 
processing, and export complex in 
Russia, which coulCi ultimately subject 
Sakhalin island to irreversible 

identification and measurement of 
facility pollution by employing state-of- 
the-art real-time environmental 
monitoring, which thoroughly involves 

Who knows the recal Shell best-its knceline neighbours 

This report is a message from people 
around the world who are severely 
impacted by Shell's operations It presents 
case studies from a few of the many 
countries, towns, and suburbs that have 
been damaged by Shell's environmental 
and social failures People living near 
Shell refineries, pipelines, and 
petrochemicol facilities from places as for 
apart as Texas in the USA and Nigeria In 
Africa want the world to know thot thqs 
multinational corporation is leopardising 
their families' health, destroying their 
quality of life, and threatening their lives 
In all of these cases, ordinary people 
have hod to put a great deal of personal 
time and energy into advocating that 
Shell take responsibility for the problems 

it causes and live up to its stated 
commitments to human rights and 
environmental standards Unfortunately, 
Shell fails to respond to community 
concerns unless and until its bad practices 
are brought to public attention And even 
when Shell comes under public scrutiny, 
such as in Nigeria, Durban, South Africa, 
and Port Arthur, Texas, it often fails to act, 
or does not act in good faith 

in response to Shell's 2003 annual report 
to shareholders, and i ts  multi-million 
dollar public relotions campoign to 
portray itself as being saciolly 
responsible, this report brings to the light 
of day the truth about Shell's harmful 
operations The communities from around 
the world thot are featured in this report 
share their inspiring and courageous 
stories about their daily struggle to 
defend their health and environment from 

community participation environment01 disasters and 
dewdating economic losses 

This report provides an update on the 
main case studies profiled in Failing he  
Challenge, and chronicles a pattern of 
procrastination, inaction, and continuing 
poor social and environmental 
performance by Shell over the last 12 
months Little has changed 

~~~~~ -~ ~ 
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The Goldman Environmental Prize, 
considered the "Nobel Prize for the 
Environment," is.the worlds lorgest prize 
program honouring grossroots 
environmentalists from the six continental 
regions of Africa, Asia, Islands and 
Island Notions, Europe, North America, 
and South and Cent,l Amerko. Over 

.the-la;Tieveral years, the Goldm&n' 
Environmental Prize + b e  awarded 
in three separate instances to community 
Iecderl-br their inspirins wo:k i r i  
combating Sheli's destructive prdrtices 
and Felcted inius!iie&n their &nrrir-r _. 
In 2004 the Gbldman %e wos -- . ' 

awarded to-Morgie'Kichard frcn "lorco, 
Louisiana;-USA; in 1978 Bobby Peek -. 

from Durban, South Africo won the 
prize; and in 1995 the late Ken Soro- 
Wiwa from Nigeria was posthumously 
awarded the prize These awords stand 
as a testament to both ths profclundly , 
negative global impacts that Shell hos on 
commurities around thi. world, and the 
exceptional courage, commitment, and 
personal sacrifice of the people living in 
thesd.cammunities, .-  .. who tirelessly fight 

Margie Eugene Richard, Goldman Rize Winner 2004 - 
"If a person does not live where 
people live who are impacted, 
they really, I think, have 
something missing in 
understanding the daily ills of 
not being able to enjoy where 
you live, where you work and 
where you play." 

Morgie Rchard, Go1d-w Pisic V I  nne, ?Cod 

Margie Richord grew up in the 
communi?. of Diamond and lived vd i in  
25 feet of the Shell chemicol plant in 
Norco, Louisiana. Margie and her 
neighbours believe that the high rates of 
cancer, birth defects, and serious ailments 
such as asthma were caused by pollution 
from Shell's operations. The Shell plant at 
Norca dumps more than two million 
pounds of toxic chemicals i do  the 
environment each yeor. .- . .  e... . . .  . .r 

Margie was first motivated to take an 
Shell in 1973 when a Shell pipeline 
exploded, killing an elderly woman and 
teenage boy only a block from her house. 
In 1988 there wos another major 
accident at the plant which killed seven 
workers and resulted in over 150 million 
tonnes of toxins being spewed into the 
cii. In 1989 Margie formed the 
Concerned Citizens of &rco to seek 
justice from Siieil. 

Margie has led the 13-yeor compoign of 
Concerned Citizens of Norco for a fair . 
buy-aut of their contaminated 
neighbourhood. Morgie was awarded the 
Goldman Environmental Prize 2004 for 
persuading Shell to relocate residents 
who had grown up living next door to the 
chemical plant and to reduce its toxic 
emissions from their operations by 30%. 

Previous winners of h e  Goldman Prize who s&& 

Ken %m&a, Goldman Prize 
Winner 1995 

In Moy 1994, Ken was abducted from his 
home and arrested with other MOSOP 
leaders for the alleged murder of four 
Ogo"l leaders In October 995, despite 
the Protests Of People mound the world, 
l"cl'Jdlng government 0fflc1al5 from other 
countries and humon rights orgonizotions 
such 0 5  

e& CO defendants were convicted by a 
"'ili'sri tribuqol 
Ogoni belizve thot the only crime 
commiked by Ken Saro Wiwu wos his 

Ken Sora Wiwo, a well-known Nigerian 
aword winning author and activist, wos 
executed by the Nigerian government in 
1995 K~~ sora wlwa was of 
the Movement for the Survival of the 
ogoni pwple !MOSOP), an cqgon<rctlon 
fighting to defend tne environmental ord 
human riahts of the Ogom pmp!: 

Internotiono', Yen and 

Since the late 19505, Shell hcs been 
operating in Nigeria, extracting more 
than US$30 billion of oil and 
contaminating the farmland and fisheries 
of the Ogoni. Many of the fish and 
wildlife in the areo hove vanished. Ken 
.Soro-Wiwa mobilized his people to 
demand compensation from Shell for oil 
spills on Ogoni farmland and in the 
wetlands, rivers, and streams of the Niger 
Delto. In January 1993, Ken brought 
together 300,000 Ogoni who took to the 
streets in the lorgest demonstration 
agoinst an oil compony in history. 

