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I am
 delighted, in m

y role as Chair of the Corporate H
u-

m
an Rights Benchm

ark (CH
RB), to introduce this 2018 

Key Findings Report. Since its inception, the CH
RB has 

been aim
ing to answ

er a deceptively sim
ple question; 

w
hich com

panies perform
 best on hum

an rights issues? 
Follow

ing the launch of our pilot results in 2017 and an 
extensive review

 of the m
ethodology, this docum

ent 
now

 brings together nine m
onths of research and 

analysis to rank 101 of the w
orld’s largest com

panies in 
high hum

an-rights-risk sectors and provides a snapshot 
of their hum

an rights perform
ance.

The overall picture is deeply concerning; m
ost com

pa-
nies score poorly on the Benchm

ark, indicating w
eak im

-
plem

entation of the U
N

 G
uiding Principles on Business 

and H
um

an Rights. This raises questions for investors 
and consum

ers as to w
hether these com

panies are 
serious about avoiding harm

 to people in their pursuit 
of profits. A quarter of com

panies score less than 10%
 

on the assessm
ent and an alarm

ing am
ount of com

-
panies score no points for hum

an rights due diligence. 
This should provide food for thought for governm

ents 
considering the role of legislation in business and 
hum

an rights and should also serve as a w
ake-up call for 

businesses and investors everyw
here.

But there are positive signs as w
ell. Better scoring 

com
panies are a m

inority, but they do exist. They 
dem

onstrate that integrating respect for hum
an rights 

is neither im
possible, nor detrim

ental, to the business 
m

odel. They also show
 m

ore w
illingness to discuss 

policies-in-action and the challenges they face.  The top 

Introduction
five scoring com

panies are the sam
e as in 2017; Adidas, 

BH
P Billiton, M

arks and Spencer, Rio Tinto and U
nilever, 

but they are leaving the ‘average’ com
pany further 

behind. All com
panies can im

prove and there is m
uch 

m
ore to be done to ensure policy com

m
itm

ents are real-
ised across operations and supply chains, but w

e believe 
that recognising leading com

panies and scrutinising 
the poorer perform

ers can help drive greater long-term
 

positive change across industries as a w
hole.

The CH
RB recognises that im

plem
enting respect for 

hum
an rights is a journey and w

e have been pleased 
to see significant score im

provem
ents from

 com
panies, 

including D
anone, D

iageo, EN
I and Vale, dem

onstrating 
that rapid change in disclosure is possible w

hen there 
is sufficient com

m
itm

ent. This corroborates our investi-
gations in early 2018, w

here leading consultancies and 
law

 firm
s confirm

ed that Benchm
arked com

panies w
ere 

bringing in external support to im
prove their hum

an 
rights perform

ance. As such, w
e have already found 

som
e green shoots of progress; initial evidence that our 

goal to drive change by providing free, publicly available 
Benchm

arks, backed up by credible research and invest-
ed stakeholders, is valid and should be continued. In 
future, w

e intend to do m
ore to encourage Credit Rating 

Agencies, securities regulators, and stock exchanges 
them

selves to also em
bed hum

an rights w
ithin their 

business operations.

This Key Findings Report, along w
ith the CH

RB M
eth-

odology, Research D
ataset and Com

pany Scorecards, 
have all been m

ade publicly available to enable inves-
tors, governm

ents, civil society, businesses, w
orkers 

and consum
ers to m

ake m
ore inform

ed choices. They 
provide both a high-level assessm

ent of the m
aturity of 

corporate respect for hum
an rights in high-risk sectors 

and also dive into the detail across 101 com
panies, as-

sessing their policies, processes and practices regarding 
hum

an rights. W
e hope they w

ill be used to drive real 
change and a race-to-the-top in corporate hum

an rights 
perform

ance. 

The CH
RB M

ethodology is the result of extensive m
ul-

ti-stakeholder consultation around the w
orld, involving 

representatives from
 over 400 com

panies, governm
ents, 

civil society organisations, investors, academ
ics and 

legal experts. The CH
RB w

ould like to sincerely thank all 
stakeholders for their insights and contributions during 
the CH

RB consultations and the developm
ent and sub-

sequent revision of the CH
RB M

ethodology as w
ell as its 

application.
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um
an Rights Benchm

ark
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2018 O
verview

: Fast Cars and B
roken Jalopies

The first full version of the Corporate H
um

an Rights 
Benchm

ark is out. The results are revealing; there is a 
race to the top in business and hum

an rights perfor-
m

ance, but this is only am
ongst a w

elcom
e cluster of 

leaders w
hile the great m

ajority have barely left the 
starting line.

The m
ajority of com

panies appear to be only dim
ly 

aw
are of the potential threats and prizes around them

, 
having m

ade sm
all or no progress in putting hum

an 
rights at the heart of their business. H

ow
ever, m

em
-

bers of the sm
all leadership group from

 the 2017 Pilot 
Benchm

ark have continued to com
pete to be the ‘best 

in class’ and each has m
ade progress to ensure they do 

not fall behind direct com
petitors. These could soon be 

joined by som
e fast im

provers that have acted decisive-
ly to im

prove in the last year.

There w
ere alarm

ingly low
 scores in som

e areas of 
system

ic challenge w
hich serves to highlight how

 
far business has to go. The alignm

ent of purchasing 
practices w

ith hum
an rights is not easy, but w

ithout 
this, in food and apparel, abuse in their com

plex global 
supply chains is inevitable. Very low

 average scores w
ere 

also recorded for com
m

itm
ents to living w

ages, w
hich 

are fundam
ental to achieving a decent life, especially 

for w
om

en w
orkers; and policies to protect increasing-

ly-threatened hum
an rights defenders in supply chains, 

w
hose w

ork is vital to uncover abuse and dangers for 
both com

m
unities and w

orkers. In each there w
ere 

only brave outliers that refuse to put system
ic action to 

elim
inate the w

orst hum
an rights risks such as m

odern 
slavery, poverty w

ages, and violence against w
his-

tle-blow
ers, in the ‘too-difficult-box’.

This reflects, anecdotally, w
hat w

e at the Business and 
H

um
an Rights Resource Centre, have seen m

ore broadly 
across the high-risk sectors, and w

e see this pattern 
replicated in other robust Benchm

arks, including 
Know

TheChain and Ranking D
igital Rights: There is a 

refreshing but sm
all leadership group that dem

onstrate 
that respect for hum

an rights is a m
oral im

perative, and 
com

m
ercially viable. 

The m
ost challenging new

s from
 this Benchm

ark is the 
lack of significant progress on last year by the m

ajority. 
There is an unacceptably large group of com

panies w
ho 

are not doing enough and appear content to hide in 
the pack of under-perform

ers. W
hile it is hardly surpris-

ing that those com
panies w

ith no significant record of 
taking hum

an rights seriously have been the slow
est 

m
overs since 2017, w

e are encouraged by w
hat is hap-

pening around them
 that is likely to quicken their pace 

over com
ing years:

Firstly, leading com
panies are beginning to gain 

greater access to cheaper capital, based on their low
er 

hum
an rights risks. The fact that sustainable investm

ent 
funds have effectively doubled in size each year since 
2012 dem

onstrates the grow
ing appetite for com

pa-
nies that m

anage their environm
ental and social risks. 

