S. 37
File With &ac},m

SECTION 131 FORM

Appeal NO:_PL ! B Z! )+ 2 [ ] . DeferReO/H [ ] /
TO:SEO /
Having considered the contents of the submission datgd/ received KO / o l‘) / ) L(. . from
ﬂ\ou o ]—\Q (r \r\)r }oﬂn. I recommend that section 131 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000
@/not be invoked at this stage for the following reason(s):. /’/ o New 1J ruef
E.O.: )/\ 10 (om Sﬂ“ﬁf{ Date:___ O %)? /OG; _
To EO: :

&
Section 131 not to be invoked at this st a/O‘“é

ection not to be invoked at this stage. I
SHS
Section 131 to be invoked ~ allow 2/4 weeks for rcplgﬂzﬁé
: S
5 8
S.E.O.: ﬂ-’{ 9 ‘J"v x%i°\$ Date: ?'1 7._{%
<<0\ Q K
S.A.O: . o°® Date:
O
&
s

M
Please prepare BP - Section 131 notice enclosing a copy of the attached submission
to:
Allow 2/4weeks — BP
EO: Date:
AA: Date:

J:abp\forms\2000ActForms(s37)
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CORRESPONDENCE FORM

ol 203U

]’tﬂ/H—Q (nOM

Please treat correspondence received on 30

M [

/0(3 /ou

as follows:

1. Update database with new agent for Applicant/Appellant

2. Acknowledge with BP ?,O
3. Keep copy of Board’s Letter  []
2ed p«ﬁ aﬂn“m\ + re/ponse
¢ Ofm O\I :

1. RETURN TO SENDER with BP
L]

3. Keep Copy of Board’s letter [ ]

2 Keep Envelope:

Amendments/Comments
R4
0,;(\‘3‘
)
o@°§é§
.aon\éy
&
d\(\?&\\ i
{,\\0
QOQOXJ
4. Attach to file
@ R/S ] (d) Screening [ RETURN TO EO B/
(b) Mapping [ ] (¢) Inspectorate [_]
(c) Processing [_|
Plans Date Stamped
Date Stamped Filled in
£O: )/\\Emm SMQL(- : AA: uﬁ&(ﬁw Qpﬂﬁ
Date: (j k/O:l'/O(L | Date: O:@ D‘-_*(
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From: vBoard" <bord@pleanala.ie>

To: <m.donlan@pleanala.ie>

Copies to: <k.somers@pleanala.ie>

Subject: Fw: For the attention of: Kieran Somers /| Ross Cranwell
Date sent: Wed, 30 Jun 2004 14:29:09 +0100

----- Original Message -—-

From: Craig Bennett

To: bord@pleanala.ie

Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2004 2:19 PM

Subject: For the attention of: Kieran Somers / Ross Cranwell

Sent on behalf of Maurah Harrington
For the attention of:  Kieran Somers / Ross Cranwell

Dear Mr Somers and Mr Cranwell

Please find attached a copy of the recent report %etﬁind The Shine - The Other Shell R
&
Please be advised that Friends of the Efﬁrﬂ&?}(ﬁgland, Wales and Northern Ireland) anc

O
A hard copy of this report will followéoqu¢§

SIS
L
NS\
R

Yours sincerely

A
O

& AN BORD PLEANALA

o

Maurah Harrington ~~ © TIME BY,
30 JUN 2004

Sent on behalf of Maurah Harrington LTR.- DATED FROM___ 4

PL

Craig Bennett
Senior Campaigner - Corporate Accountability

Direct Line: +44 (0) 20 7566 1667
Mobile: +44 (0) 7720 147280
Pager: +44 (0) 7654 588862
Fax: +44 (0)20 7490 0881
Email: craigh@foe.co.uk

Kieran Somers —-1- Wed, 30 Jun 2004 16:29:42
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Friends of the Earth
26-28 Underwood Street
London N1 7JQ

United Kingdom

Switchboard: 020 7490 1555
Web site: www.foe.co.uk

e T T T T T S TR YA R T T S R s et D b s n bt d it 2

Do you know the Way to Go on transport?

The Government is reviewing its 10 year plan for transport,
deciding where to spend money for the next decade. But
they're not asking the public what it wants. You can tell

the Government the way to go-for your money to be spent on
things like public transport, cycling, walking and safe

routes to schools, not on road-building.

http://waytogo.org.uk/ &
******************************************************ﬁg@***
QO
A
&
S
A\
S
& O§
.\Q&Q‘\'
<<°\ A‘&\Q
\C’OQ
\0
Qo?}‘
QO
Kieran Somers -2 - Wed, 30 Jun 2004 16:29:42
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Dedicated to the memory of our
kaosama, googhfriend, hard worker
for the people’s cause,

Dick Gabax, Pandacan resident who
campaigned tirelessly to oust Shell’s
depots from his community.

Before, his untimely passing in early
2004, Dick had planned to attend
the Shell AGM in London this year to
tell Shell personally about the
urgent need to relocate their
dangerous fuel depot.
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This report will highlight Shell’s poor performance as a leading corporate secial responsibility advocate, its failure to address
the concerns of Shell fenceline communities from last year’s AGM and the link between Shell's axaggerated oil reserves fiasco
and its exaggerated claims about its social and envirenmental performance. It also highlights the need for urgent reform of UK
company law and Shell’s ottitude to fenceline communities.

This report is based largely on evidence from people areund the world who live in the shadow of Shell’s various operations.
This report is written on behalf of Friends of the Earth (FOE), Colstivo Alternative Verda (CAVE), Community In-power
Development Association {CIDA), Concerned Citizens of Norco, Environmental Rights Action of Nigeria {FOE Nigeria), Global
Community Monitor (GCM), groundWork {(FOE South Africa) & groundWork USA, Louisiana Bucket Brigade, Sakhalin
Environmental Waich, South Durban Community Environmental Alliance {SDCEA), qndglll'nihd Front to Oust Qil Depots (UFO-OD).

S

Report Coordinator: Denny Larson, Global Foreword by Tony Juniper @‘z‘
e ity Monitor.

ommunily Menilor The year in review \\\ @
Contributors: Anne Rolfes, Louisiona Bucket
Brigade, Hilon Kelley, Community In-power Glohal recognition foQb‘]?) Ie standing up to Shell
Development Association, Karen Read, South Durban, South Af(iea@bcml development schemes to ignore
Durban Communily Environmenial Alfiance, refinery hgmrg? (\ 8
Melissa Coffin, Environmental Health Fund, N
Norbert George, Humane Care Foundation Port Arthur, s. environmental injustice by Shell refinery
Curogao, Denny larson, Globol Community plagues Aﬁo'gﬁn-Amemun neighbourhoods 1

Monifor, Vanessa Stasse, JED Collective Cenler,
Cesar Auguste Guimardes Pereira & Elsan
Maceié dos Sontos, Coletive Alfernative Verde,
Hope Tura, UFO-OD, Francesca Frandia, Global Nogto, Lovisiana: health problems still not addressed by Shell 17
Community Monitor, Monique Harden & Nathalie

Walker, Advocates for Environmental Homan Nigeria: the strange case of Shell’s vanishing oil reserves 20
Rights {AEHR), Demitry Lisityn, Sokhafin
Environmenial Walch, lkuko Matsumoto, Friends
of the Eorth {lapon), Peter Roderick, Doug Curacao, Caribbean: Polluted paradise 24
Norden, Pacific Enviranment, Mare Pagani.

Manila ﬂae Philippines:
Pnndg&m oil depots—a disaster waiting to happen 14

Sao Paulo, Brazil: Shell contamination at the Vila Carioca 22

Sakhalin Island, Russia: Shell’s broken commitments 26
Editors: Simon McRae, Friends of the Earth
{England, Wales & Northemn Ireland), Monique
Harden & Natholie Walker, AEHR.

Examples of Shell’s documented spills, fires,
and toxic releases since the 2003 Shell AGM 28

Smoke and mirrors; social development and assessments,

Thanks te: Adam Bradbury, Rita Marcangelo, pay offs, and community advisory panels 29

Calliste Lellioh, Phil Michaels, Brian Shaad, Tricia
Phelan, ond Croig Bennett, Corporate lobbying under scrutiny—the case of Shell 3o

Design and prinfing by Design Acion Collecive  Why the voluntary approach just isn't good en 32

d Inkworks Press. Printed on 100% post-con: 2
ur::)’l:d o mer:‘l d:l::i 10 l:reepc:rs Sl Condlusions AN BORD PLEANALA 34
Want to know more? Addilional Message from the | gﬂ‘ﬂwﬁ“” 36

information on Shell can be found in Riding the Endnote
Drogon: Royal Dutch/Shell and the Fossil Fire by nenetes
Juck Doyle, published by the Environmental

Health Fund, availeble at www.shellfacts.com.

30 JUN 2004 37

LTR.- DATED____
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2 The Other Shell Report

T Jpee [ AN BORD PLEANALA

bear | taleeholder

This is the second altemative Shell Carporate Social Responsibility (CSR) report that Friends of

the Earth has been privileged to produce with, and for, the many communities that live on
Shell's “fencelines”.

For several years now, Shell has been oversiating ifs social and environmental performance.
Our report, Failing the Challenge—The Other Shell Report 2002, documented what it is like
for the many communifies living next fo Shell's refineries, depots, and pipelines in different
parts of the world. We were able to show that, despite making a public commitment to
sustainable development eight years ago, Shell is still pulting more effort into green spin than
green delivery, and that little has changed on the ground.

Behind the Shine—The Other Shell Report 2003 provides an update on the main cases profiled
in Failing the Challenge and chronicles Shell's iqé'ﬁon and procrastination over the last 12
months, In Texas, Durgan, Manila and the Niger Della, communifies have been offered endless
dialogue, projects, and pilot projects i ,slagg'of the concrete acfion needed to slop the harm the
refineries, depots, gas flares, and pi lifks are causing. Together with these cases, we profile
three new case studies. We alsoghallenge the foilure of CSR and the use of voluntary codes of

practice to address the signiﬁg@or@ocial and environmental impacts of corporations.

<
Since Shell's Annual Ge: ?@‘Meeﬁng in April 2003, shareholders and institufional investors
have discovered whatferzeline communities have known for o long time: that what Shell
says in its reports gndvhat happens in redlity are often not one and the same. The
company’s anndbngment in January 2004 that it had overstated its oil and gas reserves by
20% sent shockwéves through worl? energy markets and the corporate sector as a whole. But
at least shm%: ders have rights established in law, through which they can hold Shell
acccuniacli@ en it fails to act in their interest.

The same cannot be said, unfortunately, for the people who live next door to Shell. These
stakeholders have litfle or no rights of redress, and Shell is working to destroy what few rights
they have by lobbying against an important UN standard, Norms on the Responsibilities of
Transnational Corporations and Other Business Enterprises with Regard to Human Rights.
Existing laws governing companies ore flawed because they focus on delivering short term
profit rather than considering the wider social and environmental impacts of companies.

The time has come for laws governing corporations to profect the environment and the people
who are most directly affected by Shell's poor performance: the fenceline communities.
Friends of the Earth is compaigning as part of the Corporate Responsibility {CORE) Coalition
to reform UK law so that companies are required to address their impacts on human rights
and the environment, both here in the UK and wherever these companies operate overseas.