Bobby Pek, Goldman Prize 
Winner 1998 

Sven 'Bobby' Peek grew up in South 
Durban in South Africa next to one of the 
largest oil refineries in Africa, the South 
African Petroleum Refinery (SAPREF). The 
refinery, which is jointly-owned by Shell 
and BP, oDerotes in communities where . .  
poor block, Indion, and mixed roce 
people live. Every family on the block 
where Bobby lives hos lost at least one 
member to cancer. 

Bobbv was awarded the Goldman 
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of toxic pollution. Desmard D'Sa of SKEA (right) nods a list of environmenbl luitica demands to South Ahicon gwernmenl olciolr. (South Durban Communily Environmental Allionce) 

SAPREF's leaks waste money 
and disrupt the 
community 

The community i s  outraged that SAPREF's 
routine response to its frequently leaking 
pipelines consists of nothing more than 
excavating some of the contaminated 
land in their neighbourhoods, and 
applying patches to corroded segments of 
the antiquated pipelines: SAPREF's leaks 
and attendant excavations are a continual 
nuisance that severely disrupt the lives of 
residents. Why isn't there a progrom to 
relocate and replace all the pipelines? 
Why doesn't Shell recognize that it i s  an 
injustice to jeopardize the health and lives 
of residents with faulty pipelines that leak 
dangerous substances? Why does Shell 
continue to waste shareholders' 
investments by failing to fully and finally 
stop the leakage of refinery materials into 
the ground of South Durban? 

What has SAPREF done for South Durban residents since the Shell 
AGM in April 20031 

I 
I 

the community complained about toxic 
emissions and flaring 

Q Withheld information from community 
groups by using old apartheid 
legislation known as the National 
Keypoint Act 

Shell's assurance to Port Arthur, 
Texas at the 2003 AGM 

Hilton.Kelley, Founding Director of 
Community In-power Development 
Association (CIDA), a community 
environmentat justice organisation in Port 
Arthur, Texos, USA, travelled to the 2003 
Shell AGM in London. At the AGM, 
Hilton confronted Sir Philip Watts 
regarding the health-domaging pollution 
from h e  Moiiva Refinery. Speaking 
immediately after the AGM, Hilton said "I 
am hopeful that something will be done. 
Sir Philip looked me in the eye and 
promised. Things have to change. And if 
they do not, i will be here next year and 
in coming years." 

After returning to Texas, Hilton found that 
Shell hadn't changed. (See section 
entitled Examples of Shell's documented 
spills, fires, and toxic releases since the 
2003 Shell AGM). A few months loter, 
Hilton and his community decided that 
they had no option left but to bring legal 
proceedings against Shell. 

Global 0elqot;oo of Shell neighbors holds a press 
conkreice in Port a u r .  Texur, lo highlight Shell's p r  
environmental perfotmaoce. (Global Community 
Monilor) 

Community mobilizes in 
defence of their health 

In December 2003, CIDA opened the 
Center for Environmental Education and 
Health. The Center provides information 
on health and toxic exposure, offers youth 
activities, and in the future will make 
computers, foxes, and printers avoiloble to 
the public. CIDA has organized 
community heolth surveys conducted by 
the University of Texas at Gabeston 
Medical Branch, which document that 
80% of the surveyed residents in 
neighbourhoods near the refinery have 
heart conditions ond respiratory 
problems, compared to 30% of people in 
non-reiinery areas. 

0 Polluted the community with accidents 

0 Exceeded air quoliv guidelines 

6 Offered little other than excuses when 

Q Turned away community leadership 
frog Remediation Site Meetings 
pertaining to massive leakage of oil 
under their homes 

Lock& out community leaders from 
meeting when members of the South 
African Portfolio on the Environment 
Committee visited SAPREF 

and leaks 

A young Pod Arlhur, Texas, 
i child with .cute arthmo 

4. -$, . (Hilton Kelley, Community In- 
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Hillon Kdl9 of Pori Arthur exploinr he impct on She!l's neighbars of toxic relexer on A$ I A, 2003, when h e  
refinery 1011 p w r  ond =nloIl heir p d u d  to he Rore-*e photo on page I3 [Denny Larron, Global Communi?. 
Monitor) 

Hilton Kelley's Story 

"last year 1 went to the Annual 
General Meeting in Londbn, 
England, and I met with Sir Philip 
Watts, Chairman of the Shell 
Corporation. Upon meeting him 

pollution:problems from the 
Shell facility that plague our 
community, he assured me that 
he would do everything in his 
power to recti+ the situation. I 
left that meeting thinking that his 
word would hold true. 

"Upon arriving back to the US, I 
thought that I would receive a 
call from the Shell facility 

L and telling him about the 

informing me about the new way 
they would be dealing with our 
community but this did not 
happen. Nothing has changed 
[since last year's AGM]. Pollution- 
wise, emissions are still high and 
the plant manager is still 
ignoring our concerns from last 
year. Apparently Sir Philip Watts 
never talked with the plant 
manager at the Shell Facility in 
Port Arthur, Texas, so we had no 
choice but to file a lawsuit 
against the Shell facility. 

Now we will let the courts decide 
who is dumping what." 

The West-Side of Port Arthur is on 
African-American community thot is 
literally located "on the other side of the 
tracks". People living in the public housing 
developmenk and single-family homes an 
the West-Side suffer from high levels of 
asthmo and cancers. They beor the brunt 
of Shell's pollution most directly. Residents 
believe that Shell has exploited them; if 
they were white and affluent, they reason, 
Shell's response would be different. 