And this year D
anone successfully pioneered a U

S$300 
m

illion Social Bond that attracted investors focused on 
ESG

 risks.

Secondly, faced w
ith the collapse of public trust in 

global m
arkets, governm

ents are beginning to exert 
them

selves w
ith increasingly bold steps tow

ard regu-
lation for m

andatory transparency and due diligence. 
G

ood practice by leading com
panies em

boldens tim
id 

governm
ents to raise the m

inim
um

 floor of corporate 
behaviour through regulation and incentives. This 
should be w

elcom
ed as it outlaw

s the reckless cow
boys 

in every high-risk sector.

Thirdly, w
e see civil society and investors using the 

results of the Benchm
arks to exert pressure on laggard 

com
panies and recently a num

ber of investors have 
team

ed up, privately, w
ith cam

paign groups to ensure 
that harder-hitting share-holder resolutions are raised 
at the AG

M
s.

These pressures look set to grow
 and spread over the 

com
ing years. This is essential. W

ith hum
ankind facing 

extraordinary transitions – to zero carbon econom
ies, to 

autom
ation and gig econom

ies, to m
ass m

igration, all 
am

idst the challenges to dem
ocracy and open societies 

- the Corporate H
um

an Rights Benchm
ark w

ill be one 
key assessm

ent to press com
panies to play their full role 

in helping create a m
ore sustainable and prosperous fu-

Com
m

entary by Phil Bloom
er

Business &
 H

um
an Rights Resource Centre

ture for all. Equally our association now
 w

ith the W
orld 

Benchm
arking Alliance w

ill ensure that hum
an rights in 

business is unavoidable if com
panies w

ant their opera-
tions to be recognised as playing a part in delivering the 
Sustainable D

evelopm
ent G

oals.

Phil Bloom
er

Executive D
irector, Business &

 H
um

an Rights Resource 
Centre  
M

em
ber of the Advisory Council, Corporate H

um
an 

Rights Benchm
ark

W
hat the B

enchm
ark is telling us about business approaches 

to respecting hum
an rights

2018 O
verview

: Fast Cars and Broken Jalopies
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Publicly Available Inform
ation

In an effort to drive greater transparency, the CH
RB 

assessm
ent is based on publicly available inform

ation 
from

 public or com
pany w

ebsites, docum
ents, and addi-

tional com
pany input to the CH

RB D
isclosure Platform

. 
As such, som

e com
panies m

ay have non-public inform
a-

tion w
hich w

ould not be taken into account in the 2018 
assessm

ent.

For exam
ple, a score of zero on an individual indicator 

does not necessarily m
ean that bad practices are pres-

ent or there is no com
pany action on the issue. Rather, 

it m
eans that the CH

RB has been unable to identify 
sufficient inform

ation in public com
pany docum

enta-
tion to m

eet the requirem
ents. 

Industries
The three industries in focus – Agricultural Products, 
Apparel, and Extractives – w

ere selected follow
ing 

m
ulti-stakeholder consultation, taking into account their 

high hum
an rights risks, the extent of previous w

ork on 
the issue, and global econom

ic significance. The CH
RB 

follow
s a specific approach in relation to the scope of 

each industry covered, the scope of com
pany activities 

w
ithin the value chain, as w

ell as the scope of business 
relationships considered. 

Com
panies

The selected 101 publicly traded com
panies w

ere cho-
sen on the basis of their size (m

arket capitalisation) and 
revenues, as w

ell as geographic and industry balance. 
For the full list of com

panies see Annex 1, w
hich in-

cludes the scope of business relationship that they w
ere 

assessed against.

International and Industry 
-Specific Standards
The Benchm

ark is grounded in the U
N

 G
uiding Princi-

ples on Business and H
um

an Rights, as w
ell as addition-

al standards and guidance focused on specific industries 
and specific issues. This is reflected in the focus of the 
CH

RB M
easurem

ent Them
es, w

hich look at com
panies’ 

policies, governance, processes, practices and transpar-
ency, as w

ell as how
 they respond to serious allegations.

1. G
uide to the 2018 B

enchm
ark

The CH
RB M

ethodology is the result of extensive global m
ulti-stakeholder consultation, involving representa-

tives from
 over 400 com

panies, governm
ents, civil society organisations, investors, academ

ics and legal experts.  
The CH

RB M
ethodology Com

m
ittee is led by Peter W

ebster (EIRIS Foundation) and M
argaret W

achenfeld 
(Them

is Research) and m
eets several tim

es during the research process to identify and address any em
ergent 

m
ethodology issues. The full CH

RB M
ethodology can be accessed at www.corporatebenchm

ark.org.

Som
e key points on the Benchm

ark w
ill help readers to understand the 2018 results:

M
easurem

ent Them
es  

The CH
RB M

ethodology is com
posed of indicators 

spread across six M
easurem

ent Them
es w

ith different 
w

eightings (see Table 1). 

These levels have been carefully developed through 
num

erous consultations w
ith stakeholders to seek to 

achieve a balance betw
een m

easuring actual hum
an 

rights im
pacts on the ground as w

ell as the effective-
ness of policies and processes im

plem
ented across large 

and com
plex com

panies to system
atically address their 

hum
an rights risks and im

pacts.

Scoring 
Indicators follow

 a set structure, aw
arding either 0, 0.5, 

1, 1.5 or 2 points depending on w
hether the require-

m
ents are fulfilled through a review

 of publicly available 
inform

ation. 

A com
pany’s score on a M

easurem
ent Them

e is calcu-
lated by adding the num

ber of points aw
arded in the re-

spective Them
e, taking individual indicator w

eightings 
into account, and dividing it by the m

axim
um

 num
ber 

of points available. The scores on all M
easurem

ent 
Them

es are then w
eighted to produce a com

pany’s 
total CH

RB score.

Com
panies in Tw

o Industries 
Com

panies m
ay be assessed against m

ore than one 
CH

RB industry, w
here they derive at least 15%

 of their 
revenues or over G

BP £1 billion from
 the relevant CH

RB 
industry. Eight com

panies fell into both the Agricultural 
Products and Apparel industries. In this case the com

pa-
nies w

ere assessed both in term
s of how

 they m
anage 

their Agricultural Products and Apparel business. As 
such, these particular com

panies are presented in both 
industry results w

here relevant.
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Figure 2: W
eighting of CHRB M

easurem
ent Them

es 1 - G
uide to the 2018 Benchm

ark

Figure 1: Scope of industry activities for the 2018 Benchm
ark

Agricultural Products

The CH
RB focuses on 

agricultural production 
(from

 farm
 production up 

to processing), but not 
distribution and retailing of 

agricultural products.

Apparel

The CH
RB focuses on 

production and m
anu-

facturing, but not on the 
distribution and retailing 

of apparel products. 