Justice and accountability should be rights for the stokeholder—not just for the shareholder,

: TIME BY 1
Tony Juniper
Executive Director, Friends of the Earth (Engand, Wales un%h&ﬁhwriﬂm)

LTR.- DATZ! FROM

—
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the year in review

“Qur commitment to coniribute 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.”

Sir Philip Watts (then) Chairman of Shell’s Committee of Managing Directors in his Foreword to the Mealing the Chollenge—The 2002 Shell CSR Report.

In the year since Sir Philip Watts'
statement, shareholders have come to
realize the deep irony of his words.
Rather than demonsirating “good
financial performance . . . accompanied
the highest standard of governance”,
Shell has created an international
corporate scandal by exaggerating its oil

and gas reserves. Chief Executive Sir
Philip Watis has been compelled to
resign, ond governmental entities in the
United States and Europe have launched
investigations of Shell's business practices.

= e —— EPA Export 08—07—2014:23:50:2h

Just as important, le living near the ¢ The reality, as known all too well b
fencelines of Shell’fefggliﬁes have & ¢ Shell's rngny fenceline communilies? is that
witnessed the emptiness of Sir Philip & Shell has been overstating its social and
Woalt's statement pertaining fo eg\sfqﬁuble environmental performance for years. For
development and the comm he many, the company has become

made to them during Shell& Ahnual synonymous with Ize word “greenwash”,
General Meeting “AG ﬁpril 2003.  i.e. giving the impression of acting in an

At the AGM, sha rs listened environmentally protective way while
patiently while \celine community

carrying on wilh unsusiainable business
representalive gt another seized the as usual. It was in an effort fo expose this
opportunityfo finally put their case

gop between rhetoric and reality that
directly to §I s Board of Directors. Friends of the Earth and the Global Shell
are of the media and investor

Under the g Fenceline Alliance lost year published the
spotlighs, Sir Philip Watts made numerous
peréonal and corporate commitments to

first alternative Shell Corporate
Responsibility (CR) report, Failing the
ensure acfion would be loken. However,
Shell has failed to deliver any significant

Challenge—The Other Shell Report 2002,
on-the-ground improvement in its

operotions.

Shell neighbors, Desmend ['Sa, Hope Turo, and Cronks Douglas engage Sic ko ""H,"'-m
Philip Watts of last year's AGM meating in London. {Denny Larsan, Globa) 'ﬁ:-‘ '
Community Monifor) TR, %

The Other Shell Report 2003 3




year in review confinued...

Who knows the real Shell best—its fenceline neighbours

Shell has always been a big advocate of
“corporate social responsibility” or CSR
and voluntary codes of conduct, but there
comes a fime when this isn’t enough.
Friends of the Earth believes that
companies like Shell should be required
by law to consider a duty of care to the
environmental and social impacts of its
operalions. Fenceline communities want
Shell to stop polluting their environment
and damaging theirieolth.

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

Norco residents remember playing benecth thess live oak trees as dhildren, before they were

4 The Other Shel Report

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 man
countries, towns, and suburbs that have
been domaged by Shell's environmentol
and social failures. People living near
Shell refineries, pipelines, and
petrochemical facilities from places as far
apart as Texas in the USA and Nigerio in
Alrica want the world to know that this
multinational corparation is jeopardising
their families’ health, desiroying their
qudlity of life, and threatening their livess
In all of these cases, ordina people &
have had to put a great dearrof persanal
time and energy into advec “Q?dﬁ t
Shell take responsibility Ey;?g‘ﬁmblems
«Qogy\
&

S
KO
S
Qd *‘\\Q

\C’OQ

O

&

S

it causes and live up to its stated
commitments to human rights and
environmental standards. Unfortunately,
Shell fails fo respond to community
concerns unless and until its bad practices
are brought fo 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 its multi-million
dollar public relations campaign to
poriray itself as being socially
responsible, this report brings o the light
of day the truth about Shell's harmful
operations. The communities from around
the world that are featured in this report
share their inspiring ond courageous
stories about their daily siruggle to
defend their health and environment from

Shell.

TIME

AN BORD PLEANALA

BY.

The trees are

i thairyJamek when Shell built th irdm' lant in the 1§50
m&me@heﬂﬂ:mml'b:lli&'{bugf ad:)

30 JUN 2004
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Shells neighbours tell Shell;

* To stop wasting ifs resources on “feel
good” social projects that do nothing
fo solve the serious health and
environmental problems of ils Facility
operations that plague communities
around the Werlc)f.

* To eliminate hazardous and life-
threatening facility accidents by
replacing anfiquated and dilapidated
pipelines and relocating them to non-
residential areqs,

* To significantly reduce pollution where

e!l operates in communities of color,

just as Shell has done at its facilifies in
Denmark and other locations that ore

predominantly populated by

_ Caucosians,

]

To comply with local legislation and
relocate oil depots away from Manila,
where the densely populated area is
subjected o the depof's constant foxic
emissions, as well as the threqt of the
depot being a terrorist target.

To improve and enhance jis
identification and measurement of
facility pollution by employing skate-of-
the-art regl-fime environmental
monitoring, which thoroughly involves
community participation,

To cease any and off delays in
terminafing the odious practice of gd;é\
flaring in Nigeria. NS

&

To take full responsibility for past
environmental damage that continues
fo impact the health and environment
of people in places like Sac Paulo,
Brozil and Curacao, Caribbean,

* To hully and accurately assess the

significant impacts of massive Projecis,
like the Sakhalin Il il and gas drilling,
processing, and export complex in
Russia, which could ullimately subject
Sakhalin Island 1o irreversibla
environmental disasters and
evastaling economic losses,

L

g tyvo, N5k Cobbing/Friocsof e Ect)

gy =

The Other Shell Report 2003 5

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23§

i i
il s i
h""ﬂ il T

0:20



Global recognition for people

The Goldman Environmental Prize,
considered the “Nobel Prize for the
Environment,” is the world's largest prize
program honouring grassroots
environmentalists from the six continental
regions of Africa, Asia, Islands and
Island Nations, Europe, North America,
and South and Central America. Over
the last several years, the Goldman
Environmental Prize has been awarded
in three separale instances to community
leaders for their inspiring work in
combating Shell’s destructive practices
and related injustices in their countries.
In 2004 the Goldman Prize was
awarded o Margie Richard from Norco,
Louisiana, USA; in 1998 Bobby Peek
from Durban, South Africa won the
prize; and in 1995 the late Ken Saro-
Wiwa from Nigeria was posthumously
awarded the prize' These awards stand
as a testament to both the profoundly
negative global impacts that Shell has on
communities around the warld, and the
exceptional courage, commitment, and
personal sacrifice of the people living in
these communities, who firelessly fight
for justice.

i AR .
% 5% i i
4 “-. b mﬁt e e s

Y eney N ERRERTE Rt L L

Magie EEene Richard, Goldman Prize 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.”

Margie Richard, Goidmon Frize Winner, 2004

Margie Richard grew up in the
community of Diamond and lived within
25 feet of the Shell chemicdl plantin 5~
Norco, Louisiana. Margie and her &%
neighbours believe that the higl'k‘rgﬁs of
cancer, birth defects, and 3 ailments
such as asthma were ca llution
from Shell's operations>  Shell plant ot
Norco dumps morg en two million
pounds of toxic ghegicals into the
environmeni\’éa, edr.
N

N
S

,\0
&

S

Margie was first motivated to take on
Shell in 1973 when a Shell pipeline
exploded, killing an elderly woman and
teenage boy only a block from her house.
In 1988 there was another major
accident at the plant which killed seven
workers and resulted in over 150 million
tonnes of foxins being spewed into the
air. In 1989 Margie ?ormed the
Concerned Cifizens of Norco to seek
justice from Shell.

Margie has led the 13-year campaign of

& Concerned Citizens of Norco for a fair

buy-out of their contaminated
neighbourhood. Margie was awarded the
Goldman Environmental Prize 2004 for
persuading Shell to relocate residents
who had grown up living next door to the
chemical plont and to reduce its foxic
emissions from their operations by 30%.

Margie Richard on the banks of the Mississippi River, lovisiana,
along 0 134 kilometer sirsich known os *Concer Alley”, because
of tha high concenirafion of indusirial chemicol facilifies . &
[Mere Pogani, Louisiona Bucket Brigada)
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standing up to Shel

Previous winners of the Goldman Prize who stood up to Shell

Ken Sarowiwa Goldman Prize In May 1994, Ken was abducted from his
Winner 1995 ! home and arrested with other MOSOP

leaders for the alleged murder of four
Ogoni leaders. In October 1995, despite
e protests of people around the world,
including government officials from other
countries and human righis organizations
such as Amnesty Infernational, Ken and
eight co-defendanis were convicted by o
military tribunal and hanged. Many
Ogoni believe that the only crime 5
commitied by Ken Saro-Wiwa was his
daring fo stand up to Shell.

Ken Saro-Wiwa, o well-known Nigerian
award-winning author angd activist, was
executed by the Nigerian government in
1995. Ken Saro-Wiwo was president of
the Movement for the Survival of the

oni People (MOSOP), an organization
fighting to defend the environmental gnd
human rights of the Ogoni people.

Since the late 1950, Shell hos been
operating in Nigeria, extracting more
than US$30 billion of cil and
contaminating the farmland gnd fisheries
of the Ogoni, Many of the fish and
wildlife in the area have vanished, Ken
Saro-Wiwa mobilized his pecple fo
demand compensation from Shell for oil
spills on Ogoni farmland angd in the
wetlands, rivers, and streams of the Niger ¢
Delta. In Jenuary 1993, Ken brought <C
together 300,000 Ogoni who took to the
streets in the largest demonstration %
against an ojl company in history, &

%

an

mem

Bobby Pesk oddresses rally of Sauth Durban residents
poliution from Shell's refinery. {South
Communily Envirenmento! Alliance)

oéb'BObbY Peek, Goldman Prize
é Winner 1998

\@ Sven ‘Bob
© Durban in

concerned with

communities,
Alrica, 1o ady
Shell’s significant pollution levels.