In the summer of 2003, representatives of 
ClDA met with Tom Purvis, the manager 
of the Shell facihy. ClDA offered him and 
executives from Shell's corporate office in 
Houston, Texas the opportunity to 
negotiate steps for addressing the serious 
environmental and health problems in the 
community. When the managers refused 
to enter negotiotions, the residents felt 
compelled to file a lowsuit against Shell. 

Ignoring the problem 

Shell refuses to address the significant 
health concerns of Port Arthuh West-Side 
residents, all of which are related to 
refinery pollution. Instead, Shell has 
funded a health clinic, which is located 
on the other side of town, and thus 
inaccessible to most of the residents in the 
West-Side neighbourhoods. 

. 

e 

Legal action against Shell 

Over 1,200 Port Arthur pollution victims 
are alleging air, soil, and other 
contamination due to the releose of 
"noxious fumes, vapours, odours ond 
hazardous substances." The number of 
citizens porticipoting in the lawsuit is 
expected to grow dramatically. The 
lawsuit seeks medical monitoring and 
reimbursement of medical expense, as 
well as compensation for loss of quality of 
life. The specific legal cloims include 
trespass, nuisance, and negligence, as 
well as froud and misrepresentation of the 
harm caused by the toxic releasesb. 

The lowsuit is being brought pursuant to 
the common l w s  of Texas and the 
Wrongful Deoth Act and the Survival 
Statute. According to the citizens' 
attorneys, "The evidence we hove 
obtained shows a habitual pattern of 
emissions and dischorges hot endanger 
the heolth of the public. These are cleorly 
not 'unovoidable accidents'." 

Don Maierson, one of the attorneys for 
the fenceline neighbours in Port Arthur 
said, "The industries have destroyed the 
quality of life of their neighbours. It is 
cleorly ;//ego/ fo deny citizens the right to 
breathe clean air and have full use and 
enjoyment of their property" The legal 

pleadings charge that local industries 
have "violofed these basic human rights 
which we must honour as o society if we 
ore all to live in peace and well-being." 

Because management refused to even tolk 
with affected neighbours, Shell is now 
being sued in Port Arthur. Is this a good 
way to manage shareholders' 
investments2 

The Other Shell Repod 2003 I3 8 

    
    

    
    

    
For

 in
sp

ec
tio

n p
ur

po
se

s o
nly

.

Con
se

nt 
of

 co
py

rig
ht 

ow
ne

r r
eq

uir
ed

 fo
r a

ny
 ot

he
r u

se
.

EPA Export 25-07-2013:18:33:53



A disaster waiting to happen 

Pandacan is a residential 
neighbourhood of the city of 
Manila in the Philippines where 
Shell owns a massive oil and gas 

refuses to 
depot, despite legislation 
requiring them fo do so. Over the 

Philippines' activist exposes 
truth about Shell's oil depot at 
2003 Shell AGM 

Hope Esquillo Tura, a member of the 
United Front to Oust the Oil Depots (UFO- 
OD), travelled to the 2003 Shell AGM in 
London where she presented community 

called "buffer zone" was only going to 
a few meters wide 

Circumventing the law: 
ignoring health and safety risks 

The oil depots are located in a densely- 
populated district located in the heart of 
Manila. Pandacan has a population of 
obout 84,000 people who come from 
diverse economic backgrounds, the 
majority of whom are urbon poor. Mare 
than 15,000 students are enrolled in 
elementary and high schools situated 
near these facilities. The largest university 
in Asia, the University af the Philippines, 
which has a student population of obout 
25,000, is located directly across from 
the depots on the banks of the Pasig 
River. Daycore centers, churches, and 
small businesses are located in the area 
as well. The Malacanang Presidential 
Palace is just two kilometers away from 
the depots. 

. 

. -. 
identiol neighbehdcdr in Meho Manilo, the Philippines. io on area known 01 Pandocon, co-exirt adiaceni to fuel 
rage deph operated by Shell and oher o F o ,  Global Cdmmunify Monitor) - ., ,; . . .  , 

a I .  

. . .  

Local residents and governmental officials 
advocate for the removal of the oil depots 
because the continuous presence of the 
depots in Pandacan is o disaster waiting 
to happen. They warn that an accident or 
terrorist attack could result in the biggest 
disaster in the history of petrochemical 
facilities, affecting the 10.9 million 
residents of metro Manila'. 

On November 28, 2001, the city of 
Manila passed ordinance number 8027 
requiring Shell, Caltex, and Petron to 
relocate their ail depots outside of Manila 
city limits by the end of April 20038.- 
However, in June 2002, the Mayor of 
Manila, Lit0 Atienza, signed a 
memorandum of understanding (MOUJ 
with the three companies allowing them 
to "stay" if certain conditions were met, 
including the construction of the woefully 
inadequate "buffer zone"'. The legal 
adequacy of this MOU was obviously not 
apparent to the companies, who 
thereafter each filed separote petitions 
with the Manila Regional Trial Court 
seeking injunctions to suspend the 
ordinance from taking effect'". On April 
30, 2003, the trial court denied Shell's 
petition for an injunction, but gronted the 
petitions by Caltex and Petron". The 
Mayor then issued "special permits" to 
Caltex and Petron to continue operations 
during the pending litigation". And, in a 
highly controversial decision, the Mayor 
also issued a similor permit to Shell, 
notwithstonding Shell's failure to prevail 

in court". An alliance of university 
students, professors, and employees 
joined UFO-OD in filing a complaint with 
the Qffice of the ombudsman against the 
Mayor for issuing the permit to Shell, 
claiming that the Mayor violated his duty 
to enforce the ordinance. The alliance 
also requested that the Ombudsman 
investigate "three Pandocon [officials] for 
seeking 'benefits' from the oil firms in 
return for their support of the depots".'A 

Exponentially exacerbating Shell's brash 
circumvention of local law requiring Shell 
to move its operations out of Pandocon is 
the fundamental fact that Shell's lease from 
the University of ttie Philippines for use of 
the property expired on May 3, 2000. The 
University was so outraged by Shell's 
failure to honor the terms of its lease 
agreement that it urged the Supreme Court 
to direct the mayor to enforce "the city 
ordinance bonning oil companies from 
maintaining oil depots in Pandacan'Y'. 