Extractives

The CH
RB focuses on 

exploration, developm
ent, 

production, decom
m

ission-
ing and closure, but  

not processing, refining, 
m

arketing or end-use 
of extractive resources.

8
9

Key Findings 2018



Icons and Abbreviations 
Industry icons are used throughout this Report w

herever 
possible to clearly highlight industry results. Sim

ilarly, 
industry abbreviations are often used to clarify w

hich 
industry com

panies w
ere assessed against. 

These icons and abbreviations are:

 O
ut of Scope 

There are som
e aspects that contribute to the hum

an 
rights perform

ance of com
panies, but w

hich are not 
being covered in the Benchm

ark in order to focus on 
key issues, m

aintain a m
anageable scope and to learn 

lessons from
 the results. These are:

- G
eography

- Consum
ption of Products and Services

- Positive Im
pacts

- Collective Im
pacts (such as clim

ate change)

2018 B
enchm

arking Process 
In January 2018, the revised CH

RB M
ethodology w

as 
published and the research tim

eline w
as com

m
unicated 

to com
pany representatives. From

 m
id-February to the 

end of M
arch, com

panies w
ere encouraged to include 

relevant inform
ation in their ow

n docum
entations, for-

m
al reporting and w

ebsites, or on the CH
RB D

isclosure 
Platform

. The initial research and analysis w
as carried 

out by a team
 of researchers betw

een April and July. 

From
 June to August the Engagem

ent phase w
as car-

ried out; com
panies w

ere sent their draft scorecard and 
given the opportunity to send com

m
ents via em

ail or to 
discuss the draft assessm

ent w
ith the CH

RB team
 over a 

one-hour call. 

The engagem
ent phase w

as follow
ed by a second dis-

closure period, during w
hich com

panies could point the 

Figure 3: Benchm
arking Features International and

Industry-Specific
standards

Com
parability

B
EN

CH
M

AR
K

IN
G

FEATU
R

ES

Transparency
Policies, Processes,

Practices and Responses

Key Industry Risks

research team
 to specific statem

ents and / or disclose 
new

 docum
ents on the D

isclosure Platform
. 

For the full list of com
panies that engaged in the Bench-

m
arking process see Annex 3.

The assessm
ent and scores w

ere then finalised during 
the second review

 phase, w
hich took place betw

een July 
and Septem

ber. D
uring that phase, the research team

 
revised the draft assessm

ents based on the com
panies’ 

com
m

ents received during engagam
ent, any new

 dis-
closures from

 the com
panies as w

ell as quality controls.

Com
parisons w

ith the Pilot 
Benchm

ark results
Follow

ing the publication of the Pilot Benchm
ark in 

M
arch 2017, the CH

RB M
ethodology w

as revised based 
on lessons learnt and on extensive stakeholder feed-
back. This m

eans that any com
parisons betw

een the 
Pilot results and the 2018 results m

ust be m
ade w

ith 
caution. 

The M
ethodology changes and their im

pact on m
aking 

com
parisons are explained in Chapter 6, w

hich then 
com

pares the 2018 results w
ith the Pilot results adjust-

ed for the M
ethodology results. 

See pp. 49-54 for m
ore inform

ation. 
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AP: Apparel

AG
/AP: Com
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Agricultural Products and Apparel industries

EX: Extractives 

Supply Chain
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n operations



Alarm
ingly low

 average scores indicate w
eak 

im
plem

entation of the U
N

G
Ps 

The average overall score for 2018 is 27%
, w

ith nearly tw
o thirds of com

panies scoring under 30%
 and over a quar-

ter of com
panies scoring under 10%

. Seven years after the U
N

G
Ps w

ere agreed and launched, the 2018 Benchm
ark 

finds m
any com

panies in high-risk sectors are not dem
onstrating a respect for hum

an rights. O
nly 2%

 separates the 
average scores for the three different sectors, show

ing that the potential lack of im
plem

entation of the U
N

G
Ps is a 

feature across the apparel, agricultural products and extractives sectors.  

H
um

an rights due diligence is a key w
eak area of 

perform
ance

An alarm
ing 40%

 of com
panies score no points at all across the five indicators used to assess the M

easurem
ent 

Them
e on H

um
an Rights D

ue D
iligence (B.2). D

espite clear expectations placed on com
panies to com

m
unicate 

their hum
an rights due diligence approaches, 41 m

ajor, listed firm
s w

ere unable to m
eet any of the CH

RB criteria, 
suggesting that the identification, assessm

ent and m
anagem

ent of hum
an rights risks is not yet part of business as 

usual.

H
igher scoring com

panies are leading the w
ay, but are 

outliers 
Several com

panies deserve to be recognised for their efforts. CH
RB notes that  Adidas, Rio Tinto and BH

P Billiton, 
M

arks &
 Spencer G

roup, U
nilever, Vale, EN

I and VF all score above 60%
 in 2018. The fact that som

e com
panies 

are m
oving into the highest bands indicates that this is neither an im

possible task, nor a hindrance to good finan-
cial perform

ance. H
ow

ever, the stark gap betw
een the leading com

panies and those in the low
er scoring bands 

highlights the disparity in approaches to respecting hum
an rights and transparency in general. W

ithout strong 
incentives on the poor perform

ers, the CH
RB sees the gap betw

een high and low
 scoring com

panies becom
ing m

ore 
entrenched.

The fast im
provem

ent dem
onstrated by a few

 com
panies 

show
s that rapid change is possible…

w
ith com

m
itm

ent
Several com

panies have seen a large increase in their scores, w
ith EN

I, Adidas, Vale, D
iageo and D

anone all scoring 
at least 25%

 m
ore than in the Pilot (See pages 52-53 for com

m
ents from

 som
e of these com

panies). These com
-

panies support the idea that rapid change is possible, w
here there is sufficient w

ill w
ithin the com

pany to integrate 
hum

an rights into business thinking, to increase transparency and disclosure, and to im
plem

enting the U
N

G
Ps. 

H
ighest perform

ers score w
ell across the board 

Across the sectors, the top three or four com
panies overall are likely to be the top three or four com

panies in each 
M

easurem
ent Them

e; to do w
ell in the Benchm

ark requires perform
ance across all them

es, dem
onstrating policy 

com
m

itm
ents, em

bedding respect, providing access to rem
edy, dealing w

ith key risks and being transparent. Just 
having good practice in one area w

ill not suffice. As such, the top scoring com
panies are tending to be differentiat-

ed based on their hum
an rights practices, as they have often reached a sim

ilar level on their policies and processes.  

2. K
ey M

essages

M
any key issues are not being w

ell handled 
There are several key hum

an rights practice areas that the vast m
ajority of com

panies can’t dem
onstrate are being 

w
ell handled (m

ore detail in Them
e D

 section). The practices on the ground do not appear to reflect the policy com
-

m
itm

ents (w
here there are any):

• 
Virtually no com

panies have dem
onstrated strong com

m
itm

ents to ensuring there are living w
ages paid to 

w
orkers in their ow

n operations and supply chains.  
• 

Less than 10%
 of com

panies have public policy com
m

itm
ents concerning the protection of hum

an rights 
defenders.