Peek grew up in South
bS):}uﬁi Aﬁg‘icu ne.it to one of the
largest oil refineries in Africa, the South
Alfrican Petroleum Refinery {SAPREF). The
refinery, which is jointly-owned by Shell
BP, operates in communities where
poor black, indian, and mixed race
people live, Every family on the block
where Bobby lives has lost of leqst one

Bobby wos awarded the Goldman
Environmental Priz
and leadership in uniting multi-ethnic
in post-apartheid South

e in 1998 for his vision

for reductions in

[ A

TIME

N BORD PLEA

NALA

I
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y Durban, South Africa

Social development schemes to ignore refinery hazards

Durban is home to the massive
South African Petroleum Refinery
(SAPREF) which is the largest
crude oil refinery in South Africa.
Jointly owned by Shell and BP,
the SAPREF refinery began
operating in the 1960s and has
the capacity to process more than
185,000 barrels of oil per day.
The refinery complex is in an
area of south Durban populated
by poor black, indian, and
mixed-race communities.
SAPREF’ aging infrastructure has
caused an appalling catalogue of
accidents in recent years that
have had devastating
consequences for local people
and the environment,

Shell’s assurance to Durban at
the 2003 AGM

Desmond D'Sa is a Durban resident and
Chairperson of the South Durban
Community Environmental Alliance
{SDCEA), a coalition of community
organisations from diverse racial, ethnic,
and religious backgrounds that advocates
for industrial pollution reduction and
accident prevention. In 2003, Desmond
iravelled fo the Shell AGM in London and
eloquently spoke out against Shell’s
hazardous operations in Durban. During .o/
the AGM, Sir Philip Walts, then CEO of >
the Shell Group, gave Desmond his &
personal assurance that actio, N be
taken to clean up the SAP in‘.i ity.
Such action has not occuFedi One year
after Walls' assurance,theSouth Durban
communities conting® tn'suffer from
repealed indusirigt aécidents and

hazardous spilis: section entitfed

Examples 8if's documented spills,
fires, and releases since the 2003
Shell AG).
&
CJO

Double standards

Shell asserts thet it uses the best
environmental standards at its facilities
worldwide. In fac, however, Shell is guilty
of using a double standard, one that
offen provides cleaner facilifies in areas
around the world with predominantl
Caucasian populations as compared fo
dirtier and more hazardous facilities
located in places where people of color
live. For example, on a daily basis, the
SAPREF refinery dumps 19 tons of
sulphur dioxide into the air that people in
the neighbouring communities brea’ﬁe',
which is more than six fimes the amount
of sulphur dioxide released by Shell’s
refinery in Denmark?. Sulphur dioxide is
a severe respiratory irritant which can
Irigger asthma attacks, and o 2002
health study by the Durban Environmental
Health Depariment and two universifies
confirms iﬁe significant incidence of
chronic asthma among Durban residents,
especiolly children®. Further, unlike Shell
facilities in Europe, the SAPREF refinery
does not employ an effective rust-
detecting system, which has resulted in
the leakage of 25 tons of tetra ethyl lead,
a harmhul neurotoxin, into the
environment,

Shell refinery Raring in South Durban, South Africa,
[South Dutban Community Environmental Alliones)
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Ignoring the problem

SDCEA and groundWork {Friends of the
Earth South Africa), g:veenvirnnmenbl?l »
justice organisation, repeatedly urg,
Shell ho?;ol specifically with the
environmental issues of ifs refinery thet
plogue Durban residents. However, raher
than faking action fo the excessive
pollution and frequent accidents ot ifs
operdtions, SAPREF has gone fo the
expense of bringing infernational
consulionts from Shell's headquarters in
Londan fo spend their fime and resources
on what they believe are social issues
affecting fenceline communities*, This s
reflective of a sirategy increasingly
emplayed by Shell fo offer “feel good”
projects, such as academic scholarships and
new playgrounds, in order o divert

i

attention from the serious health and
environmental impacts of ifs operations.

In those instances when SAPREF does
allempt to address environmental issues,
such attempts are woefully inadequate,
fail to respond o community demands,
and ignore the root of the problem. For
example, although SAPREF brought Shell
experts from its offices in the Hogue and
London lo assist in cleaning up around
lecking pipes that have spilled over 1.3
million litres of petrol uncrer the homes of
Durban residents, SAPREF and Shell N
experts refuse residents’ demands for S

relocation of the faulty pipelin N
from their homes, and the im o tion
of appropriate environmen eé\

ery

improvements in SAPREB;%&&
operations®, . OQQé\\
S
S
N
R
O
&

S

é

.

CLEAN AT A REGHT.
F o4 FERYPLEE LSTIROIRS
B §

Seuth Durban residents pratest poliution problems in front of $hell refinery. {South Durben Community Environmental Alliance)

Dialogue without action

SAPREF has been holding Community
Liison Forum meetings for a number of
years, However, peopﬁe in the community
are tired of “talkshops” that have
achieved nothing, SAPREF managers say
they that want to build frust and move
eyond an adversarial role with the
communily, but these managers have
completely ignored the community’s
repeated admonitions that frust cannot be

@boughl‘ with so-called “socigl projecis”.

How meaniﬂl are Shells volunlu:z environmental management standards?

In aitempting to defend its indefensible operation of the SAPREF ref;
evidence that its environmental management of the SAPREF refinery
a body of voluniary environmental standards which periain to on
Shell to consider either the environmental sustainability of its o

nery, Shell points fo its ISO 14001 certification as

is entirely appropriate. However, ISO 14001 is merely
-site industrial activifies. These standards do not require
perations, or the off-sits impacis that these operations have

on local communities. In short, the ISO 14001 certificate is meaningless fo communities who bear the significant off-site
health and environmental consequences of SAPREF's toxic pollution and frequent industrial accidents,

The Other Shell Report 2003 9

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:50:21



3 the Shine

SAPREF’s leaks waste money
and disrupt the
community

The communily is outraged that SAPREF’s
routine respanse fo its frequently leaking
pipelines consists of nothing more than
excavating some of the contaminoted
land in their neighbourhoods, and
applying patches to corroded segments of
the anfiquated pipelines. SAPREF's leaks
and ahiendant excavations are a conlinual
nuisance that severely disrupt the lives of
residents. Why isn't there o program fo
relocate and replace all the pipelines?
Why doesn’t Shell recognize rE:: it is an
injustice to jeapardize the health and lives
of residents with faulty pipelines that leak
dangerous substances? Why does Shell
confinue to waste shareholders’
investments by failing to fully and finally
stop the leakage of refinery materials into
the ground of South Durban2

Desmond D'Sa of SDCEA [right)} reads o list of environmental justice demands to South African govemment oﬁé}

10 The Other Shell Report

N

{South Durbon Community Environmental Alliance)

W
T # "
B

s
What has SAPREF %xl?or South Durban residents since the Shell

&
AGM in April 200875

R

* Poliuted H]\e&@\gunily with accidents

and leak$® QA*
)
* Exceeded air quality guidelines

. gé@ little other than excuses when
community complained about toxic

emissions and flaring

* Withheld information from community
groups by using old apartheid
legisEﬂion known as the National
Keypoint Act

* Turned communily leadership
from Remejiuﬁon Site Meetings
Pertaining fo massive leakage of oil
under their homes

Locked out community leaders from a
meeting when members of the South
Alrican Porifolio on the Environment
Committee visited SAPREF

TIME
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' Port Arthur, Texas

Environmental injustice by Shell refinery plagues
African-American neighbourhoods

The Motiva Refinery, a Shell joint
venture in Port Arthur, Texas, is
one of North America’s busiest
and most productive oil
refineries, currently processing
more than 235,000 barrels of oil
per day. Shell profits financially
from the refinery at the expense
of the low-income community
that lives in its shadow. Local
residents call the area around
West Port Arthur “Gasoline
Alley” because of the high levels
of toxic pollution.

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

Hillon Kelley, Founding Director of
Community In-power Development
Association {CIDA), o community
environmental justice organisation in Port i :
Arthur, Texas, USA, travelled io the 2003 I I § f = =
Shell AGM in London. At the AGM, i D° ; s bors ld

- ¢ phel: ion of Shell nei s o press
Hilton confronted Sir Philip Wetts : conforence i Port Arthur, Toxas, o highlght Shlfs poor
regarding the health-damaging pollution environmental performance, (Global Conmonily

the Motiva Refinery. Speaking Monitor] '
immedialely after the AGM, Hilton said “I . . .
am ho, Furthut something will be done. & Community mobilizes in
Sir Philip locked me in the eyeand s~ defence of their health
promised. Things have to change. And'i
they do not, ! will be here nextyeasand In December 2003, CIDA opened the
in coming years.” o??:/b\é Center for Environmental Ecﬁjcaﬁon ond
&

< Hedlth. The Center provides information
After returning to Tex \ﬁ%ﬁn found that  on health and toxic exposure, offers youth
Shell hadn’t chang 2 section activities, and in the future will make
entitled Example ell’s documented computers, faxes, and prinfers available fo
spills, fires, anf%@: releases since the the public. CIDA has organized

2003 5)‘:3’&&%&}”. A few months later, community health surveys conducted by

Hilton and hicommunity decided that the University of Texas at Galveston

they had g5 option left but to bring legal  Medical Branch, which document that

proceedings against Shell. 80% of the surveyed residents in

oy neighbourhoods near the refinery have

heart conditions and respiratory
problems, compared to 30% of people in
non-refinery areas.

PLEANALA
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" power Development
Association).
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4 I L DA "‘K& 4
Hibion Kellay of Port Arthur explaing

refinery lost power and sent ol their product o the flare—see phato on page 13.

Monikor}

Hilton Kelley’s Story

i f 3 -I Rl 7 O

the impact on Shell’s neighbon of tox

“Last year | went to the Annual
General Meeting in London,
England, and I met with sir Philip
Watts, Chairman of the Shell
Corporation. Upon meeting him
and telling him about the
pollution problems from the
Shell facility that plague our
community, he assured me that
he would do everything in his
power to rectify the situation. |
left that meeting thinking that his
word would hold true,

“Upon arriving back to the us, 1
thought that I would receive o
call from the Sheli facility

i !;s . % ; &,3, when th
m@z@é: Global Comnm:i!y

. . O Q

informing‘m@ about the new way

they would be dealing with our

commugiity but this did not
hapﬁzofhing 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 lawsuyit
against the Shell facility.

Now we will let the courfs decide
who is dumping what,”

Residents hold Shell liable for
heulth-dqmuging refinery

For many, Texas and oil go together, but
for the residents of the West-Side
neighbourhoods of Port Arthur, such o
mixture is @ hazard to their health, As in
many of the communilies where Shell
operates, community members in West-
Side believe thot their concerns about
Shell's pollufion have been ignored.

The West-Side of Port Arthur is on

. Alrican-American communily that is

literally located “on the ofher side of the
fracks”. People living in the public housing
developments and single-family homes on
the West-Side suffer from high levels of
asthma and cancers. They bear the brunt
of Shell's pollution most irectly. 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
CIDA met with Tom Purvis, the menager
of the Shell facility. CIDA offered him and
execulives from Shell's comorate office in
Houston, Texas the opportunity fo
negotiate steps for addressing the serious
environmental and health problems in the
community. When the managers refused
fo enler negotiations, the residents felt
compelled to file o lawsuit against Shell,

Ignoring the problem

Shell refuses to address the significant
health concerns of Port Arthur’s 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 residanis in the
West-Side neighbourh

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:50:




Bad air day in Port Arthur, April 14, 2003 {Hilton Kelley, Community in-power Development Associu@%]\
O

S
QQO\&éb\?

