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Item Proposal 
1 MGT:  Elect directors 
2 MGT:  Ratify selection of auditors 
3 MGT: Advisory vote on executive compensation 
4 MGT: Advisory vote on frequency of future advisory vote on executive compensation 
5 SH:  Nominate independent environmental expert to board  
6 SH:  Establish board committee on human rights 
7 SH:  Include sustainability as executive performance measure 
8 SH:  Report on host country selection criteria 
9 SH:  Report on climate change risks 

10 SH:  Report on hydraulic fracturing  
11 SH:  Report on offshore oil well risks 

  

Si2 Briefing  Human Rights 

Si2 Special Report  Chevron and Investor Pressures on Sustainability Issues 

Report Author Peter DeSimone 

Links  Proxy Statement 

Resolved Clause BE IT RESOLVED: The shareholders request the Board to make available by the 2012 
annual meeting a report, omitting proprietary information and at reasonable cost, on 
Chevron’s criteria for (i) investment in; (ii) continued operations in; and, (iii) 
withdrawal from specific high-risk countries, including Burma. 

Lead Proponent Teamsters 

Vote History The same proposal won 23.9 percent support last year.     

Summary The Teamsters’ concerns stem from Chevron’s ownership in Burma’s Yadana gas field 
and pipeline, linked to egregious human rights abuses perpetrated by Burmese troops 
to secure the area for the project, as well as Chevron’s operations in Angola, 
Kazakhstan, Nigeria and other countries with endemic human rights abuses.  The 
proponent says it is asking Chevron to report on its country selection process because 
it believes Chevron’s procedures are “opaque,” considering the high risks for 
shareholders.  Chevron says that the proposed report would be duplicative of its 
established disclosures and procedures for managing in-country issues and risks.  

http://monitor.siinstitute.org/docs/t/6/2011%20Si2%20Briefing%20Paper%20-%20Human%20Rights.pdf
http://monitor.siinstitute.org/docs/a/564/7/2011%20Si2%20Special%20Report%20-%20Chevron%20-%20Sustainability.pdf
mailto:peter@siinstitute.org
http://investor.chevron.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=130102&p=irol-SECText&TEXT=aHR0cDovL2lyLmludC53ZXN0bGF3YnVzaW5lc3MuY29tL2RvY3VtZW50L3YxLzAwMDExOTMxMjUtMTEtMDk3ODE0L3htbA%3d%3d#tx147065_42
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I. Chevron and Human Rights (Country Selection) 

For a summary of the company’s operations and financials, see Si2’s special supplement to this report:  
Chevron and Investor Pressures on Sustainability Issues.  Key takeaways from the supplement readers 
should note are: 

 Chevron’s board Public Policy Committee, which includes oversight of human rights issues, 
among others, and the members of this committee.   

 Executive pay links to several broad policies related to management of sustainability issues.   

 The risks related to political instability it lists in its 10-K statement.   

 Chevron’s newly adopted human rights policy and implementation timeline.   

 The Chevron Way, Business Conduct and Ethics Code, Operational Excellence Management 
System (OEMS), Environmental and Social and Health Impact Assessment. 

 Si2’s review of the Ecuador lawsuit.   

 Si2’s overview of Chevron’s operations and human rights risks in Angola, Azerbaijan, Chad, 
China, Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), Kazakhstan, Myanmar (Burma) and Nigeria.   

II. Proponent Position  

The Teamsters’ concerns stem from Chevron’s operations in countries with endemic human rights 
abuses, including Myanmar (Burma), where Chevron holds equity in one of Burma’s largest investment 
projects, the Yadana gas field and pipeline.  The pipeline project, the proponents note, has been linked 
to egregious human rights abuses by Burmese troops employed to secure the area, including forcible 
relocation of villagers and use of forced labor, as has been well documented by human rights groups.  
The proponent also points to the “Burmese military’s 2007 crackdown on peaceful demonstrators, its 
restrictions on allowing humanitarian relief into Burma after cyclone Nargis and its 2008 sentencing of 
pro-democracy activists to lengthy prison terms.”   

As a result of the repressive regime’s action, it says, “Chevron has faced government criticism, negative 
publicity, and a consumer boycott concerning its investment in Burma.”  At the same time, the 
Teamsters say, the U.S. government has enacted economic sanctions against Burma three times, 
“including a ban on new investment in 1997, a ban on imports in 2003, and further restrictions on 
imports in 2008.”  The proponent also highlights that Nobel Peace Prize Laureate Aung San Suu Kyi 
repeatedly has called for economic sanctions on Burma, reasoning that the few jobs the investments 
produce serve only to enrich the elite and increase the military junta government’s stranglehold on the 
country, bringing misery to the majority of Burmese people.  She is leader of the National League for 
Democracy that won more than 80 percent of the seats in the 1990 Burmese elections, ,   

From a financial liability standpoint, the Teamsters recall a reported multi-million dollar settlement 
reached by Unocal, now owned by Chevron, in March 2005 over claims that “Unocal was complicit in 
human rights abuses by Burmese troops hired by the Yadana project to provide security.”  The 
proponent asserts that by purchasing Unocal and its investment in Burma, Chevron also has acquired 
Unocal’s legacy “legal, moral and political liabilities.” 