• 
O

ver half of apparel and agricultural products com
panies are failing to m

eet expectations on com
m

itm
ents to 

preventing child labour in their supply chains.

R
esponding to serious allegations is easier than dealing 

w
ith them

Engagem
ent w

ith potential and actually affected stakeholders is a cornerstone of respecting hum
an rights, but it is 

often lacking, particularly regarding access to rem
edy. O

ver a third of the serious allegations review
ed w

ere not pub-
licly responded to and less than half of the allegations of serious negative hum

an rights im
pacts resulted in m

ean-
ingful engagem

ent w
ith alleged affected parties. Further, of the alm

ost 100 allegations review
ed, only 3%

 of cases 
show

s to provide rem
edy that w

as satisfactory to the victim
s. There is a clear gap betw

een com
panies responding 

to allegations and actually engaging w
ith affected stakeholders to provide acceptable rem

edy.

M
oving in the right direction, but need to m

ove faster

W
hen adjusted for the m

ethodology changes, there is a clear im
provem

ent from
 2017 scores, w

ith the average 
score increasing from

 18%
 to 27%

. Com
panies, consultancies and leading law

 firm
s have all confirm

ed that 
initiatives such as the CH

RB are driving changes w
ithin som

e com
panies. Taken together, this provides som

e initial 
evidence that publicly available Benchm

arks can help create an environm
ent w

here com
panies are pushed tow

ards 
better behaviour. But as m

uch of the increase w
as driven by the higher perform

ers, the challenge now
 is to scale up 

the change and bring along all com
panies – not just the leaders. 1

1 N
ote that the CH

RB has m
ade im

provem
ents to the m

ethodology since 2017. In the w
orst case, a third of this 

9%
 increase could be attributed to changes in the scoring rules – but an increase of 6%

 from
 the baseline is still 

positive new
s, reflecting changes in disclosure and approaches to hum

an rights. 
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As the CH
RB w

e w
ant to em

phasise that the results, 
based on publicly available inform

ation, are a proxy 
for corporate hum

an rights perform
ance and not an 

absolute m
easure of perform

ance. This is because, w
hile 

there is extensive w
ork being undertaken to understand 

and value respect for hum
an rights, there are no agreed 

fundam
ental units of m

easurem
ent for hum

an rights. 
As such the CH

RB results provide a subjective assess-
m

ent at a certain point in tim
e.

Therefore, a score of 0 on an individual indicator does 
not necessarily m

ean that bad practices are present or 
that there is no com

pany action on the issue. Rather, 
it m

eans that w
e have been unable to identify the 

required inform
ation in public docum

entation. The in-
troduction of half-m

arks in 2018 has gone som
e w

ay to 
show

ing w
here com

panies are active and com
m

unicat-

ing on a hum
an rights topic w

here they are not m
eeting 

all the CH
RB requirem

ents for full m
arks.

Since the pilot w
as launched in M

arch 2017, w
e have re-

fined the m
ethodology and are confident in the quality 

of the results. H
ow

ever, due to the subjective nature of 
the assessm

ents, w
hich spreads across several thousand 

data points, there w
ill alw

ays be an interpretive m
argin. 

W
e therefore encourage a greater analytical focus on 

general perform
ance and how

 scores im
prove over tim

e 
rather than upon m

arginal differences in scoring (either 
up or dow

n). 

The spirit of the exercise is to prom
ote continual 

im
provem

ent via an open assessm
ent process and a 

com
m

on understanding of the im
portance of the U

N
 

G
uiding Principles on Business and H

um
an Rights.

A note about m
easuring corporate hum

an rights perform
ance

3
2018 R

esults 
Across IndustriesRUSSIA

14%

ASIA

11%

AUSTRALIA

54%
SOUTH 
AFRICA

14%

EUROPE

41%

NORTH 
AM

ERICA

22%

SOUTH 
AM

ERICA

32%

Figure 4: 2018 average results by region

N
ote: 2 out of the 4 Australian com

panies included in the Benchm
ark are dual ilsted in the U

K 
(BH

B Billiton and Rio Tinto)

3 - 2018 Results - Across Industries
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The scoring distribution below
 paints a concerning picture:

• 
O

ver a quarter of com
panies score less than 10%

• 
Alm

ost tw
o thirds of com

panies score less than 30%

A norm
al distribution, centred around the 50%

 m
ark, w

ould show
 som

e leaders, som
e laggards and a m

ajority of 
com

panies dem
onstrating a level of respect for hum

an rights. H
ow

ever, the observed distribution show
s that the 

m
ajority of com

panies are failing to dem
onstrate their respect for hum

an rights and suggests that the U
N

 G
uiding 

Principles on Business and H
um

an Rights is not being im
plem

ented by a m
ajority of com

panies. 
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Figure 6: N
um

ber of Com
panies (out of 98) in each Band

Figure 5: Average Score by M
easurem

ent Them
e (darker colour blocks indicate proportion achieved)

2018 R
esults - Across Industries

27%
OVERALL
AVERAGE

3 - 2018 Results - Across Industries

Figure 7: Com
pany Results by Band
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Agricultural Products
Average score per M

easurem
ent Them

e

38 of the largest agricultural products com
panies in the w

orld w
ere assessed against the CH

RB’s Agricultural Prod-
ucts criteria, of w

hich 8 w
ere also assessed against the Apparel criteria and 3 w

ere new
 additions in 2018 (Ahold 

D
elhaize, M

onster Beverage and W
esfarm

ers). 

There has been a general upw
ard trend (on average) since 2017. M

arks and Spencer, U
nilever, Coca Cola and 

Kellogg w
ere consistently top scorers in different them

es, w
hile the low

est scoring com
panies per them

e w
ere m

ore 
varied, although Kw

eichow
 M

outai and M
onster Beverage had the m

ost ‘zero scores per them
e’. 

25.5%
OVERALL
AVERAGE
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ber of Agricultural Com
panies (out of 35) in each Band

Figure 8: Average Score by M
easurem

ent Them
e (darker colour blocks indicate proportion achieved)
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Figure 10: Agricultural Products Com
pany Results by Band

Figure 11: Highest and Low
est Scoring Agricultural Products Com

panies in each M
easurem

ent Them
e

N
ote: A score of 0 does not necessarily m

ean that bad practices are present or there is no com
pany action on the issue. Rather,  

it m
eans that the CHRB has been unable to identify in public com

pany docum
entation all of the elem

ents required for a positive score.

As in 2017 com
panies are still perform

ing w
orse on Them

e D
 (H

um
an Rights Practices – risks and enabling fac-

tors) than on other them
es. The Agricultural Products sector has the low

est average score and also differs from
 the 

Apparel and Extractives sectors in its score banding distribution; the m
ost com

m
on banding is 20-30%

, not 0-10%
. 