Legal action against Shell The lawsuit is bein éﬁ‘?&&gﬁt pursuantto  pleadings charge that local indusiries

the common law :Jexas and the have *“violated these basic humoan rights
Over 1,200 Port Arthur pollution victims Wronghyl De@&@oﬁnd the Survival which we must honour as q sociely if we
are alleging air, soil, and other Statute. Accorg&i.ﬁ to the cilizens’ ore all fo live in peace and well-being.”
contamination due 1o the release of uﬁomeyszgéﬂﬂ evidence we have
“noxious fumes, vapours, odours and obfaine% ows a habitual pattern of Because management refysed lo even talk
hazardous substances.” The number of emissidris and discharges that endanger  with affected neighbours, Shell is now
citizens participating in the lawsuit is the health of the public. These are clearly  being sued in Port Arthur. Is this @ good
expected fo grow dramatically. The not ‘unaveidoble accidents’ * way to manage shareholders’
lowsuit seeks medical moniloring and investments?
reimbursement of medical expense, as Don Maierson, one of the attorneys for
well as compensation for loss of quality of  the fenceline neighbours in Port Arthur
life. The specific legal claims include said, “The industries have desfroyed the
trespass, nuisance, and negligence, as quality of life of their neighbours. It is
well as fraud and misrepresentation of the clearly illegal 1o deny citizens the right fo
harm caused by the foxic releasest, breathe clean air and hove boll use and

enjoyment of their Property.” The legal

ALA
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Behind the Shine

Pandacan oil depots
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
depot. Shell refuses to relocate its
depot, despite legisiation
requiring them fo do so. Over the
past year, Pandacan has been
the site of an ongoing battle
between residents and Shell (and
two other oil companies, Caltex
and Petron) regarding the
companies’ refusal to remove the
oil and gas depots located on 33-
hectares of land.

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

Hope Esquille 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
concerns that the continued presence of
Shell’s oil depot was circumventing a city
ordinance that requires its removal. She
explained that Shell hod used its
significant influence fo secure a special
permit to operate, rather than respect and

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
about 84,000 people who come from
diverse economic backgrounds, the
maijority of whom are urban poor. More
than 15,000 students are enrolled in
elementary and high schools sitvated
near these facilities. The largest university
in Asia, the Universily of the Philippines,
which has a student population of about

comply with the local ordinance. Atthe & 25,000, is located directly across from

AGM, Sir Philip Watts announced thub@é‘
Shell would protect the local comm ity
by creating a “buffer zone” bq%éqfha
oil depots and nearby resi owever,
Hope exposed the mislegBing' nature of
this aﬁ:;urmenh. B“@u{ that the
so-called * r s only going lo
be a few mete@%%

S &

S

X
Residential @bodloods in Meiro Manila, the Philippin
storage operated by Shell and other oil componie|

s, in an area known as Pondacon, co-exist odjocent o fuel

the depots on the banks of the Pasig
River. Daycare centers, churches, and
small businesses are located in the area
os well. The Malacanang Presidential

is just two kilometers away from

"EN"BORD PLEANALA
TIME BY

30 JUN 2004

{Frencesca Francia, Global Community Manitor)
TR.- DATZD FROM

18 The Other Shell Report

EPA _Export 08-07-2014.23:50:21



Local residents and governmental officigls
advocale for the removal of the o] depots
because the continuous presence of the
depots in Pandacan is o disaster waoiting
fo happen. They wamn 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 meiro Manila’.

On November 28, 2001, the cily of
Manila passed ordinance number 8027
requiring Shell, Callex, and Peiron to
relocate their oil depots outside of Manile
city limits by the end of April 2003,
However, in June 2002, the Mayor of
Marile, Lito Atienza, signed a
memorandum of understanding {MOU)
with the three companies allowing them
to “stay” if certain condifions wers 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 separate petitions
with the Manila Regional Trial Court
seeking injunctions fo suspend the
ordinance from taking efgd"’. On April
30, 2003, the frial court denied Shell’s
pefition for an injunction, but granted the
petitions by Caltex and Peiron'". The
Mayor then issued “special permils” fo
Caltex and Petron to continue operations
during the pending litigation'?. And, in a
highly coniroversial decision, the Mayor
also issued a similar permit fo Shell,
notwithstanding Shell’s failure to prevail

in court”. An alliance of university
students, professors, and employees
joined UFO-OD in filing a complaint with
the Office of the Ombuydsman agoinst the
Mayor for issuing the permit fo Shell,
claiming that the Mayor violated his duly
fo enforce the ordinance. The alliance
also requested that the Ombudsman
investigate “three Pandacan [officiols] for
seeking ‘benefits’ from the oil firms in
return for their support of the depois”, 4

Exponentially exacerbating Shell's brash
circumvention of local law requiring Shell

to mave its operations out of Pandacan js <5
the fundamental fact that Shells leqse lr?\

&
the University of the Philippines
the property expired on May 3 . The
University was so outraged 's
failure to horior the terms &ase
agreement that it urg preme Court
o direct the mayor foj e “the city
ordinance bannillg%' ‘companies from
maintaining oj in Pandacan',
Warning the at the presence of
Shell’s depot i Pandacan poses a “major
threat fo é%@bnql security, considering the
|:ar»'esen¢dla alation of ferrorist activities™'s,
the University expressed concerns about its
liability for “death and destruction” from

Shell's confinued presence"”.

Children of Pandocen living in the shedow of Shell's
huge fuel depot. {Francasen Francia, Global Community
Menitor}
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Behind the Shine

Pandacan

Ignoring the problem

Instead of complying with the existing
law, Shell uses its seemingly limitless
resources fo fund a massive public
relations campaign. That campaign
promulgates misleading claims by the
company, and dlso employs Shell’s
increasingly routine factic of enticing
residents with “feel good"” offers, such as
scholarship progroms ond supposed
employment opportunifies', wﬁicc’h, of
course, do nothing fo address residents’
complaints of environmental and hedlth
problems, as well as security concerns.
Rather than acting as a socially
responsible corporation, Shell perverts the
princi":h of social responsibility into
something more akin to “pay-offs” in an
altempt to pacify serious local community
concerns.

Buffer zone: false sense of
security

Alfter entering into a scandalous
arrangement with the Mayor of Manila,
Shell and the other oil companies scaled
down their operations and constructed o
so-called green buffer zone. Although this
area measures only 5 to 7 meters in
width, Shell claims that it provides a safe
distance between fenceline communities
and the oil depots. Commerical
advertisements paid for by Shell and the
two other oil companies falsely describe
the buffer zone as a “park” or

“promenade area”. Continuing the farge?

Shell painted its depot with pictures gf
bushes and trees. c:é 3

K
RS
0\\ ‘\§

Street scans in Pandocan community is dominated by looming fuel storage !u&:&%mm Francia,
(¢

Global Community Monitor}

The United Firefighters of the Philippines
and international experts on disaster
management estimate that an accident or
explosion in the Pandacan oil depots
could result in devastation within a two-
kilometer radivs". Local residents
confinue to complain about the foul edour
from emissions released by the depots,
and continue to suffer from respiratory
diseases, skin diseases, and other
ailments associated with toxic pollution.

In short, Shell's scaling down of
operations, crealing a so-called buffer

Fzone, and offering air monitors do not
odequately address the serious health
and environmental risks to the entire
population of Pandacan and metropolitan
Manila, The confinued presence of the oil
depots in Pandacan is a disaster waiting
to happen. The health, safety, and
welfare of residents is of paramount
importance, and must take precedence
over the business interests and profits of
Shell and the other ail companies.
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Norco, Louisiang
health problems still not addressed by Shell

Norco, on the banks of the
Mississippi River in Lovisiang, is
home to g large Shell oil refinery
(now a joins venture called
Motiva) and q Shell chemical
facility. Norco is located in
“Cancer Alley”, a 136 icm span
of the Mississippi River where
over 130 refineries and
Petrochemical facilities operafe in
communities thas complain of
high rates of cancer. The Norco
neighbourhood of Diamond,
where g¢énerations of close-knip
African American families have
lived since the 1700%, is locked
between the two Shell facilities, Mo
In 2002, Diamong residents, resi

<
' \géﬁrfer are Norco firms, progressive members of the us
lents who hax&theen fighting for years Congress, and scientific experts. With-
organized as Concerned Citizens get Shell to g residents and deg| significant public scrutiny, the community

Z?ia Richard an

of Norco, compelled Shell to offer  with the healfh gisblems in their organisation f:ompfzﬂed Sc!;e_ll fo elnrertfnfo
. communily thiakare associated with the negotiations for a fair an just relocation,
rhem f'elocahorz and f?'uce ”fe foxic pollys; }@released by the Shell In 2002, Shel! finally agreed fo buy out
pollution from iss faciliies. This fuciliﬁesoqurngie and Iris iravelled to the polluted neighbourhood af o fair price
Unprecedented victory was a Sheﬂ'sq{eadquarters in both London and that allowed residents lo mave, Shell ‘
bittersweet one for residents, in the Netherlands to demand action, claims that tha.roh'lonale for its rﬁlocaho"n
ho left their homel, d in ord, Margie, who organized Concerned decision was sim y fo create o green
:: f:’::d h el;"hom’e on “: 7-0 r Cifizens of Norco, also spoke out about buffer zone by oEenng o move resudgqls
@ healthy place to live, ® communily’s environmental justice on the first fwo streets abuiting the facility,
siruggle o overcome Shells resistance af Shell also cigims that it was onl)_r '
the 2003 AGM. inferested in maintuining the “historic
unity” among residents y offering
Leaving home relocation to the remainder of the
community. To date, Shell has never
Concerned Citizens of Norco developed o acknowledg?d any of the heo!th rmpacizl
residential relocation lan and worked of its operations, although "?Sldenfs mal e
firelessly fo bring Shell's harmful practices it ObUﬂdOnﬂY_C'EC_IF that the issve of hef' th
fo international attention, The was their motivating factor in demanding
organisation garnered the support of g relocation.

iverse infernational coalition of _ )
environmental, health, and human rights “We realized that under no circumstonces
Advocates, socially responsible investment  would it ever be fair for people o live

ext io i teivir s k S,
5 " Mallie
AN ot
chord, n Frize Winner 2004,
TIME gy
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The legacy of health problems

Now out of harm's way, many Norco
residents are reflecting on the trauma they
suffered living next o Shell. They recall
their neighbours who were killed by
Shell's accidents, the cluster of rare
diseases, and the respiratory problems
suffered by so many in the community.
Numerous residents continue io suffer
what they believe are the effects of
chemical exposure, and are burdened by
the associaled crippling health care costs.

As Iris noted, "We're still dealing with
that, we're still dealing with health issues.
1 went lo England, to Shell's headquarters,
and was promised that Shell wos going to
work on it. We hod a meeting... and we
still haven't resolved anything.”

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

supposed “health survey”, conducted by

the Tulane University School of Public ~ o

Health, mere|ﬁ focused on residents’ >
perceptions about the environment, Got
on residents’ actual health c@ﬂil’éﬁs,

exposure fo toxic chemicgls omedical
needs. Qo%@
ST
N
S
- & Q
N

R\
1
H

Concerned Citizens of Norco were
cerfain that, notwithstanding Shell’s
representations to the contrary, they were
being exposed o significant pollution
from Shell’s facilities, and so set about to
document that fact. With the assistance of
Global Community Monitor and the
Louisiana Bucket Brigade, orgonisations
thot train local residents to collect samples
of air pollution in their neighbourhoocr
which are then analyzed by an
accredited laboratory, Norco residents
were finally able to make their case. In
the air samples they collected, Shell's
toxic chemicals were detected ot levels
exceeding health based standards
established by the State of Lovisiana.