Furthermore, the Teamsters say, Chevron “does business in other countries with controversial human 
rights records,” including “Angola, Kazakhstan and Nigeria,” which compounds risks for investors.  
Therefore, the proponent is asking Chevron “to make available by the 2012 annual meeting a report, 
omitting proprietary information and at reasonable cost, on Chevron’s criteria for (i) investment in; (ii) 

http://monitor.siinstitute.org/docs/a/564/7/2011%20Si2%20Special%20Report%20-%20Chevron%20-%20Sustainability.pdf


Si2 Action Report 2011 Human Rights (Country Selection) – Chevron – 3 

Copyright 2011, Si2 
 

continued operations in; and, (iii) withdrawal from specific high-risk countries, including Burma.”  It says 
it is making the request because it believes “Chevron’s current country selection process is opaque, 
leaving unclear how Chevron determines whether to invest in or withdraw from countries where the 
government has engaged in ongoing, systematic human rights violations; there is a call for economic 
sanctions by human rights and democracy advocates; and, Chevron’s presence exposes the Company to 
government sanctions, negative publicity, and consumer boycotts.”   

III. Management Position  

Chevron opposes the proposal, because, it says it “has rigorous policies and processes to identify and 
manage issues and risks and already reports on these processes.”  The reality of the oil and gas business, 
it says, is that it must “go where energy resources may exist,” including “countries with cultural, 
economic, social and political institutions and practices that are very different from those in the United 
States.”  It notes that its “operations require long-term, sustained and capital-intensive commitments, 
and the company’s operating units around the world continuously review political and economic 
conditions in their areas to assess the risks to Chevron employees, assets and brands.” 

To control the political and human rights risks associated with its operations, it says it has adopted 
principles, including the values outlined in The Chevron Way.  “These values are implemented through 
numerous policies and processes, including Chevron’s Business Conduct and Ethics Code, Operational 
Excellence Management System (OEMS), Environmental, Social and Health Impact Assessment, and 
Human Rights Policy,” Chevron says.  The company believes these documents “reaffirm our 
commitment to consistency of conduct in our global operations with the intent of the United 
Declarations of Human Rights, the International Labor Organization Declaration on Fundamental 
Principles and Rights at Work, and the Voluntary Principles on Security and Human Rights.”  Chevron 
explains that “these policies and processes help Chevron to identify, analyze and manage security, 
social, environmental, health and safety issues incident to its operations and major capital projects, 
reinforce the company’s commitment to respect human rights, and set strict compliance policies for 
foreign corrupt practices and anticorruption laws.”  

Furthermore, Chevron says the proponent’s view of its operations in Myanmar (Burma) is cast in a very 
stark, negative light that overlooks the positive influence it has in many host countries “by providing 
economic opportunities for their people through active community engagement initiatives and by 
working with communities to improve health care, schools, and opportunities for vocational training, 
supplier development and jobs.”  It notes that in Myanmar (Burma), “Chevron supports critical health, 
economic development and education programs that make substantive and positive improvements in 
the lives of approximately 50,000 people.” In the case of providing aid in the wake of Cyclone Nargis, 
which the proponent points to in its proposal, Chevron “contributed $2 million to the International 
Committee of the Red Cross and other disaster relief agencies to provide assistance to the people of 
Myanmar affected by Cyclone Nargis in early 2008.”  Moreover, it says, “Chevron has provided over $2.4 
million to fund a health program through the U.S.-based nongovernmental organization Pact” since 
2003, which “has helped more than 1.3 million people through efforts that address critical health issues 
including sanitation, HIV/AIDs awareness and tuberculosis diagnosis.”  Chevron also points to 
community projects in Myanmar (Burma) it has assisted in concert with its multinational partners in the 
Yadana project.   

Therefore, Chevron says the proponent’s “proposed report would be duplicative of Chevron’s current 
disclosures, and the suggested guidelines would not be as effective as Chevron’s current procedures for 
managing and evaluating in-country issues and risks.”  It is asking stockholders to vote against this 
proposal.   
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IV. Analysis 

Key Points at Issue 

 Do the concerns the proponent notes raise serious questions about Chevron’s approach to 
human rights issues? 