Four com
panies scoring m

ore than 50%
, but 68%

 of com
panies score less than 30%

.



The Apparel sector average scores are heavily skew
ed to the low

est bands, w
ith only 5 out of 30 com

panies scoring 
above 50%

 and 9 out of 30 com
panies scoring less than 10%

. 

30 of the largest apparel com
panies in the w

orld w
ere assessed against the CH

RB’s Apparel criteria (of w
hich 8 

com
panies w

ere also assessed against the Agricultural Products criteria). 

There has been a general upw
ard trend (on average) since 2017, but com

panies are scoring few
er points on Them

e 
C (Rem

edies and G
rievance M

echanism
s) than for other them

es, as in 2017. Adidas, M
arks and Spencer and VF 

w
ere consistently top scorers in different them

es, w
hile the low

est scoring com
panies per them

e w
ere m

ore varied, 
although H

eilan H
om

e had the m
ost ‘zero scores per them

e’. 
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Figure 13: N
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ber of Apparel Com
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N
ote: A score of 0 does not necessarily m

ean that bad practices are present or there is no com
pany action on the issue. Rather, 
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eans that the CHRB has been unable to identify in public com

pany docum
entation all of the elem

ents required for a positive score.



PO
LIC

Y
C

O
M

M
ITM

EN
TS

EM
BED

D
IN

G
 RESPEC

T
A

N
D

 H
U

M
A

N
 RIG

H
TS

D
U

E  D
ILIG

EN
C

E

REM
ED

IES A
N

D
G

RIEV
A

N
C

E M
EC

H
A

N
ISM

S
C

O
M

PA
N

Y H
U

M
A

N
RIG

H
TS PRA

C
TIC

ES
RESPO

N
SES TO

SERIO
U

S
A

LLEG
A

TIO
N

S

TRA
N

SPA
REN

C
Y

W
orst scorin

g
 com

p
an

ies
(scorin

g
 0 overall):

TO
P 3 p

er
th

em
e:

BH
P Billiton

,
Rio Tin

to,
EN

I =
 

A
n

g
lo A

m
erican

C
h

in
a Sh

en
h

ua En
erg

y
PetroC

h
in

a,
O

il &
 N

atural G
as 

C
orp

oration
,

G
azp

rom
,

C
h

in
a Petroleum

 &
C

h
em

ical,
C

h
in

a Sh
en

h
ua En

erg
y,

C
N

O
O

C
,

Surg
utn

efteg
as,

EO
G

 Resources,
V

alero En
erg

y

G
azp

rom
,

C
h

in
a Petroleum

 &
C

h
em

ical,
C

h
in

a Sh
en

h
ua En

erg
y,

C
N

O
O

C
,

Surg
utn

efteg
as

A
n

ad
arko Petroleum

,
C

h
in

a Petroleum
 &

C
h

em
ical,

EO
G

 Resources,
V

alero En
erg

y

Surg
utn

efteg
as,

V
alero En

erg
y

O
il &

 N
atural G

as
C

orp
oration

, 
Surg

utn
efteg

as

Rio Tin
to,

BH
P Billiton

,
Royal D

utch
 Sh

ell

TO
P 3 p

er
th

em
e:

BH
P Billiton

,
V

ale,
Rio Tin

to

TO
P 3 p

er
th

em
e:

EN
I,

BH
P Billiton

,
V

ale

TO
P 3 p

er
th

em
e:

Rio Tin
to,

V
ale,

Royal D
utch

 Sh
ell

TO
P 3 p

er
th

em
e:

BH
P Billiton

,
Rio Tin

to,
V

ale

TO
P 3 p

er
th

em
e:

W
orst scorin

g
 com

p
an

ies
(scorin

g
 0 overall): 

W
orst scorin

g
 com

p
an

ies
(scorin

g
 0 overall):

W
orst scorin

g
 com

p
an

ies
(scorin

g
 0 overall): 

W
orst scorin

g
 com

p
an

ies
(scorin

g
 0 overall):

W
orst scorin

g
 com

p
an

ies
(scorin

g
 0 overall): 

A
B

C
D

E
F

(Looking only at
com

panies w
ith 

allegations)

(Looking only at
com

panies w
ith 

allegations)

(D
id not score 0 

but low
est scoring)

Extractives
29.4%

Average score per M
easurem

ent Them
e

OVERALL
AVERAGE

0 - 10%
0 - 10%

10 - 20%
10 - 20%

20 - 30%
20 - 30%

30 - 40%
30 - 40%

40 - 50%
40 - 50%

50 - 60%
50 - 60%

70 - 80%
70 - 80%

80 - 90%
80 - 90%

60 - 70%
60 - 70%

90 - 100%
90 - 100%

1111

88

77

44
44

33

22
22

00
00

41 of the largest extractives com
panies in the w

orld w
ere assessed against the CH

RB’s extractives criteria. There 
has been a general upw

ard trend (on average) since 2017, but com
panies are scoring few

er points on Them
e B 

(Em
bedding Respect and H

um
an Rights D

ue D
iligence) than other them

es, as in 2017 (although the differences 
betw

een them
e scores are quite sm

all).

Rio Tinto and BH
P Billiton w

ere consistently in the top 3 com
panies per Them

e w
hile the ‘zero scoring’ com

panies 
w

ere m
ore varied. The Extractives com

panies are heavily skew
ed to the low

est bands, w
ith over a quarter of them

 
scoring less than 10%

 and only 7 out of 41 com
panies scoring m

ore than 50%
. O

verall, the Extractives sector 
scored the highest average m

ark.
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Figure 16: Average Score by M
easurem

ent Them
e (darker colour blocks indicate proportion achieved)

Figure 17: N
um

ber of Extractive  Com
panies (out of 41) in each Band

Figure 18: Extractive Com
pany Results by Band

Figure 19: Highest and Low
est Scoring Extractive Com

panies in each M
easurem

ent Them
e

N
ote: A score of 0 does not necessarily m

ean that bad practices are present or there is no com
pany action on the issue. Rather, 

it m
eans that the CHRB has been unable to identify in public com

pany docum
entation all of the elem

ents required for a positive score.
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Even though average scores are low
 across the board, overall com

panies tend to perform
 m

ore strongly on policy 
com

m
itm

ents and m
anagem

ent system
s than on rem

edy or dealing w
ith key risks in practice. 

A num
ber of com

panies score zero on all indicators in a M
easurem

ent Them
e:

M
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N

um
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panies 
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Figure 21: N
um

ber of com
panies scoring 0 per M

easurem
ent Them

e

This m
eans that the CH

RB couldn’t find enough publicly available inform
ation to even give a half m

ark on any 
indicators relating to:

• 
A.1 Com

m
itm

ents to respecting hum
an rights – for 6 com

panies
• 

A.2 Board level accountability for hum
an rights – for 27 com

panies
• 

B.1 Em
bedding respect for H

R in com
pany m

anagem
ent system

s – for 19 com
panies

• 
B.2 H

um
an rights due diligence – for 41 com

panies
• 

C. Rem
edy and G

rievance M
echanism

s – for 14 com
panies

• 
D

. D
ealing w

ith key risks and enabling factors for hum
an rights – for 14 com

panies
• 

E. Perform
ance: Responses to Serious Allegations

• 
F. Transparency

The high num
ber of com

panies scoring zero points w
ithin Them

es A-D
 is a concern as it indicates com

panies lack 
the fundam

ental com
m

itm
ents and system

s needed to avoid causing adverse hum
an rights im

pacts, or to provide 
rem

edy after an im
pact has occurred. 