Air samples taken by Norco community members with their buckets heva proven
ongoing exposure fo foxic chemicals. {Marc Pagani, Lovisiana Bucket Brigade)
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Problems with Shell’s air
monitoring program

Following the relocation of Diamond
residents, Shell initiated an air menitoring
Program in Norco pursuant to the terms
of a seiflement agreement it had reached
with the Lovisiana Department of
Environmental Quality peraining to
various air and waler quality violations at
its facilities in Norco and another facility
approximately 30 miles from Norco
However, this air monitoring program is
woehlly inadequate — the monifors do
not even detect sulphur compounds,
which are lung-damaging pollutants
routinely released in massive quontifies by
Shell facilities in Nerco,

One of the homes of Norco residants
adjacent Shell Chemicol plant being
torn down during relaction
Program.  Relocation and the
destruction of their historic
community was the only vption for
Shall's neighbors in Noreo,la,
{tevisiona Bucket Brigade)

SOLUTION

PROBLEM

Takes an air sample once every
six days

“ Peaple do not breathe once every six
days. Chemical exposure in Norco is
ongoing, 24 hours a day.

* The monitoring system offers no
information whatsoever on air emissions
during each 5-day interval between
sampling dates, and the majority of

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

day.

emissions could be released during such éo@'

intervals, RS

Does not detect sulphuro@g'p

compounds G
SE

= Sulphur compounds are aprimary

emission of oil refingiigs &

Shell should install a monitor
that detects, speciates, and
Mmeasures the various sulphur
compounds released by its

KO facilities.
“ Sulphur has ﬁi\gﬂ’y offensive rotien
egg odor andisatientifically known fo
harm the respifatory system,
Usescijgerior technology Shell should employ effective,

= Shell employs Suma canisters io collect
air samples.

Although Suma canisters are used at
many industrial facilities, they are far
inferior to many other s te-of-the-art air
monitoring devices.

reliable monitors that provide
instantaneous data on emissions.
Such monitors are readily
available at reasonable cost,




Behind the Shine

Nigeria

In the last year, shareholders
have come to learn what oil-

have known for decades: Shell
can’t be trusted to regulate itself.

Domage from oil spill and fire in o weflands
area in first reparted to Shell an Decamber
3rd 2003 by local villogers of Rukpokwu.
{Copyright Stokeholder Democrocy Network
2004)

producing communities in Nigeria

Exaggerated oil reserves

In January 2004, Shell shocked its
shureholgi;rs by announcing that it had
overstated ifs oil and gas reserves by
20%. Shareholders were then left
wondering how Shell could lose almost 4
billion barrels of il and gas®. Initially,
Shell stated that it revised its Nigerian
reserves over concerns about the cost of
infrastructure invesiments needed to degl
with the natural gos found in its oil fields,
but it appears that there well may have
been other influences at work.

@&
During the 1990s, Shell and other &
companies received incentives\h

Nigeria's bonus scheme in sh& f5rm of fax
credits for every barre! of Sil$ooked. The
scheme ran for nine g@{@%uf was finally
5
5 \Q K‘\\O
S
N

6\ ¥
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The strange case of Shell’s vanishing oil-reserves

scrapped in 2000 by Nigerian President
Obasanjo. A Shell spokesman told The
Independent newspaper in February
2004, *I do not know whether it was o
matter of public record that these
incentive payments were being made in
return for booking reserves,

It was unclear at the time this report went
o print, if the March 2003 decision of
Shell’s new Board of Directors to drop its
claim that Shell made the Nigerian
bookings of ifs reserves “in good faith” is
related to the tax brecks Shell received.
The US Securifies and Exchange
Commission and US Depariment of
Justice who are currently invesligating
Shells misquoting of oil reserves should
determine if any influence has occurred.

[ ]




Polluted land—oil spills, fires,
and gas flaring

Flaring natural gas from oil fields is one
of the visible impacts the il industry has
on daily life in Nigeria. Flares tower over
farms, schools, and communities, spewing
flames and acrid plumes of charred
smoke, day and night, seven days a
week. The Nigerian government wants
flaring to stop, and has passed
environmental laws that should end the
practice beginning in 2010. Shell
committed to ending its flaring earlier, in
2008, but unfortunately Shell is now
backsliding on this commitment by
claiming that it will be expensive.

Speaking in February 2004, Chris
Finlayson, chairman of SPDC [Shell
Nigeria] fold the Financial Times
newspaper, “To put in an infegrated gas
and oil development is more expensive
than a simple oil development [...] with a
limit on the funding going into the
industry, clearly that does constrain how
much you can do.”

Local people have suffered from decades
of pollution as a result of il spills and

fires from Shell's rusting network of pipes.
In early December 2003, a high pressure
oil pipeline in Rukpokwu, which has been

L

;ﬁ o+

Rukpokwu, Nigeria, Jmua 7th 2004, fire erupts in a
high-pressurs, 28-inch pipeline opercted by SPDC,
Shell's Nigeria afflicte, {copyright Stokeholdar €
Democracy Network 2004 ) ﬁé\
S§E

a problem since 1963, rupfor ?cuusing
an oil spill and fires. it $gckShell more
than six weeks fo pykoytdhe fires and
carry out basic rgpairs- Rukpokwu is less
than an houﬁig#geq\?\bm Shell's

headquartgss: Q\\'«\o’
&

Speakin &bout the o spill and fires,
Paramgunt Ruler, Chief Clifford E.
Enyifda, and Chairman of the Mgbuchi
Community, Azunda Aaron, have said,
“Qur only source of drinking water,
fishing siream, and farm-lands covering
over 300 heclares of land with aquatic
lives, fishing nets and traps, farm crops,
animals, and economic irees wo

several billions of naira [equivalent fo
millions of US dollars) are completely
destroyed by the spillage and was made
worse by the three separate fires that
broke out of the spill site™.

What happened to the money
for development?

Shell has benefited from the billions of
dollars of cil that have been pumped out
of the ground in Nigeria while basic
economic development—hospitals,
schools, running water—are seriously
under funded. Shell claims that 75% of
the development projects it supports are
successful, but Shell only allows external
reviewers to examine projects that are no
more than one year old.

> A recent Christian Aid news arficle
revealed that a critical internal Shell
report about community relations was
shredded. “Even the computer hard discs
were wiped”, according lo one Shell
insider. Oil-producing communities in
Nigeria want to know how Shell can
spend US$69 million a year of
sEureholclers’ money on social
development projects in the Niger Delta,
with no visible benefits for the majority of
people who own the land which contains
the oil and gos®.

"If Shell wants to put US$69 million into
community development, why doesn't it
set up a foundation which has no direct
finks to the company and let development
workers who know what they’re doing
manage the projectsé” asks Oronto
Douglas of Environmental Rights Action
{Friends of the Earth Nigeria).
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/ Behind the Shine

Sao Paulo, Brazil

Shell contamination at the Vila Carioca

For decades the residents of Vilg
Carioca in Sao Paulo, Brazil,
have been using drinking water
confaminated by the nearby joint
Shell ExxonMobil facility. In 1993
local unions joined Coletivo
Alternativa Verde or the Green
Alternative Collective (CAVE) and
Greenpeace, and filed o
complaint in the courts, citing
confaminafion of Vila Carioca
with hydrocarbons, heavy
metals, and organochlorides.
Since then, despite investigations
by local health and
environmental authorities,
Progress, if any, has been slow,
Despite evidence which indicates
breaches of environmental faw,
Shell has yet o be prosecuted.

Shell, along with ExxonMobil, arrived in
Brazil in 1912 as Anglo Mexican
Petroleum, Inc. The company established
a facility in the neighbourhood of Agua
Branca, next to the Sontos-Jundiai
railroad line on which it transported
gasoline, kerosene, diesel, cooking oil,
insecticides, and pesticides to the Port of
Santos/Sao Paulo.

Shell and ExxonMobil continued fo

operate in Agua Branca until 1942, when
the Santos-Jundiai oil pipeline was
inaugurateqi. dAHBI' lhi.-;,l S}l:ell built newix,.éz‘ i
storage tank depot and shipping term

in Vila Carioca ':::d E:o&onM%b' .buzlggué
Focility in Mooca. In 2001, Exonbobil

closed its Mooca facility o ame a
partner with Shell at Vi oca, buying
21.66% of the land of Shell's

processing copuoci @‘\é\

<(0\ *\\q
N

\Q

\O

&

S

OHELL

22 The Orher Shell Report

Panel in the Chamber of the Represeniatives Brosilic—
Commission of Environmeni—Public Heoring about
environmental contaminalion in Villa Carioca, including
representatives from Shell Brazil, ExxonMabil Brazil,
Petrobrus and Colefivo Alermative: Verde - 04/ 0%/2003
{Cléudio Guimardes, Colstive Alemative Verde]

Toxic drinking water

For decades, residents have been using
the drinking water wells on their
properties, which have been
confaminated by industrial waste, The
thousands of families of Vila Carioca
have used that water not only for
drinking, but for their gardens ond for
growing fruit trees as well,

0M
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Vila Carioca has over 40,000 residents, Above the law? L T

moslly v;orking-clnss, who are at the g

mercy of carcinogenic, mutagenic, an For years, Shell and ExxonMobil were APRIAUA Cum n LOMD

teralogenic contamination Frc?m Shell's qbleyto act with impunity because they POLItR STM QUALOUER PN

practices. had a virtual monopoly on the
distribution and importation of petroleum

Shell denies responsibility for any derivatives, pesticides, and herbicides.

conlomination. Numerous residents have  However, in 1993 SIPETROL, in

festified to serious health problems, collaboration with CAVE and " § oy Y 3

among them tumours, cancers, infertility,  Greenpeace, filed a joint complaint in : =R

leukaemio, respiratory problems, and court, citing contomination of Vila Shall neighbours hold @ protestin Vila Carioca (Caletivo

depression, which they believe are Carioca with hydrocarbons, heavy o ]

caused by Shell's operations?. metals, and organochlorides. Heavy the shut-down, shortly thereafter Brazil's
metals were identified, including lead, snvironmental agency fined the company

The Sindicato dos Trabolhadores no mercury, and arsenic, as were traces of é\‘r for its “grave fault” in polluting the Vila

Comércio de Minérios e Derivados de chromium, barium, strontium and cesigf.  Carioca site®. Shell currently faces

Petréleo de S&o Paulo {SIPETROL), or the WS mounting potential licbilities, as a

Union of Workers in Mining, Pefroleum Since the filing of the complgi iﬁolh growing number of lawsuils and

and Related Industries of the stote of S50 Shell and ExxonMobil h the complaints confinue to be filed by

Paulo, is a member of a working group subject of investigationsy ie Sgo Pavlo  residents and local governments®.

that is preparing a report on the heglth State Department o and by the

hazards faced by workers and State Environme fection Agency. In  The poisoning of an enlire community is

neighbouring residents of the facility, as 2002, the investiggtions reveoled that continuing with the complicity of some

well as on the environmental Shell’s largeRiekholding tanks located in  regulatory agencies. Although CAVE and

contamination of the soil and the water. Vila Carioc been operafing without ~ SIPETROL are pressuring the Minisiry of
a valid iR®. Governmental officials the Environment to fine Shell under the
determiciéd that the permit had expired in ~ Environmental Crimes law, thus far,
19850 and ordered an immediate shut- despite clear evidence of violations, the

down of the facility”, Although Shell was ~ Ministry has not been will_ing lo ef_'f"fce
able to oblain a court order overturning the law. The struggle continues, with the
aim of forcing federal authorities to

investigate the potential commission of
environmental crimes by Shell and
BxxonMobil.