Warning the court that the presence of 
Shell's depot in Pandacon poses a "major 
threat to national security, considering the 
present escalotion of terrorist activities"", 
the University expressed concerns about its 
liability for "death and destruction" from 
Shell's continued presence". 

I 
Children of Pondocan living in the shadow of Sh& 
huge fuel dept. (Froncerca Francio. Globol Communify 
Monitor) 
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Problems with Shell's air 
I monitoring program 

Following the relocation of Diamond 
residents, Shell initiated an air monitoring 
program in Norco pursuant to the terms 
of a settlement agreement it had reached 
with the Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality pertaining to 
various air and water quolity violations at 
its focilities in Norco and another facility 
approximately 30 miles from Norco *'. 
However, this air monitoring program is  
woefully inadequate - the monitors do 
not even detect sulphur compounds, 
which are lung-damaging pollutants 
routinely released in massive quantities by 
Shell focilities in Narco. 

The legacy of health problems 

Now out of harm's way, many Narco 
residents are reflecting on the trauma they 
suffered living next to Shell. They recall 
their neighbours who were killed by 
Shell's accidents, the cluster of rare 
diseases, and.the respiratory problems. 
suffered by sa many in the community. 
Numerous residents continue ta suffer 
what they believe-are the effects of.:- 
chemical exposure, and are burdened,by. ..- .impacts on the community. Further, the . 
the associated crippling health care,costs. ,; supposed"'heo1th survef, conducted by 

As iris noted, "We're stiff dealing wih. 
that, we're still dealing with health issues. 
I went to England, to Shell's headquarters, 
and was promised ha t  shelf was going to 
work on it. We hod a meeting.. . and we 
stiff haven't resolved anything." 

Since the relocation in 2002, Shell has 
begun several community initiatives in 
Norco. Among these initiatives are a 
health survey and an air monitoring 
program. Unfortunately, both the health 
survey and the monitoring program ore 
reflective of Shell's pattern of designing 
self-serving programs that fail to 
meaningfully address the vitally importont 
environmental and health problems 
associated with its massive pollution 

the Tulane University School of Public 
Hklth, merely f o c u s r d e n t s '  
perceptions aboudhe environment,\not 
on residents',a&ual health conditions, \! 
exposure to.toxic chemicals, or medical ', 

. .  

I 

'I i 

Concerned Citizens of Norco were 
certain that, noiwithstanding Shell's 
representations to the contrary, they were 
being exposed to significant pollution 
from Shell's facilities, and so set obout to 
document that fact. With the assistance of. 
Global Community Monitor and the 
Louisiana Bucket Brigade, organisations 
that train loco1 residents to collect samples 
of oir pollution in their neighbourhood 
which are then analyzed by an 
accredited lobbratory, Norco residents 
were finally able to make their case. In 
the air samples they collected, Shell's 

'toxic chemicols were detected at levels 
exceeding health based standards 
established by the State of Louisiana. 

\ 
Air rdmpler tokk by Norco communify members with heir buckets have prwen 
ong& ex&re to toxic chemicals (Marc Pogani, Louisiana Buckel Brigode) 
/ /  

\ 
\ 

. .  . .  

~ .. 
, ' . One of he homer of Norm residents 

odiocant Shell Chemicol plod beins 

PROBLEM SOLUTION 

Takes an air sample once every 
six days 

m People do not breathe once every six day. . 
days Chemicol exposure in Norco i s  
ongoing, 24 hours o day 

SThe monitoring system offers no 
information whatsoever on air emissions 
during each 5-day interval beheen 
sampling dates, and the majority of 
emissions could be releosed during such 
intervols 

Shell should install real-time 
monitors that detect and record 
emissions occurring 24 hours a 

Does not detect sulphur 

compounds that detects, speciates, and 

osulphur compounds ore a primary 
compounds the released various by its emission of oil refineries. 
facilities. 

USulphur has a highly offensive rotten 
egg odor and is  scientifically known to 
harm the respiratory system. 

Shell should install a monitor 

Uses inferior technology 

=Shell employs Suma canisters to collect 
air samples 

sAlthouah Suma canisters are used at yailab? at cost' 

Shell should employ effective, 
reliable monitors that provide 
instanbneous dab on emissions. 
Such monitors are readily     
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i '\, 
The strange case of Shell's vanishing oil-reserves 

i 
! 

In the last year, shareholders 
have come to learn what oi/- 
producing communities in Nigeria 
have known for decades: Shell 
can't be trusted to regulate itself. 

Exaggerated oil reserves 

In January 2004, Shell shocked its 
shareholders by announcing that it had 
overstated its oil and gas reserves by 
20%. Shareholders were then leh 
wondering how Shell could lose almost 4 
billion barrels of oil and gas'*. Initially, 
Shell stoted that it revised its Nigerian 
reserves over concerns obout the cost of 
infrastructure investments needed to deol 
with the natural gas found in its oil fields, 
but it appears that there well may have 
been other influences at work. 

Damage hom 011 spd ond hre in a wedandsr-  During the 19905, Shell and other 
companies received incentives under 

(Copyright Stakeholder Demmcrccy N e g k - *  Nigeria's bonus scheme in the form of tax 
?(KlAl -: credits for every barrel af oil booked The 

area an hrrt reported to Shell on Decemb&= 1- 
3rd 2003 by k o l  villagerr of Rukpoh- " '. 