5
2017 R

esults by  
M

easurem
ent Them

e
O

verall

Scores are low
 across all M

easurem
ent Them

es, w
ith com

panies scoring on average less than a third of the 
m

axim
um

 points available per them
e:

5 - 2018 Results by M
easurem

ent Them
e
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A. G
overnance and Policy Com

m
itm

ents

A.1 Policy Com
m

itm
ents

W
hy is this im

portant? A policy com
m

itm
ent sets the “tone at the top” of the com

pany that is needed to contin-
ually drive respect for hum

an rights into the core values and culture of the business. It indicates that top m
anage-

m
ent considers respect for hum

an rights to be a m
inim

um
 standard for conducting business w

ith legitim
acy; it sets 

out their expectations of how
 staff and business relationships should act, as w

ell as w
hat others can expect of the 

com
pany. It should trigger a range of other internal actions that are necessary to m

eet the com
m

itm
ent in prac-

tice.

W
hat have w

e seen? Them
e A.1 average scores increased by alm

ost 9%
 since 2017. The them

e has six indicators 
covering different aspects of hum

an rights com
m

itm
ents, w

ith varying levels of public com
m

itm
ents being seen:

 • 
A m

ajority (78%
) of com

panies have m
ade a public com

m
itm

ent to respecting hum
an rights, but conversely, 

22%
 of com

panies have not. Seven years on from
 the U

N
G

Ps endorsem
ent, less than a third of com

panies are 
publicly com

m
itting to im

plem
ent the U

N
G

Ps (or the O
ECD

 G
uidelines for M

ultinational Enterprises) (A.1.1). 
• 

Engagem
ent is vital to respecting hum

an rights, but over a third of com
panies (38%

) could not dem
onstrate a 

com
m

itm
ent to, or evidence of, engaging w

ith potentially or actually affected stakeholders (A.1.4).
• 

Public policy com
m

itm
ents to rem

edy are w
eak, w

ith 69%
 of com

panies unable to dem
onstrate a com

m
itm

ent 
to rem

edying their adverse im
pacts on w

orkers, individuals or com
m

unities (A.1.5).
• 

A m
inority (7%

) scored any points on indicator A.1.6 dem
onstrating the com

pany’s public com
m

itm
ent to nei-

ther tolerating or contributing to the abuse of hum
an rights defenders linked to its operations (A.1.6). Adidas, 

H
anesbrands, Kellogg and M

arks and Spencer all scored full points regarding this com
m

itm
ent. 

A.2 Board Level Accountability

W
hy is this im

portant? Attention to hum
an rights issues by the Board and signals from

 them
 indicates that top 

m
anagem

ent considers respect for hum
an rights to be a m

inim
um

 standard for conducting business w
ith legitim

a-
cy.

W
hat have w

e seen? Them
e A.2 has increased by alm

ost 8%
 since 2017. The three A2 indicators get progressively 

m
ore difficult for com

panies, indicating that the governance of hum
an rights has not yet been explicitly em

bedded 
w

ithin m
ost board’s rem

its:

• 
30%

 of com
panies couldn’t dem

onstrate board level responsibility for hum
an rights, by either board level poli-

cy sign off or tasking for board m
em

bers/com
m

ittees (A.2.1). 
• 

Alm
ost tw

o thirds of com
panies (63%

) did not disclose how
 the board discusses and review

s hum
an rights 

issues (A.2.2). 15 com
panies scored m

axim
um

 points on this indicator (10 of w
hich w

ere extractives com
pa-

nies) w
hich m

eans that they publicly describe the process for their hum
an rights com

m
itm

ents and risks to be 
regularly discussed at Board level and provide an exam

ple of this in practice. 1

• 
80%

 of com
panies couldn’t show

 connections betw
een hum

an rights perform
ance and board rem

uneration, 
w

ith a m
inority of com

panies being able to dem
onstrate incentives schem

es linked to key hum
an rights issues 

(A.2.3). Four com
panies scored full points indicating that at least one Board m

em
ber has incentives linked to 

aspects of the com
pany’s hum

an rights policy com
m

itm
ents and that they also m

ake the criteria public (BH
P 

Billiton, Carrefour, M
arks &

 Spencer and U
nilever). 

1 Adidas, Anglo Am
erican, BH

P Billiton, BP, EN
I, Freeport-M

cM
oRan, G

lencore, H
anesbrands, Kellogg, Rio Tinto, Royal D

utch Shell, Th
e Coca-Cola 

Com
pany, Total, Unilever, VF.

N
ote: The descriptions of each indicator are shortened and paraphrased to briefly illustrate the type of requirem

ent 
against w

hich scores have been earned. For the full description of all the criteria required to fulfill each indicator, 
please refer to the 2018 CH

RB M
ethodology.

M
easurem

ent Them
e A focuses on a com

pany’s hum
an rights related policy com

m
itm

ents and how
 they are 

governed. It includes tw
o related sub-them

es:

• 
Policy Com

m
itm

ents: These indicators aim
 to assess the extent to w

hich a com
pany acknow

ledges its 
responsibility to respect hum

an rights, and how
 it form

ally incorporates this into publicly available state-
m

ents of policy.

• 
Board Level Accountability: These indicators seek to assess how

 the com
pany’s policy com

m
itm

ents are 
m

anaged as part of the Board’s role and responsibility.

2018 R
esults by M

easurem
ent Them

e

 10%
 of overall score
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B.  Em
bedding Respect and H

um
an Rights D

ue D
iligence

 25%
 of overall score

N
ote: The descriptions of each indicator are shortened and paraphrased to briefly illustrate the type of requirem

ent 
against w

hich scores have been earned. For the full description of all the criteria required to fulfill each indicator, 
please refer to the 2018 CH

RB M
ethodology.

B.1 Em
bedding Respect

W
hy is this Im

portant? These steps of em
bedding policy com

m
itm

ents into com
pany culture and broader m

an-
agem

ent system
s, and reinforcing them

 w
ith specific due diligence processes, ensures that a com

pany takes a 
system

atic and proactive, rather than ad hoc or reactive, approach to respecting hum
an rights.