Authors of this chapler are Cesar Augusto Guimarées Pereira, Execulive AN BORD PLEANA‘A
BV

Director of SIPETROL-SP and Director of the Coletivo Altemativa Verde
(CAVE), and Elson Maceié dos Santos, CAVE Co-ordinator, ™E . =

\ 20 JUN 7804
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Behind the Shine

Curacao, Caribbean

Polluted paradise

The small island of Curacao has
a population of approximately
130,000 inhabitants and only
444 kn?* of land. The island has
over 20 km of coral reefs
contained inside the Underwater
Marine Park, sandy beaches in
the south, and remnants of old
mahogany forests inside
Christoffel National Park in the
north®, In 1914 Shell constructed
the largest oil refinery in the
wesfern hemisphere on Curagao.
Shell was able to dominate the
micro-scale island community,
which found itself trapped in a

Shell sold this oging refinery to the
govemnment of Curocao for US $1 in 1985,
but the toxic legocy lives an teday. {Jonuary
23, 2004, Nosbert Gerorge Humane Cars
Foundation Curagoo)

so-called enclaved economy. The
ecological balance and
development of the island
gradually became contaminated
by toxic pollutants. In particular,
the Shell refinery caused major
environmental damage to
Caracus Bay, the Spanish
Waterlake, Bullen Bay,
Schottegat Bay, Sint Anna Bay,
Valentijn Bay, and Brusca Bay.

Ultimately, Shell sold the refinery

to the Curagao government f%g@‘
USS1 and left behind a Q@?’i@
legacy that continues 43 plague
what was once m&@ d

paradise. .\OQQd\\
S &
O
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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 sulfered by
people living on the island®,

The following year, the Central
Environmental Management Service of
Rijnmond {DCMR, Rotterdam), visited the
site and conducted interviews. This
agency concluded that “The confinuous
emission of exiremely high concentrations
of sulphur dioxide and particulate matter,
on relatively low stacks, is a huge
problem. Measurements of the
concentrations of pollutants in the air
downwind of the Shell refinery indicate
that the pollution is influencing and
damaging the health of the people living
downwind of the refinery. Tﬁo
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Resideits have nomed

this refinery dumping area: the

csphalt sea (Norbert George Humone Care Foundsion

Curocas)

concenirations of pollutants on Curacao
are opproximately four fimes higher than
maximum conceniralions accepted
anywhere else in the world. This implies

that ireparable damage is being inflicted

fo the health of human beings that inhafe
the chemical, organic and foxic pollutants

emitted by Shell
the Pubic Health

** Epidemiologists from
Services of Curagao

further noted that the scope cthe public
i

et e,
ER ]

¥

B o

health crisis is evidenced by the high Curagaons hold Shell liable for

number of poor townships exposed fo massive environmental damage
excessive emissions®,

In 2003, the people of Curagao
In 1985, Shell sold the aging refinery to organised @ campaign called the Humane

the island for US$1 on terms that Care Foundation Curagao, in order to
included an indemnily clouse transferring  hold Shell liable for the massive damage
to the local government financial that it has inflicted on the community. The
responsibility for any vital habitats and natural resources on the
environmental/health impacts caused by  island have sustained significant toxic
Shell's 70 years of operation. Local domage™ that affects more than 12.5% of
authorities now bear the financial the population, including more than

rasponsibility for the premature deaths, 5,500 children™. Central to the compaign
cancers, birth defects, bronchitis, chronic %i obtaining redress for Shell's legacy of
obstructive pulmonary diseases, asthm environmental devastation that violates

skin diseases, respiratory disorders, the fundamental human rights of people
childhood ilinesses suffered Gl;;d%{ nis living on Curacao.
the

governments, 4 rmer Shell monager
exclaimed iﬁ‘ﬁ‘}ﬁview in 1980, “The

Antillean meni? We ore the

governmentl™ During ifs 70 years as the
major @iployer in Curacao, Shell clearly
wis ifs financial might as the supreme

\ nula of the island.




Behind the Shine

Sakhalin Island, Russia

Shell’s broken commitments

“Shell’s policy to save money at
the expense of Russia’s
environment and the health of
local people is causing a reaction
from Russian and international
non-governmental organisations.
Shell must finally take full
responsibility for its Sakhalin Il
project and conduct appropriate
studies of its impacts fo society
and the rich environment in
Sakhalin. Shell has taken an
enormouvs risk with its Sakhalin il
project. In its haste to save
money there is considerable
evidence that Shell is violating
Russian environmental laws. It is
essentfial to ensure species are
not put at risk.” — Dmitry
Lisitsyn, Chairman of Sakhalin
Environmental Waitch

About Sakhalin Island and
Sakhalin Nl

On Sakhalin 1sland in the Far East of
Russia, Shell is proposing to build the
world's largest single integrated oil and
gas facility that is known as Sakhalin II.
This massive facility would include off-
shore oil and gas drilling platforms, an
enormous liquefied notural gas
processing and export facility, on oil
export ferminal, and over 800 kms of
onshore pipelines. The off-shore waters of
Sakhalin Island are some of the most
species-rich marine environments on the
Pacific Rim with crab, herring, cod and
salmon—including the uniqu@ﬁiqé

cherry salmon—as well ashie
endangered Sakhalin gﬁ%@?ha most

ancient salmonid. ore platforms

will be }c‘ujiucent - ll":lcasiern Pacific

gray whales’ fggdipg and migratin

habitat, an ‘S@rseu pipelines wnﬁ be

trenched |5@?|y through that habitat.
s

o

&
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Endangered gray whales under
threat

The waters off Sakhalin Islond are home
to 25 marine mammal species, 11 of
which are endangered, including the
world’s most crilically endangered gray
whale species, the Western Pacific g
whale. This whale has been identified
the International Union for Conservation
of Nature and Natural Resources as
“crifically endangered” with only 100
whales estimated to remain, inching just
23 reproductive females®. The Scientific
Commiltee of the International Whalin
Commission is concerned about Sukhcﬂin
Il and noted that “it is a matter of
absolute urgency. . . to reduce various
iypes of anthropogenic disturbances io
the lowest possible level” [emphasis
maintained]*'.

PLEANALA
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Cartoon depicting ail spill threat from drilling in Sokhalin
[Sakhalin Environment Watch}

Damaging local fisheries

Traditionally, Sokhalin Island's
emplayment 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 fo stop dumping one million
tonnes of tailings info Aniva Bay 1o build
piers for Sakhalin I, rather than dump it
at an dlternative site that would avoid
domaging local fisheries. Local fishermen
are angry as they believe this violates
Russian environmental regulations thot
protect rich fisheries®,

Flawed environmental impact
assessment

Local environmental organisations have
uncovered flaws in Shell's environmental
impact assessment (EIA} of Sakhalin
Island. A study of Steller’s seq eagles by
the Wildiife Preservation Bureau of
Hokkaido/Mascow Stale University found
15 pairs of Steller’s sea eagles, in
addition to many other hatchlings and
juveniles, while the Shell EIA inc?icalecl
only fi irs®. The EIA information fails
to correctf;ldescﬁbe the current
conditions and thus the potential impact
of Sakhalin Il on the rare Steller’s seq &'
eagles.« N S
SHE)
Shell has olso faild fo caref a6
adequate consultation with Jipanese
governmental officiglstin cifizens, in

particular the fish g8, even though
Hokkaido, the ner island of Jopan,

is just 40 I‘"’Q%? m Sakhalin Island.
S

O
Eqrthq;gﬁ\e risks

Shell @Pg oses fo bury on-shore oil and
gas pipelines across 800 kms of
Sakhoﬁr?, an area that includes 22 active
faults. Further exacerbating this problem,
these pipelines would iraverse 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 il project, including understating
the seismic riskss,

Qil spill preparation is second
best

In Oclober 1999, environmental groups
brought independent consultants from
Alaska and the North Sea, who have
expertise in oil spill prevention ond
response, lo review Sakhalin’s standards
for spill prevention and response, The
report, Sakhalin’s Oil: Doing It Right,
conlgins 78 recommendations, and notes
that Shell's current Oil Spill Contingency
Plan in Sakhalin falls far short of

Fmeasures taken in Alaska and the North
¢ Sea“. Given the difficult cimate and

seismic condilions of the Sea of Okhotsk,
along with the great value of marine
resources, an oil spill anywhere along the
coast of Sakhalin would be disastrous,

Not benefiting local people

Local Sakhalin residents feel beirayed, as
promises to supply gas to the island have
not been fulfilled. Ludmila Ponomaryova,
a 61 year-old Sakhalin inhabitant, was
quoted recently by the BBC, “We don't
see the oil and gas. We can't even buy
coal o keep warm. So us mortals, we're
not counting on it."”

Shell claimed that the Sakhalin II project
was supposed to bring significant
economic benefits to the people of
Sakhalin, while protecting the
environment. However, a review by the
Audifing Chamber of the Russian
Federation on the Sakhalin It Production
Sharing Agreement shows that *._the
interests of the State in issues of acology,
mineral use, tax and customs Jeqisikian

agn .

pr e Russtan Federation during h';'e
process of realizgti g
grojects”, Fudhg,meoéﬁlﬂnbggﬁ

rmined that inappropricte financial
nsfers pertaining fo the Sakhalin I
Pfoject amounting to US$19.7 millio e
curred”, 6

1
o e
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Behind the Shine

Examples of Shell’s

and foxic releases s

documented spills, fires,

ince the 2003 Shell AGM

Durban, South Africq Port Arthur, Texas Deer Park, Texas

Durban, South Africa Since February 2003, Shell’ Motiva “The Deer Park plant has emifted
Refinery reparted 18 toxic releases and substances into the air in such

October 2003 spills o the Taxas Commission on concentration and duration as fo

SAPREF pipeline leoks 75,000 litres of
diesel info Durban Harbour. Dead fish
were found floating in the Harbour the
next day™. Monioring data from the
Setilers Monitoring Station show that
SAPREF s parfly responsible for
lexceeding sulphur dioxide emission
imits*,

24 December 2003

SAPREF refinery engulfs the community in
huge clouds of black smoke. Residents
are exposed Io foxic gases alfecting their
health®,

28 December 2003
SAPREF pipeline leaks marine fuel ofl into
Durban Harbour®,

12 January 2004

SAPREF pipeline leaks o proximately
20,000 litres of marine fuel into Durban
IHm ur, once again alfecting marine
ife™,

21 April 2004
Power failure at SAPREF shuts down
steam boilers, causing flare gases to be
burnt off, forming thick black soot*%, Local
residents wake up 1o sirens at the refinery
and a cloud of thick black smoke over

eir homes*,

Environmental Quality.