.= "t- scheme ran for nine years, but was hnolly I i 

scrapped in 2000 by Nigerian President 
Obasanio. A Shell spokesman told The ,," , 

Independent newspaper in February," 
2004, "I do not know whether it w& o 
mover ofpublic record that these' 
incentive poyments were being made in 
return for booking reserves."' \ 

' 

It was unclear at the time this report went 
to print, if the March 2003 decisio; of 
Shell's new Board of Directors to drop its 
claim that Shell made the Nigerian 
bookings of its reserves "in good faith" is ~\,, 

related to the tax breaks Shell received. . 
The US Securities and Exchange 
Commission and US Department of 
Justice who are currently investigating 
Shells misquoting of oil reserves should 
determine if any influence has occurred. 

\ ,  

'\, 

\ 

i t I I 

1 

Polluted land-oil spills, fires, 
and gas flaring 

Flaring natural gas from oil fields is one 
of the visible impacts the ail industry has 
on doily life in Nigerio. Flares tower over 
farms, schools, and communities, spewing 
flames.and acrid plumes of charred 
smoke, day ond night, seven days a 
week. The Nigerian government wants 
flaring to'stop, and has passed 
environmental lows that should end the 
practice beginning in 201 0. Shell 
committed to ending its flaring earlier, in 
20082d, but unfortunately Shell is now 
backsliding on this commitment by 
cloiming thot it will be expensive. 

Speaking in February 2004, Chris 
Finlayson, chairman of SPDC [Shell 
Nigerio] told the Financiol Times 
newspaper, "To put in on integroted gas 
and oil development is more expensive 
than a simple oil development [. . .] with a 
limit on the funding going into the 
industry, c/early that does constroin how 
much you con do." 

Local people have suffered from decades 
of pollution as a result of oil spills ond 
fires from Shell's rusting nehvork of pipes. 
In early December 2003, a high pressure 
oil pipeline in Rukpokwu, which has been 

Rukplow, Nigeria, January 7th 2004, fire eruph in a 

high-pressure, 28-inch pipeline opemkd by SPK .  
Shell's Nigeria ofiiliak. (copyright Stakeholder 
Democracy Nebwork 2004) 

o problem since 1963, ruptured, cousing 
an oil spill and fires. It took Shell more 
than six weeks to put out the fires and 
carry out basic repairs. Rukpokwu is less 
than an hour's drive from Shell's 
headquarters. 

Speaking about the oil spill and fires, 
Paramount Ruler, Chief Clifford E. 
Enyindo, and Chairman of the Mgbuchi 
Community, Azunda Aaron, have said, 
"Our only source of drinking woter, 
fishing streom, and farm-lands covering 
over 300 hectares of land with oquatic 
lives, fishing nets ond trops, form crops, 
animols, and economic trees worth 
several billions of naira (equivalent to 
millions of US dollarsj are completely 
destroyed by the spillage and wos made 
worse by the three separate fires that 
broke out of the spill site'q5. 

What happened to the money 
for development? 

Shell has benefited from the billions of 
dollars of oil that have been pumped out 
of the ground in Nigerio while bosic 
economic development - hospitals, 
schools, running water--ore seriously 
under funded. Shell claims that 75% of 
the development projects it supports ore 
successful, but Shell orliy ollows external 
reviewers to examine projects that ore no 
more than one year old. 

A recent Christian Aid news article 
revealed that a critical internal Shell 
report about community relations wos 
shredded. "Even the computer hard discs 
were wiped', according to one Shell 
insider. Oil-producing communities in 
Nigeria want to know how Shell can 
spend US$69 million a year of 
shareholders' money on sociol 
development projects in the Niger Delta, 
with no visible beneiits for the majority of 
people who own the land which contains 
the oil and gasz6. 

"If Shell wants to put US$69 million info 
community development, why doesn't it 
set up a foundation which has no direct 
links to the compony and let development 
workers who know what they're doing 
manage the projects?" asks Oronto 
Douglas of Environmental Rights Action 
(Friends of the Earth Nigerio). 

The Oher Shdl R e p l t  2003 21 
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The small island of Curapo has 
a population of approximately 
130,000 inhabitants and only 
444 kn? of land. The island has 

so-called enclaved economy. The 
ecological balance and 
development of the island 
gradually became contaminated 
by toxic pollutants. In particular, 
fhe Shell refinery caused mojor 

Carocus Bay, the Spanish 

r 
hes in environmental damage to 
of old 

Poisoning the community 

In 1982, a Venezuelan lab reported that 
the concentrations of sulphur compound 
emissions from the Shell refinery were 
more than twice the levels established by’ 
the US EPA and could be responsible for 
the respiratory diseases suffered by 
people living on the island’3. 

the largest oil refinery in the 

health crisis IS evidenced by the high 
number of poor townships exposed to 
excessive erniss~ans~’ 

Curagaons hold Shell liable for 
massive environmental damage 
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Shell's broken commitments 

"Shell's policy to save money at 
the expense of Russia's 

About Sakhalin Island and 
Sakhalin II 

environment and the health of 
local people is causing a reaction 

from Russian and internatiana' 
non-governmental organisations. 

On Sakhalin island in the Far East of 
Russia, Shell i s  proposing to build the 
worlds largest single integrated oil and 
gas facility thot is known as Sakhalin 11. 