W
hat did w

e see? Sub-them
e B.1 scores have increased by roughly 10%

, but still only average 2.8 out of a m
axi-

m
um

 10 points. W
hile the increase is w

elcom
e, com

panies are on average scoring just over a quarter of the m
axi-

m
um

 points available, w
hich is disappointing. The eight sub indicator requirem

ents had varying levels of fulfilm
ent 

by com
panies:

• 
Responsibility for m

anaging hum
an rights is vital to em

bedding it in corporate system
s and approx. 50%

 of 
com

panies dem
onstrate senior m

anagem
ent responsibility for hum

an rights issues (B.1.1). H
ow

ever, com
panies 

are less w
illing to disclose the details that w

ould dem
onstrate this em

bedding in practice; over 80%
 of com

pa-
nies w

ere unable to link fulfilm
ent of hum

an rights policy com
m

itm
ents to senior m

anagem
ent incentives or 

perform
ance m

anagem
ent system

s (B.1.2), w
hile only 40%

 of com
panies could show

 that relevant staff w
ere 

trained on key aspects of hum
an rights m

anagem
ent. BH

P Billiton, ConocoPhillips, M
arks and Spencer and 

U
nilever stand out as the only com

panies dem
onstrating that at least one senior m

anager has an incentive 
or perform

ance m
anagem

ent schem
e linked to hum

an rights and for disclosing the specific incentive criteria 
publicly.
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CE

Identifying hum
an

rights risks and
im

pacts.

1

Assessing risks
and im

pacts identified

2

Com
m

unicating 
on how

 
hum

an rights im
pacts

are addressed.

5

Integrating 
assessm

ent
findings and

taking appropriate
action.

3

M
onitoring and 

evaluating the 
effectiveness

of actions taken.

4

Figure 22: H
um

an Rights D
ue D

iligence Process

O
VERALL

AVERAG
E

LO
W

EST

H
IG

H
EST

6.8/25

0/25

22.6/25

7.5/25

0/25

22.6/25

6.9/25

0/25

22.3/25

5.9/25

0/25

21.6/25

This M
easurem

ent Them
e assesses the extent of a com

pany’s system
s and processes established to im

plem
ent 

the com
pany’s policy com

m
itm

ents in practice. It includes tw
o related sub-them

es:

• 
Em

bedding: These indicators seek to assess how
 the com

pany’s hum
an rights policy com

m
itm

ents are em
-

bedded in com
pany culture and across its m

anagem
ent system

s and day-to-day activities, including w
ithin 

the m
anagem

ent system
s covering their business relationships.

• 
H

um
an rights due diligence: These indicators focus on the specific system

s the com
pany has in place to 

ensure that due diligence processes are im
plem

ented to assess the real-tim
e risks to hum

an rights that the 
com

pany poses, to integrate and act on these findings so as to prevent and m
itigate the im

pacts, and to 
track and com

m
unicate those actions.

2018 R
esults by M

easurem
ent Them

e

B.2 H
um

an Rights D
ue D

iligence 

W
hy is this Im

portant? H
um

an rights due diligence is a fundam
ental expectation of the U

N
G

Ps. The ‘know
ing and 

show
ing’ of this due diligence process can be explained via the follow

ing steps: Identifying, Assessing, Integrating 
and acting on, Tracking effectiveness, and Com

m
unicating about, the com

pany’s hum
an rights risks and im

pacts. 

W
hat did w

e find? Sub-them
e B.2 scores have increased by 11.5%

 from
 2017, but this still only represents an aver-

age of 4 out of a m
axim

um
 15 points. Considering that hum

an rights due diligence is such a high-profile topic, this 
low

 score is surprising. 

• 
A startling figure from

 the 2018 results is that 41 com
panies did not score any points on any of the five B.2 

indicators on H
um

an Rights D
ue D

iligence, suggesting a w
orrying lack of m

aturity in business’ hum
an rights 

risk m
anagem

ent. 
• 

O
f those w

ho did score points on the B2 indicators, the num
ber of com

panies m
eeting the criteria drop at each 

stage of the due diligence cycle, w
ith disclosures for identifying risks (B.2.1) being better than for assessing risks 

(B.2.2), w
hich are better than disclosures for integrating and acting (B.2.3). 

• 
80%

 of com
panies scored zero points in relation to tracking the effectiveness of the com

pany’s actions (B.2.4), 
but it is not an im

possible task, as 10 com
panies scored full points, show

ing that they m
onitor and evaluate 

the effectiveness of the actions they have taken to respond to the hum
an rights risks and im

pacts they had pre-
viously identified, as w

ell as providing an exam
ple of lessons learned through this process. 1

1 Adidas, BH
P Billiton, ConocoPhillips, H

anesbrands, Kellogg, M
ondelez International, Rio Tinto, Royal D

utch Shell, Th
e Coca Cola Com

pany and 

Unilever all scored 2 on B.2.4 

• 
In term

s of system
s, roughly half of com

panies disclosed details of the integration of hum
an rights into their 

risk m
anagem

ent system
s (B.1.3) and into m

onitoring and corrective action plans (B.1.6). Tw
o thirds of com

pa-
nies could describe how

 hum
an rights w

ere considered in m
anaging business relationships (B.1.6) and a half of 

com
panies detail how

 hum
an rights policy com

m
itm

ents are com
m

unicated to business relationships (B.1.4.b). 
• 

H
ow

ever, external to the core system
s, com

panies perform
ed less w

ell. D
espite being the underlying them

e 
throughout the U

N
G

Ps, 60%
 of com

panies w
ere unable to disclose their approach to stakeholder engagem

ent 
(B.1.8). BH

P Billiton and Coal India w
ere notable exceptions, scoring full points in this indicator. 
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OVERALL

AVERAGE

LOW
EST

HIGHEST

3.4/15

0/15

15.0/15

3.3/15

0/15

9.6/15

3.0/15

0/15

15.0/15

3.8/15

0/15

12.1/15

C. Rem
edies and G

rievance M
echanism

s

This M
easurem

ent Them
e focuses on the extent to w

hich a Com
pany provides rem

edy in addressing actual 
adverse im

pacts on hum
an rights. It covers a Com

pany’s approach to providing or cooperating in rem
ediation 

w
hen hum

an rights harm
s – actual hum

an rights im
pacts – have occurred. The indicators aim

 to assess the 
extent to w

hich a Com
pany has appropriate processes in place so that grievances m

ay be addressed early and 
rem

ediated directly w
here appropriate. The indicators also test the Com

pany’s w
illingness to participate in 

other rem
edy options and its approach to litigation concerning credible allegations of hum

an rights im
pacts. 

W
hy is this im

portant? U
nless a com

pany actively engages in the rem
ediation of im

pacts it has caused or con-
tributed to, it cannot fully m

eet its responsibility to respect hum
an rights. N

egative im
pacts m

ay occur despite a 
com

pany’s best efforts, given the com
plexity of activities and business relationships involved. Com

panies need to 
be prepared for this situation so that they can respond quickly and effectively. Strong rem

ediation processes can 
help prevent im

pacts or conflicts from
 increasing or escalating.

W
hat did w

e learn? Scores for Them
e C have increased by 8.5%

 since 2017, but out of a possible 15 points, 
com

panies are still, on average, only scoring 3.4 (less than a quarter of the available points). Barring a few
 notable 

exceptions, m
ost com

pany approaches to grievance m
echanism

s do not appear to m
eet the effectiveness criteria 

detailed in the U
N

G
Ps. 