13 September 2003

An underground line to Motivg tank no.
1475 ruptured and caused the spill of
over 120,000 pounds of hexane, butane,
and isopentane. Lafer that day, a loss of
electrical power fo certain units led to an
hydrocracker shutdown resulting in the
release of 2,100 pounds of sulphur
dioxide. A plant-wide power outage dues?”
to poor electrical connections caused this
fuid cotalytic cracker unit {FFCU) g &
shutdown. The FCCU pressureal;

valves depressured 1o the Ihion flare
and the FCCU flare, dy {64 pOl'Cl?l

power failure. Over unds ol
sulphur dioxide areteléased,

&S
14 October 3803
Power failufe edsilts in emergen
shutdown use of lack of l:a:(-up
power systems ot the refinery, resultin in
over 0 pounds of sulphur dioxi
beimgreleased to the gir.
27 October 2003

The FCCY shutdown when the combustion
air blower tripped off, resulfing in o flare
off of over 5200 pounds of suﬁ:hur
dioxide. The filter on the hydrocracking
unit plugged, resulting in the unit
depressuring to the flare, Over 1,100
pounds of sulphur dioxide were released
o the air in just @ 15 minute period.

6 December 2003
e refinery lost vacuum on the vacuum
fower and vented gases fo the flare for

adversely affect human health or welfare,
ese activities are also in violation of ajr
Ppermils governing emissions. "
~—Harris County Altorney, Harris Counly, Texas

From 1 February to 31 December
2003 the refinery had 27
accidental releases, emitting
more than 700,000 pounds of
pollution, according to a@ Houston
Chronicle news report.

3 April 2002

a tank that caught fire as it was being
cleaned enveloped o local highway in
dense black smoke, closing o highway
and causing a nuisance in nearby
communifies,

13 May 2002
another fire ignited natural gas, in
violation of open burning laws, and

closed the freeway,

September 2003

a pungent odour from o helding pond
generated complainis from Jacinto Port 1o
Tomball.

December 2002

a storm snuffed out g flare, releasing
thousands of pounds of hydrogen
sulphide.

AN BORD PLEANALA
TME . ——&"'—

~ary
over 3 hours, resulting in over 3,000 2 JUN Lt
pounds of foxic chemicals being released.
ey = = —
LR = ¥

Floring in Port Arthur, Texas, [Hilkon Kelley, Community In-power Development Association]
- —

\

28 The Other Shell Report

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:50§2%



Smoke and mirrors

Social develggment and assessments, pay offs, and communi! uclvisoz Enels

Shell spends substantial resources on its
so-called Sustaincble Development
Program. However, these resources are
largely wasted, as they do not
meaninghully address Shell's endemic
problems.

Untold sums have been spent by Shell to
poriray itself as a corporate citizen.
It is not difficult to find media coverage,
circulated in communities where Shel
rates, that features beaming Shell
zﬁfciuls slanding beside an oversized
check presented fo a local school or civic
progrom. The photographs suggest fo the
world—and emphasize to the?ocal

Financial donations

Money given by Shell fo civic
organisations and local governments.

* The recipients are those who do not
complain about the harmful impacts of
Shell's operations on human health and
the environment.

The recipients unwaveringly describe
Shell as a “good neighbour”, and
deny dll criticisms pertaining to the
company’s environmental record.

* The donations are used as
“greenwash” o portray Shell as an
environmental steward for contributing
fo non-controversial public events, such
as litter pick-ups cmcr maintenance of
hiking trails. To create the impression
that the event is widely embraced by
the local community, Shell often directs
numerous of its employees to

participate,

Walking bridge in London leading to area whera Shell headquarters is located. {Denny Larson Global Co

community—that Shell values and protects
the communities where it operates.

However, as documented in this report,
Shell operations severely threaten the
health and environment of people around
the world. Far from living up fo its
advertised image, Shell does litfle more
than dismiss local community demands for
safety and better environmental
condifions—whether in the form of
legislation, hedlth reports, or citizen
advocacy. The stronger the local demand
for safety, health, and environmental

engineer public relations programs Iiuﬁi
N §

believes will placate the local community.
If Shell hopes to make any progress, it
must undertoke actions that are respansive
fo the demands articulated br
communities affected by Shell’s poliution
and facility hazards,

Shell should realise by now that its public
relations factics are completely
transparent to affected communities
around the world. In foct, the
communities profiled in this report
provided the following summation of the

& various tactics used by Shell to counter
protection, the harder Shell works o~

their fundamental demands for o healthy
environment.

SN
\Qoiii@\
)
EOA Community Advisory Panel
(géio@(\ (CAP) or Community Liaison
m@%\é\mems Forum

O
A proc%oiniﬁuted by Shell to determine
whzlgj lieves to be the social factors

reloted to community needs.

¢ The usse;smenfs oﬂe}r:e include i
geographic areas where people do not
suffer from or do not uckr?::fl that
they suffer from the impacis of Shell’s
operations, in order to avoid an
accurate assessment of the impacts of
the company’s operations.

% The assessments usually take months, if
not years, fo design and implement,
diverting resaurces away from and
delaying solutions to the environmental
and health problems related 1o Sheli's

operalions.

Members of local communities who
regularly meet with industrial focility
management. The CAP was conceived by
the chemical indusiry s a form of
domage control following the 1984
Dow/Union Carbide industrial disaster in
Bhopal, India.

CAP members are usually hand-picked
by Shell from communities that are not
affected by Shell operations because
they are located miles away from Shell
facilities or are not in the wind path of
Shell's pollution. (This suggestion for
member selection is found in the
official CAP manual.)

* CAP meetings are not open to the
public and meeting minutes are not

readily available to

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:50:21



Behind the Shine

Corporate lobbying under scrutiny

The case of Shell
“From a Shell perspective we don’t find 1998, which remains one of the most The UN Sub-Commission on the
the Norms helphul.” advanced corporate stafements on human  Promation and Prolection of Human

Robin Aram, Vice President of External Relafions
and Policy Development, Shell?

In response to the pressures that Shell
found itself under in Nigeria during the
mid 1990s, when it was being associated
with human rights violations committed by
the government of General Abacha
against the Ogoni people, Shell changed
its statement of business principles fo
recognise its responsibility for human
rights. Shell was one of the first
companies to recognise the relevance of
international human rights standards,
referring to the Universal Declaration of
Human Righis in its policy documents and
reports. Shell even produced a
management primer on human rights in

rights in existence. Until this ground-
breaking activity by Shell, the
international business community had
considered human rights to be a political
issue beyond its sphere of influence. The
tragic events in Nigeria signalled the start
of a journey by Shell to convince the
world that human rights are “at the heart
of our business”,

However, Shell’s journey came fo an
abrupt end in 2003 when the company &
embarked on a lobbying campaign >
against unprecedented efforts by gé\&
United Nations (UN) to defingthg human
rights responsibilities of compohies. This
initiative, known as thg&‘ orms on the
Responsibilities of Ty Q}ii ional
Corporations an %f Business
Enterprises witRegord to Human Rights,
is widely suppafed by international non-

governméfilc Sorganisations (NGOs) and
has also 6(6:eive13 the support of some

corpgé@llons.
ot g wr I:.;‘:., % s
o sy

Rights unanimously adopted the UN
MNorms in August 2003. This represented
a major step forward in establishing a
common global framework for defining
the responsibilifies of business enterprises
with regard to human rights. The UN
Norms set out in a single, succinct
statement, a coherent and comprehensive
list of the human rights obligations of
companies. The UN Norms do not create
new legal obligations, but simply codifr
existing obligations under inlernationa
law that are applicable to business.

Shell is leading the opposition to the UN
MNorms, which includes the International
Chamber of Commerce, the Infernational
Organisation of Employers, the US
Council of International Business, and the
UK Confederation of Business and
Industry. Shell asserts that the UN Norms
seek to impose responsibilities on
businesses that are not appropriate for
them. However, the entire thrust of the UN
Norms is fo encourage the development
of stable environments for investment and
business, regulated by the rule of law, in
which contracts are honoured, corruption
is reduced, and business enterprises, both
foreign and domestic, have clearly
defined rights and responsibilities.

Decorative sphere at Shell
London headquarters depicts the
2 logo circling the
Denny tarson, Global

30 The Other Shall Report

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:50:22



In opposing the UN Norms, Shell argues
that human rights standards should be
voluntary for Eusinesses, and not
mandated by law™. Shell further asserts
that it is already implementing human
rights standords, so that the UN Narms
ofgfar little value®. IF Shell is truly
committed to upholding human rights,
then why is the company leading efforts
to block human rights standards for
businesses? Any impacts from Shell's
supposed implementation of human rights
standards are clearly not evidenced in
any of the communities documented in
this report, who suffer significant harms
as a result of Shell's operations.

Attempting lo minimise their
accountability for the social and
environmenial impacts of their operations,
Shell and other business associations
have lobbied not only against the UN
Norms, but also against recent lawsuits
brought under the Alien Tort Claims Act
(ATCA), which has become a vital
channel for victims of human rights
abuses that are commitied abroad. ATCA
enables any victim of an alleged violation
of international law to use the US courts
fo sue the alleged violator, provided the
alleged violator has assets in the US, In
the case of Wiwu v. Royal Duich
Petroleum, Shell has been sued for
violating human rights under ATCA and

other laws®. Specifically, the lawsuit
claims that Shell and its subsidiary
colluded with Nigeria's military
government to bring about the arrest and
execution by hanging of Ken Saro-Wiwa
and John Kpuinen, two of nine leaders of
the Movzrg:lni for the Survival of the
Ogoni People {(MOSOP), an organizafion
that campaigned against Shell's
operations in Nigeria®. The lawsuit
further alleges that Shell and its
subsidiary gave money and weapons to
the Nigerian government fo crush the
protest movement, and bribed witnesses &

to give folse testimony*?. Shell and &
business groups are advocating, that 85
courts dismiss human rights &Q rought
under AT;A, a;edc t!lwe US Seipréme ﬁouri
is expected to decide HhiRissbe*? within
the next several moroﬁﬁtb.;f&i?ﬁ

& &
The enormous ces thot Shell

expends ondfﬂqéﬁng laws and standards
that woulcﬁ(rfs the company

accountable for any human rights

violatigns belies Shell's purported

¢ ent to human rights, as stated by
Shell’s Vice President of External
Relotions, Robin Aram:

“Addressing human rights abuses cafls for
action at many levels fgmm political will
and high policy, to ‘bearing witness’ and
practical octions by companies and
ofhers. Our job is fo work out what
realistically we can do to enhance human

It seems that human rights considerations
are relegated o Shell's CSR and external
relations functions—in other words, they
are at the periphery of the organisation.
Such fundamentally important
considerations should be part and parcel
of Shell's day-to-day business decisions
and operations throughout the Shell
Group.

In the words of the Financial Times
editorial of 5 April 2004, “There is a
respeciable body of opinion that believes
social responsibility is a costly distraction
from companies’ one trve purpose of
making a profit.” Despite She'ri': rhetoric
to the contrary, it appears that Shell is
part of that body of opinion.