Shell must finally take full This massive facility would include off- 

respons;b;l;ry for its Sakhalin 11 

sfudk of its impacts to SOcieW 

and the rich environment in 
Sakhalin. Shell has taken an 

shore 011 and gos drilling platforms, an 

processing and export facility, on a11 
export terminal, and over 800 kms of 
onshore pipelines The off-shore waters of 
Sakhalin Island are some of the most 

project and conduct approprjafe Ilquefied gas 

- 
enormous risk its Sakhal;n spe2es-rich marine environments an the 

Pacific Rim with crab,,herring, cod, and 
salmon-including the unique maw project. In its haste to save 

money there is considerable cherrv salmon-as well as the 

' 

evidence tho, Shell is violating - endpkgered Sakhalin taimen, the most 

Endangered gray whales under 
threat 

The waters off Sakhalin Island are home 
to 25 marine mammal species, 11 of 
which are endangered, including the 
world's most critically endangered gray 
whale species, the Western Pacific gray 
whale. This whale hos been identified by 
the International Union for Conservation 
of Nature and Natural Resources as 
"critically endangered with only 100 
whales estimated to remain, including just 
23 reproductive females". The Scientific 
Committee of the International Whaling 
Commission i s  concerned about Sakholin 
I1 and noted that "it is  a maffer of 
absolute urgency . , to reduce various 
types of anthropogenic disturbances to 

'the lowest possible level" [emphasis . . 

I 

! 
j 
i 
i 

j 

i 
1 
/ 
! 

i 

i 

i 

j 

I 1 

Cottwn depiciing oil spill threat from drilling in Sakhalin 
(Sokhalin Environment Wotch) 

Damaging local fisheries 

Traditionally, Sokhalin Islands 
employment has centered on the fishing 
industry, which in recent years has seen a 
steady decline in the number of fish 
caught. Now the rich salmon fishing 
grounds are under threat as Shell has 
refused to stop dumping one million 
tonnes of tailings into Aniva Bay to build 
piers for Sokhalin / I ,  rather than dump it 
ot an alternative site thot would avoid 
damaging local fisheries. Local fishermen 
are angry as they believe this violotes 
Russian environmental regulations thot 
protect rich fisheriesA2. 

Flawed environmental impact 
assessment 

Local environmental organisations have 
uncovered flows in Shell's environmental 
impact assessment [ElA) of Sakhalin 
Island. A study of Steller's sea eogles by 
the Wildlife Preservation Bureau of 
Hokkaido/Moscow State University found 
15 pairs of Steller's sea eagles, in 
addition to many other hatchlings and 
juveniles, while the Shell EIA indicated 
only five pairs". The EIA information fails 
to correctly describe the current 
.conditions and thus the potential impact 
of Sakhalin I1 on the rore Steller's se0 
eagles." 

Shell has also failed to carry out 
adequate consultotion with Japanese 
governmental officials and citizens, in 
particular the fishermen, even though 
Hokkoido, the northern island of Japan, 
is just 40 km away from Sakhalin Island. 

Earthquake risks 

shell proposes to bury on-shore oil and 
gas pipelines ocross 800 kms of 
Sokhalin, an area that includes 22 active 
faults. Further exacerbating this problem, 
these pipelines would traverse hundreds 
of wild salmon-bearing streams. These 
streams support fisheries vital to the 
island's communities and indigenous 
people. An independent report released 2 
March 2004 by environmental 
organisations exposes flaws in the seismic 
risk analysis conducted by Shell for the 
Sakhalin I I  project, including understating 
the seismic risksdS. 

Oil spill preparation is second 
best 

In October 1999, environmental groups 
brought independent consultants from 
Alaska ond the North Sea, who hove 
expertise in oil spill prevention and 
response, to review Sakhalin's standords 
for spill prevention and response. The 
report, Sokholin's Oil: Doing If Right, 
contains 78 recommeii&tions, and notes 
that Shell's current Oil Spill Contingency 
Plan in Sakhalin folls far short of 
meosures token in Alaska and the North 
Seau. Given the difficult climate and 
seismic conditions of the Sea of Okhotsk, 
along with the great value of marine 
resources, an oil spill anywhere oiong the 
coast of Sakhalin would be disastrous. 

Not benefiting local people 

Local Sokhalin residents feel betrayed, as 
promises to supply gas to the island have 
not been fulfilled. Ludmila Ponomoryova, 
a 61 year-old Sakhalin inhobitont, wos 
quoted recently by the BBC, "We don't 
see the oil and gas. We can't even buy 
coal to keep warm. So us rnortols, we're 
not counting on it."' 

Shell claimed that the Sakhalin I1 project 
was supposed to bring significant 
economic benefits to the people of 
Sakhalin, while protecting the 
environment. However, a review by the 
Auditing Chamber of the Russian 
Federation on the Sakhalin I1 Production 
Sharing Agreement shows that "...the 
interests of the State in issues of ecology, 
mineral use, tax and customs legislation, 
as well as government control, were not 
adequately taken into consideration, . 
which has led to damaging the interests 
of the Russian Federation during the 
process of realizotion of the given 
projects"." Further, the Chamber 
determined that inappropriate financial 
transfers pertaining to the Sakhalin I I  
project amounting to US$19.7 million 
occurredJP, 

The &er Shell Rqnrt 2003 27 
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why the voluntary approach just isn't g o d  enough 

"Our-core volues of honesty, integrity ond 
respect for people define how we work. 
These values have been embodied for 
more than 25 yeors in our Business 
Principles, which since 1997, have 
included o commitment to support human 
rights and to contribute to sustainoble 
development. We-continue to make 
progress in translating our commitment to 
contribute to sustoinoble development into 
action." 

i .  , 

- Shell, How We Work, report available On 
Shell webrite wwrr.rhell.com 

In 1998, Shell produced its first CSR 
report, Profits and Principles- Does There 
Have to Be a Choice? Thereafter, Shell 
began withdrawing from anti- 
environmental lobby groups such as the 
Global Climate Change Coalition, an 
industry lobby group which had spent 
US$60 million denying the existence of 
climate change in the 1990s. 

So where did it all go wrong? 

.CSR-what is it all about? 

Shell has been recognized by many as 
one of the pioneers of "corporate social 
responsibility" or CSR, based on its initial 
response to the international outcry over 
the execution of Ken Saro-Wiwa, and the 
proposed dumping of its Brent Spar oil 
platform in the North Sea. CSR was a 
promise that companies would 90 beyond 
their existing legal obligations to address 
issues of sustainability, development, and 
human rights. 