 Would Chevron and its shareholders benefit from a report on the company’s country selection 
process and, perhaps, a refinement to its approach? 

The proponent is pushing Chevron to draw a more definitive line as to when it will and will not do 
business in a country, which is a difficult proposition for a global oil and gas company.  The reality is, as 
Chevron points out, that oil and gas resources are becoming harder to find and require long-term, 
substantial investments that are not easily left behind in the wake of a coup or government perpetrating 
human rights abuses.  Compounding the complexity of the issue, as Chevron also notes, is the potential 
good multinational firms can do in these countries if they are guided by the right policies, which Chevron 
strongly believes it has.  For example, the proponent points to the Burmese government’s restrictions 
on allowing humanitarian relief into Burma after cyclone Nargis, worsening an already horrific 
humanitarian crisis.  However, Chevron was able to leverage its funds with a credible partner, the 
International Red Cross, to get aid to victims.  Chevron also points to a multitude of other community 
and philanthropic projects it has contributed to and continues to take part in.   

Notwithstanding the complexity of the situation, the proponent makes a strong case for a more refined 
approach to country selection.  After all, Chevron is doing business in countries with tremendous human 
rights challenges.  As noted by the proponents, the military junta in Myanmar (Burma) continues to 
crack down on dissidents (although the situation has improved slightly of late), and Angola, Kazakhstan 
and Nigeria all have widely documented cases of torture, wrongful detention, forced labor and other 
serious human rights abuses.  The risks to Chevron stem not only from being viewed as guilty by 
association for just doing business in any given country where abuses exist, but also funding and helping 
to perpetuate the governments committing the abuses or, worse yet, getting caught in the crossfire.  In 
cases in Nigeria, for example, the use of security forces by oil companies like Chevron to help protect 
employees and assets also have involved wrongful deaths and other human rights abuses, where the 
link between Chevron and the violation is much stronger.   

Still, the stakes are, indeed, high.  A withdrawal from one or all of the countries cited by the proponent 
would incur significant losses for Chevron and its shareholders in the form of assets and future 
revenues.  Angola (5.8 percent), Burma (0.5 percent), Kazakhstan (2.3 percent) and Nigeria (9.2 percent) 
alone accounted for nearly a fifth of Chevrons total oil and gas production volume in 2010, and 
Kazakhstan, by Chevron’s own account, holds 25 percent of its net proved reserves.   

Assessing policies:  Chevron has several policies that directly address the proponent’s concerns, 
including its recently adopted human rights policy.  It also participates in the Voluntary Principles on 
Security and Human Rights, which addresses concerns surrounding the use of security forces, and it 
continues to work through other industry initiatives to address human rights issues confronting the oil 
and gas industry.   

However, the proponent aptly points out that none of these policies set out strict guidelines or even a 
set of rules about when human rights abuses should prompt companies to avoid entering a country or 
pull out.  So, what exactly crosses the line in Chevron’s case is hard to say.  It also is unclear if Chevron 
internally weighs the size of a proposed project and the human rights risk in some equation to see if the 
investment is worth the trouble it might bring the company.   
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Competitive comparisons:  However, Chevron is not alone in the “opacity” of its approach, to use the 
proponent’s characterization.  Chevron’s principal competitors in the United States are ConocoPhillips 
and ExxonMobil, and they have very similar human rights policies, as well as management and board 
oversight mechanisms.  They, too, invest in countries with reputations for some of the worst human 
rights abuses.   

Voting Considerations 

Shareholders will need to decide for themselves whether Chevron could use a better approach, or at 
least a clearer one, to country selection or, if they believe, as it seems Chevron does, that doing business 
in countries with questionable human rights practices is just part of the energy business and something 
the oil and gas segment cannot avoid.   

Voting in favor:  Shareholders will vote for the proposal if they believe Chevron could do better in 
explaining to stakeholders and the public how it decides to do business in a country, and when it should 
withdraw, while taking human rights concerns into account.  Other investors who think the growing 
scarcity of oil and gas calls the company’s business model into question may also vote in favor of the 
proposal.  These investors may think a new policy is warranted, along with ramped up investments in 
renewable and other energy assets that do not carry such high burdens in human rights costs.   

Voting against:  Shareholders who understand and recognize the human rights challenges facing the 
company and approve of its approach will vote against this proposal.  While not drawing clear lines, 
Chevron’s policy offers its leadership the flexibility to make decisions based on the individual 
circumstances of any given country or project.  For some investors, this flexibility and the company’s 
invocation of international human rights norms may be sufficient.  These shareholders also may think 
that the company cannot afford to wall off any sections of the world for energy exploration given the 
company’s business, and that it is doing the best it can to avoid the inherent risks in doing business in 
these regions.   