Shell's opposition to legal protections for
human r?gl'?ts is fast becoming the subject
of growing public scrutiny and
condemnation. Such public aliention to
the stance of corporations on human
rights laws and standards may well
become a new frend, similar fo the public

ressures that some energy companies
ﬁave come under for opposing lﬁ: Kyolo
Protocal. In the future, the social
responsibility of companies may be
assessed not just on the basis of their
policies and practices, but also on the
positions they take regarding human
rights and other critical issues pertaining
fo inlernational laws and policies. Shell
should take notice.

rights in the context of doing our
business—and then do it.”

AN BORD PLEANALA

TIME BY.
30 JUN 2004
LTR.- DATLD FROM
PL B e

Black smake from pipeline spill fire Fills the sky in Rukpokwu, Nigeria, Januery 7, 2004, {Copyright Stokeholder Democrocy Network 2004)
L __
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Behind the Shine

Why the voluntary approach just isnt good enough

Great expectations—corporate social responsibility (CSR)

“Qur core values of honesty, integrity and
respect for people define how we work.
These values have been embodied for
more than 25 years in our Business
Principles, which since 1997, have
included @ commitment to support human
rights and fo contribute fo sustainable
development. We continue to make
progress in translating our commitment fo
contribute fo sustainable development into
action.”

— Shell, How We Work, report available on
Shell website www.shell.com

Shell has been recognized by many as
one of the pioneers of “corporate social
responsibility” or CSR, based on its initial
response fo the infernational outery 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 go beyond
their existing legal obligations to address
issues of sustainability, development, and
human rights.

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 Codlition, 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?

&
Corporate social responsibilil'(\\im j&s
that the values that drive ml.dﬁ}ﬁ.l nal
corporations are compafgﬁz the
values that drive soci 3 our concern

communities
W of companies

&t backyard, as illusirated
ow that this is for from

The experience
living in the Et
operaling, i
in this re%ﬁ%%
: S
redlity. &
&
The'&:rporula values that appear to drive
Shells managers are exaggeration, greed
and cover-up. An infernal report
commissioned by Shell after the fiasco
related to its report of inflated reserves
revealed o three-year plan to deceive
investors regarding the level of reserves.
Eventually the production manager
responsible was forced fo concede in an
internal email to the CEO: “i am sick and
tired of lying about the extent of our
reserves” although he didn’t subsequently
inform investors.”®

r

&
é\)

One of the obstacles to the
implementation of CSR strategies is that
company law promotes the pursuit of
short term profit above all eﬁe. 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 demonstrales how it is driven
largely by the PR and marketing
departments rother than any genuine
desire fo change business policies and
pracfices.

So the real reason for CSR appears to be
to maintain and enhonce a company,s
reputation locally, netionally and globally
which in turn; enables companies to
deflect bad PR with good PR, neutralise
local opposition and watchdog NGO,
attract foreign investment and reduce
regulatory pressures by arguing that the
company is being o “socially responsible”
corporation,

The concept of the socially responsible
company is used o most effect by
companies o support of the use of the
voluniary approach rather than legally
binding regulations and legislation. The
hidden agenda of CSR, though, is o
mask the private lobbying that company's
do which often contradicis the position
taken in their CSR reports {see
“Corporate lobbying under scrutiny—the
case of Shell*).

AN BORD PLEANALA
TIME BY.

30 JUN 2004

TR i

LTR- DATE e
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Pitfalls of the voluntary approach

Need to reform UK
company law

From a stakeholder perspective the
voluntary approach is flawed because it

rovides litle incentive for o company

eyond its protecfing its reputation to
significantly improve its sociol and
environmental performance, doesn't give
affected stokeholders the right of redress,
and fails to deal with companies that
choose to ignore it.

Companies favour the voluntary
approach as they want self regulation.
They claim by using the volunta
approach they have more ﬂexibriﬁly and
freedom to implement various codes of
conduet, such as the Glohal Compact,
rother than comply with new legislation.
More and more Gavernments in furn
fearful of company threats to relocate or
lay off workers are also encouraging this
approach os it easier to implement and
requires life if any governmentol
oversight.

to enhance their reputation in the areas of
sustainability, international development
and human rights. All companies have to
do to comply with the lofty aims

embedded in the nine general principles
of the Global Compact is file an annual
report. Effectively, companies monitor
themselves while offected stakeholders are

left on the outside.

The irony of the Global Compact is that

the reputation mast likely ot risk is that of
the United Nations itself by association

Currently, UK law goveming
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,

with corporations with poor human rights #there is an urgent need to reform

and environmental records as well s the®
more sinister cultural impact of being, ©
overly influenced by the short- fit

driven ideology of major ¢ Hons, "8
The rnr'h of CSR and theeffesiiveness of
the voluntary approachihead to be
exposed to praven ane and

environmentally % inable business
olicies and es confinuing.
P ds;ga g

company law seo that directors
have a “duty of care” to consider
the significant envirenmental 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.

The UN Global Compact is typical of &°

many voluntary approaches to f

incorporate codes of conduct for <

addressing social and environmental

issues. A mofivating factor for many

componies fo join ie Global Compact is

| AN BORD PLEANALA
TIME BY.
30 JUN 2004

LTR.-DATCD FiEou - |
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The Other Shell Report 2003 33

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:50:22



hind the Shine

Conclusions

The fenceline communities tell Shell...

Culiivation of its image as o responsible
multinational corporation is a significant
priority for Shell. It spends millions of
dollars on glossy brochures and
advertising fo convince us all—and
perhaps itself — that it is a leader in
corporale sociol and environmental
responsibility.

At conferences and internationg
meetings, such as the 2001 UN World
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 voluniary
approach, which has not resulted in
securing the vilally important changes

at communities in the shadows o?Shell

cilities are demanding. The real-life
stories in this report demonistrate the need
for Shell’s senior management to spend
less fime on the message and more on
making o difference wﬂere it matters
mosi—in the communities living next to
Shell's operations.

Shell has not met the sustainability
challenge it set for itself in 1995, and is
still putting short-term profit before peaple
and the environment. It is fime for Shell to
move beyond the PR. In order fo do 50,
Shell CEO Jeroen van der Veer must:

* Stop wasting its resources on “fee]
good” social projects that do nothing
to solve the serious heglth and
environmental problems of its facility
operations that plague communities

around the world, &

* Eliminate hazardaus and life- N
threatening facility accidents by <
replacing antiquated and d ;‘gated
pipelines and relocati
residential areqs. S

fo non-

<
" Significantly redyca llution where
Shell operat mmunities of color,
just as Shellhat done ot its facilifies ir
Denmark asd other locations that are
predomigénily populated by
Caucgsians.

C@\ply with local legislation and
relocate oil depots away from Manila,

where the densely populated area is
subjected to the depof's constant toxic
emissions, as well as the threat of the
depot being a ferrorist target.

LTR.- DATED
PL__

* 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.

* Cease any and all delays in
terminating the adious pracfice of gas
flaring in Nigeria.

Toke full responsibility for past
environmental damage that continves
to impact the health and environment
of people in places like Sao Paulo,
Brozil and Curagao, Caribbean.

" Fully ond accurately assess the
significant impacts of massive projecls,
like the Sakhalin I oil and gas drilling,
processing, and export complex in
Russia, which could ultimately subject
Sakhalin Islond o irreversible
environmental disasters and
devostating economic losses,

Each case dacumented in this report
represents o polential and significant
liability for Shell. I is imporiant that
Shell’s shareholders and financial andlysts
recognize that for every case delailed

ere, there are many more around the
wo,

T —

| ANBORD PLEANALA
| HIME BY

30 JUN 2004

FROM

e —
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Friends of the Earth tells Shell

The UK is the fourth largest economy in
the world, and the largest foreign direct
investor. The way UK ple goes about its
business direcﬂr affects the lives of

[

hundreds of millions of people across the
globe.

When the Labour Parly 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 siated “we
cannot leave companies to regulate
themselves globaﬁ;a any more than we
can in our national economies. Selting
common standards ot a global level
requires legislation.”*

Unfortunately we don’t have much fo
show alter six years of broken promises.
The Government-appointed Company
Law Review Steering Group published a
report in 2001 that marginalises the role
of stakeholders and the consideration of
wider social and environmental issues?.
Rather than legislate in this area, the
Government believes that companies can
be made accountable through CSR,
voluntary codes of conduct, and
partnerships with civil society and
government.

As this report shows, relying on CSR aﬁ
the voluntary approach to makey S
companies accountable for théirsheial
and environmental impacteSis.
fundemenially ﬂuwed.ﬁ\@%i)&

Friends of the Eapth il land, Wales and
N. Ireland} is Y ‘\s' I as part of the :
Corporate Rﬁ iility (CORE) Coalition

which inclu de unions, environment,
human rigli#s, development and kit
organisfions including Amicus, Amnesty
Interidional, Christian Aid, Transport &
General Workers Union, New Economics
Foundation, Save the Children, Traideralt,
the public service union UNISON, and the
Unity Trust Bank o promote the reform of
company law to take into account social
and environmental impacts #,

&

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

* Place o duty of care on directors to
take reasonable steps to reduce any
significant social or environmentol
impacts,

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

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

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

* support inifiatives like CORE to reform
company law to address social and
environmental impacis, and

stop lobbying against international
corporale accountability initiatives like
the UN Norms on the
Responsibilities of
Transnational Corporations and
i rises with

m:?m% EEY 7 AﬁALA

30 JUN 2004
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Behind the Shine

Message from the Independent Auditors

As Shell's neighbours, we have been
comparing—for decades—the
information that Shell presents in glossy

rochures against what's really
happening on the ground.

We have aligned ourselves with
standards of truth, accuracy and justice
for all. We live in the hot spols that Shell
has created by placing 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 away. We are
the true experts, and pay the price for our
proximity to Shell’s pollufing activities.

We do not use complicated symbols to
categorise data, We have no caveals,
complicated disclaimers, limitations or
oggregate numbers in our festimonies,

Our first-hand accounts are based on
something far more reliable: our
experience of having Shell os a neighbor.

—Shell’s Fenceline Neighbors
around the world

Assurance report

To: Friends of the Earth

From:  Global Community Monitor
Re: the Other Shell Report 2003

Introduction

We have been asked to provide assurance over the communily festimonies and first
hand accounts detailed in this Report, This Report is the responsibility of Friends of the
Earth. Our responsibility is to Express an opinion on the information, testimonies and
statements indicated, based on our experiences referred fo above in “Message from the
Independent Audifors.”

In our opinion &
The social and environmental perfonn%\\?e of Shell, as indicated in this report, properly
reflects reality. Personal statements o sufficiently supported by experience of living
next o Shell's polluting activitigs: )
00\0*

Assurance work pefi ed
In forming our opinion$Wedhave studied this report in the context of our expertise and
experiences as de tbove in “Message from the Independent Auditors”. We used
a multi-discipli@@m, comprising fenceline neighbors and environmental and sociol
specialists. . &8

SIS
Considerghions and limitations
None O

5. i . . -
Wekelieve our experiences provide a reasonable basis for our absolute opinion.

Global Community Monitor / A project of the Tides Center
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