Corporate social responsibility implies 
that the values that drive multinotional 
corporations are compatible with the 
values that drive society and our concern 
for the environment and human rights. 
The experience of many communities 
living in the shadow of companies 
operating in their backyard, a s  illustrated 
in this report, show that this is far from 
rwlity. 

. . . . The corporate values that appear to drive 
Shells managers are exaggeration, greed 

commissioned by Shell aher the fiasco 
related to its report of inflated reserves 
revealed a three-year plan to deceive 
investors regarding the level of reserves. 
Eventuallythe production manager 
responsible was forced to concede in an 
internal email to the CEO: "I om sick and 
tired of lying about the extent of our 
reserves" although he didn't subsequently 
inform investors."" 

- ' and cover-up. An internal report 

One of the obstacles to the 
implementation of CSR strategies i s  that 
company law promotes the pursuit of 
short term profit above all else. This focus 
on the short term means that important 
long term environmental and social issues 
are simply not addressed. The lack of real 
"on the ground success in CSR also 
clearly demonstrates how it i s  driven 
largely by the PR and marketing 
departments rather than any genuine 
desire to change business policies and 
practices. 

So the real reason for CSR appears to be 
to maintain and enhance a company,s 
reputation locally, nationally and globally 
which in turn; enables companies to 
deflect bad PR with good PR, neutralise 
local opposition and watchdog NGOs, 
attract foreign investment and reduce 
regulatory pressures by arguing that the 
company i s  being a "socially responsible" 
corpo2ation. 

The concept of the socially responsible 
company i s  used to most effect by 
companies to support of the use of the 
voluntary approach rather than legally 
binding regulations and legislation. The 
hidden agenda of CSR, though, i s  to 
mask the private lobbying that company's 
do which ohen contradicts the position 
taken in their CSR reports (see 
"Corporate lobbying under scrutiny-the 
case of Shell"). 

Pitfalls of the voluntary app&ch ' From a stakeholder perspective the 
1 voluntary approach is  flawed because it 

1 provides little incentive for a company 

i beyond its protecting its reputation to 
; significantly improve its social and 
1 environmental performance, doesn't give 

1 affected stakeholders the right of redress, 
I and fails to deal with companies that 
f choose to ignore it. 

Companies favour the voluntary 
approach as they want self regulation. 
They claim by using the voluntary 
approach they have more flexibility dnd 
beedom to implement vorious codes of 
conduct, such'as the Global Compact, 
rather than comply with new legislation. 
More and more Governments in turn 
fearful of company threats to relocate or 
lay off workers are olso encouraging this 
approach as it easier to implement and 
requires little i f  any governmental 
oversight. 

The UN Global Compact i s  typical of 
many voluntary approaches to 
incorporate codes of conduct for 
addressing sociol and environmental 
issues. A motivating factor For many 
companies to join the Global Compact is  

to enhance their reputation in the areas of 
sustainability, international development 
and human rights. All companies have to 
do to comply with the l o b  aims 
embedded in the nine general principles 
of the Global Compact i s  file an annual 
report. Effectively, companies monitor 
themselves while affected stakeholders are 
leh on the outside. 

The irony of the Global Compact i s  that 
the reputation most likely at risk i s  that of 
the United Nations itself by association 
with corporations with poor human rights 
and environmental records os well as the 
mare sinister culturol impact of being 
overly influenced by the short-term profit 
driven ideology of major  corporation^."^^ 
The myth of CSR and the effectiveness of 
the voluntary approach need to be 
exposed to prevent inhumane and , 
environmentally unsustainable business 
policies and practices continuing. 

Need to reform UK 
company law 

Currently, UK law governing 
companies does not consider the 
significant impact that companies 
have on human rights, 
communities, and the 
environment. What is clearly 
needed is a law that holds 
companies accountable for their 
social and environmental 
impacts, and affords redress to 
affected stakeholders. 

As this report demonstrates, 
there is an urgent need to reform 
company law so that directors 
have a "duty of care" to consider 
the significant environmental and 
social impacts of their 
companies' policies and 
operations. This duty of care 
should apply not just in the UK 
but wherever a company 
operates in the world. 
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Conclusions T- 

The fenceline communities tell Shell... Friends of the Earth tells Shell ... 
Cultivation of its image as a responsible 
multinational corporotion i s  a significant 
priority for Shell. It spends millions of 
dollars on glassy brochures and 
advertising-to convince us all-and 
perhaps itself - that it i s  a leader in 
corporate social and environmental 
responsibility.. . 
At conferences and international 
meetings, such as the 2001 UN-Wor!d 
Summit on Sustainable Development in 
Johannesburg, Shell trumpets to .:. . 

governmental officials its commitment to 
sustainable-development and human 
rights. But in trumpeting this commitment, 
Shell advocates for an entirely voluntary 
appraach, which has not resulted in 
securing the vitally important changes 
that communities in the shadows of Shell 
facilities are demanding. The real-life 
stories in this report demonstrate the need 
for Shell's senior management to spend 
less time on the message and more on 
making a difference where it matters 
most-in the communities living next to 

' 

Shell has not met the sustainability 
challenge it set for itself in 1995, and is 
still putting short-term profit before people 
and the environment. It i s  time for Shell to 
move beyond the PR. In order to do so, 
Shell CEO Jeroen van der Veer must: 

0 Stop wasting its resources on "feel 
g o o d  social projects that do nothing 
to solve the serious health and 
environmental problems of its facility 
operotions that plague communities 
around the world. 

0 Eliminote hazardous and life- 
threatening facility accidents by 
replacing ontiquated and dilapidated 
pipelines and relocating them to non- 
residential areas. 

0 Significantly reduce pollution where 
Shell operotes in communities of color, 
just as Shell has done at its focilities in 
Denmark and other locations that are 
predominantly populated by 
Caucasians. 

0 Improve and enhance its identification 
and measurement of facility pollution 
by employing state-of-the-art real-time 
environmental monitoring, which 
thoroughly involves community 
participation. 

0 Cease any and all delays in 
terminating the odious practice of gos 
flaring in Nigeria. 

environmental damage that continues 
to impact the health and environment 
of people in places like Sao Paulo, 
Brazil and Curapo, Caribbean. 

Fully and accurately assess the 
significant impacts of massive projects, 
like the Sakhalin I1 oil and gas drilling, 
processing, and export complex in 
Russia, which could ultimately subject 
Sakhalin Island to irreversible 
environmental disasters and 
de&tating economic losses. 

0 Toke full responsibility for post 

.. 

0 Comply with local legislation and 
relocate oil depots away from 
where the densely populated area is 
subjected to the depovs constant toxic 
emissions, as well as the threat of the 
depot being a terrorist torget. 

Each case documented in th is  report 
represents a potential and significant 
liability for Shell. It is  important that 
Shell's shareholders and financial analysts 
recO!Y"'ze that for every Case detailed 
here, there ore many more oround the 
world. 

. .  Shell's operations. 
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The UK i s  the fourth largest economy in 
the world, and the largest foreign direct 
investor. The way UK plc goes about its 
business directly affects the lives of 
hundreds of millions of people across the 
globe 

When the tabour Porty came to power in 
1997 it promised to implement an ethical 
foreign policy. In 1998 the-Government 
announced a review of company law that 
would recognise the role of stakeholders 
in company law. Three years on, the 
Foreign Secretary Jack Straw stated "we 
cannot leave companies to regulate 
themselves globally ony more than we 
can in our national economies. Setting 
common standards at o global level 
requires legislafion."" 

! 

Unfortunately we don't have much to 
show after six years of broken promises. 
The Gpvernment-appointed Company 
Low Review Steering Group published a 
report in 2001 that morginalises the role 
of stakeholders and the consideration of 
wider social and environmental issues6'. 
Rather than legislate in this area, the 
Government believes that companies can 
be made accountable through CSR, 
voluntary codes of conduct, and 
portnerships with civil society and 
government. 

As this report shows, relying on CSR and 
the voluntary approach to make 
companies accountable for their social 
and environmental impacts i s  
fundamentally flawed. 

We call on the UK Government to 
support the reform of company law os 
promoted by the CORE coalition in order 
to: 

0 Ploce a duty of care on directors to 
take reasonable steps to reduce any 
significant sociol or environmental 
impacts. 

a Require all UK cornponies to report 
on the significant negative 
social or environmental impact 
of their operations, polices, products, 
and procurement policies with 
independent verification. 

0 Create foreign direct liability for 
companies so that affected 
communities can seek redress 
in the UK for human rights, social and 
environmental abuses as a direct result 
of their operations or of their oversees 

Of the Earth [Eng'and, Wales and 
N. Ireland) is working as part of the 
Corporate Responsibility (CORE) Coalition subsidiaries, 
which includes trade unions, environment, 
human rights, development and faith 
organisations including Amicus, Amnesty 
International, Christian Aid, Transport & 
General Workers Union, New Economics 
Foundation, Save the Children, Traidcrah, 
the public service union UNISON, ond the 
Unity Trust Bonk to promote the reform of 
company law to take into account social 
and environmentol impacts 

We call on Shell to cease relying on CSR 
and voluntary codes of conduct to 
address corporate abuse of the 
environment and human rights, and 
instead to: 

0 support initiatives like CORE to reform 
company law to address social and 
environmental impacts, and 

. 0 stop lobbying agoinst international 
corporate accountabiliv initiatives like 
the UN Norms on the 
Responsibilities of 
Transnational Corporations and 
Other Business Enterprises with 
Regard to Human Rights, and 
the US Alien Torts Claim Act. 
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Message from h e  Independent Auditors 

As Shell's neighbours, we have been 
comparing -for decades-the To: Friends of the Earth 
information that Shell presents in glossy From: Global Community Monitor 

brochures against what's really Re. the Other Shell Report 2003 
happening on the ground 

Assurance report 

W e  have oligned ourselves with 
standards of truth, pccuracy and justice 
for all. We live in the hot spots that Shell 
has creoted by plocing refineries, 
pipelines and wells in our communities. 
We do not represent a hand-picked 
external panel of. so-called experts--..- 
working in comfortable offices hundreds 
or even thousands of miles awoy. We are 
the true experts, and pay the price for our 
proximity to Shell's polluting activities. 

We do not use complicated symbols to 
cotegorise data. We have no caveats, 
complicoted discloimers, limitations or 
aggregate numbers in our testimonies. 

Our first-hand accounts are bosed on 
something far more reliable: our 
experience of hoving Shell as a neighbor. 

-Shell's Fenceline Niighbors  
a r o u n d  the world 

. 

Introduction 
We have been asked to provide assurance over the community testimonies and first 
hand accounts detailed in this Report. This Report is the responsibility of Friends of the 
Earth. Our responsibility is to express on opinion on the information, testimonies and 
statements indicated, based on our experiences referred to above in "Message hom the 
independent Auditors." 

In our opinion 
The sociol and environmentol performance of Shell, os indicoted in this report, properly 
reflects reality. Personal stotements are sufficiently supported by experience of living 
next to Shell's polluting activities. 

Assurance work performed 
In forrning our opinion, we have studied this report in the context of our expertise and 
experiences os detoiled above in "Message from the Independent Auditors". We used 
a muk-disciplinary team, comprising fenceline neighbors and environmentol and social 
specialists. 

. 

Considerations and limitations 
None 

We believe our experiences provide a reosonoble basis for our absolute opinion, 

Global Community Monitor / A project of the Tides Center 
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