• 
W

hile there are 14 com
panies w

ho scored zero points in each of the seven Them
e C indicators, m

ost com
pa-

nies (85%
) disclosed inform

ation regarding having a grievance m
echanism

 for w
orkers (C.1). 

• 
For com

panies to be m
eeting their hum

an rights obligations on rem
edy, access to rem

edy should also extend 
beyond the com

pany to potentially im
pacted stakeholders (C.2). But 35 of those com

panies could not show
 

that they extended access to rem
edy beyond the w

orkers to w
ider stakeholders. The external stakeholders are 

even less involved in rem
edy w

hen considering the design and perform
ance m

anagem
ent of grievance m

ech-
anism

s; only 17%
 of com

panies could provide details of user involvem
ent in the design, im

plem
entation or 

perform
ance of the m

echanism
s (C.3). Adidas and Vale w

ere tw
o exceptions, scoring full points on C.3. 

• 
Regarding the w

ider use of grievance m
echanism

s, the level of transparency is generally low
, w

ith only one 

 15%
 of overall score

2018 R
esults by M

easurem
ent Them

e

N
ote: The descriptions of each indicator are shortened and paraphrased to briefly illustrate the type of requirem

ent 
against w

hich scores have been earned. For the full description of all the criteria required to fulfill each indicator, 
please refer to the 2018 CH

RB M
ethodology.

third of com
panies explaining the process of m

anaging grievances (C.4), less than a fifth of com
panies are able 

to articulate how
 they avoid im

peding access to other rem
edy m

echanism
s (C.6) and a quarter of com

panies 
do not discuss how

 they actually provide rem
edy w

here there are im
pacts (or w

ould be)(C.7). 
• 

Across Them
e C, the top scoring com

panies w
ere Adidas, BH

P Billiton, Vale, Rio Tinto, VF, U
nilever, Freeport-M

c-
M

oran, H
anesbrands, M

arks &
 Spencer G

roup and Anglo Am
erican. 

The U
N

G
P’s Effectiveness criteria for non-judicial grievance m

echanism
s 

In order to ensure their effectiveness, non-judicial grievance m
echanism

s, both State-based and non-State-
based, should be: 

(a) Legitim
ate: enabling trust from

 the stakeholder groups for w
hose use they are intended, and being account-

able for the fair conduct of grievance processes; 
(b) Accessible: being know

n to all stakeholder groups for w
hose use they are intended, and providing adequate 

assistance for those w
ho m

ay face particular barriers to access; 
(c) Predictable: providing a clear and know

n procedure w
ith an indicative tim

e fram
e for each stage, and clarity 

on the types of process and outcom
e available and m

eans of m
onitoring im

plem
entation; 

(d) Equitable: seeking to ensure that aggrieved parties have reasonable access to sources of inform
ation, advice 

and expertise necessary to engage in a grievance process on fair, inform
ed and respectful term

s; 
(e) Transparent: keeping parties to a grievance inform

ed about its progress, and providing sufficient inform
a-

tion about the m
echanism

’s perform
ance to build confidence in its effectiveness and m

eet any public interest 
at stake;
(f) Rights-com

patible: ensuring that outcom
es and rem

edies accord w
ith internationally recognized hum

an 
rights; 
(g) A source of continuous learning: draw

ing on relevant m
easures to identify lessons for im

proving the m
echa-

nism
 and preventing future grievances and harm

s; 

O
perational-level m

echanism
s should also be: 

(h) Based on engagem
ent and dialogue: consulting the stakeholder groups for w

hose use they are intended on 
their design and perform

ance, and focusing on dialogue as the m
eans to address and resolve grievances.
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Scored 1 or 1.5
Scored 2

Hennes &
 M

auritz
Inditex

Living w
ages, vital to ensuring a decent quality of life, 

are som
e of the w

orst scoring indicators in 2018. To get 
a score of 1, the CH

RB expects to see explanations of 
how

 com
panies determ

ine living w
ages and a target 

tim
efram

e to pay it to all w
orkers (in their ow

n opera-
tions), plus guidelines in contractual arrangem

ents or 
details of how

 they w
ork w

ith suppliers to im
prove living 

w
ages (in their supply chains).  

All three sectors scored poorly:

• 
91%

 of Agricultural com
panies scored 0 for their 

ow
n operations and 87%

 scored 0 for their supply 
chain; 

• 
100%

 of Apparel com
panies scored 0 for their ow

n 
operations and 70%

 scored 0 for their supply chain; 
and

• 
90%

 of Extractives com
panies scored 0 for their 

ow
n operations and business relationships, includ-

ing joint ventures

U
nilever

W
oolw

orths

Living w
age: 

O
w

n operations indicators: D.1.1.a / D.2.1.a / D.3.1. Industries assessed: AG / AP / EX  
Supply chains indicators: D.1.1.b / D.2.1.b. Industries assessed: AG / AP

O
VERALL

AVERAG
E

LO
W

EST

H
IG

H
EST

4.9/20 

0/20

16.3/20

3.5/20 

0/20

12.1/20

5.2/20 

0/20

15.6/20

5.9/20 

0/20

16.3/20

D
. Perform

ance: Com
pany H

um
an R

ights Practices
This M

easurem
ent Them

e focuses on selected hum
an rights related practices specific to each industry. The 

indicators seek to assess the actual practices occurring w
ithin com

panies in order to im
plem

ent key enabling 
factors and business processes and to prevent specific im

pacts on hum
an rights particularly at risk of occurring 

given the industry in question. As such, not every focus area below
 w

as applied to every industry assessed.

The indicators also are split in relation to:

 

20%
 of overall score

Agricultural Products

Either a Com
pany’s ow

n 
agricultural operations 

O
R/AN

D
 

its supply chain  

Apparel

Either a Com
pany’s 

ow
n production or 

m
anufacturing operations 

O
R/AN

D
 

its supply chain  

Extractives

A Com
pany’s ow

n 
extractive operations 

2018 R
esults by M

easurem
ent Them

e

Assessm
ents in this M

easurem
ent Them

e are based upon a series of positive com
m

itm
ents and actions against 

w
hich the CH

RB seeks to m
easure specific com

pany practices around key hum
an rights issues. These requirem

ents 
are explained in the 2018 CH

RB M
ethodology. This m

eans that a score of 0 for an indicator does not necessarily 
m

ean that bad practices are present or action is nonexistent. Rather, it m
eans that the CH

RB has been unable to 
identify the required positive elem

ents in the com
pany’s public docum

entation. Please note that all com
panies are 

assessed in the sam
e w

ay w
hich m

eans that the M
ethodology does not account for factors such as the size of a 

com
pany, w

hich can increase the com
plexity of dealing w

ith issues on the ground. 

In addition, m
ost indicators contain several requirem

ents for a score 1 or a score 2. As such, a score of 0 or 0.5 
aw

arded to a com
pany m

ay m
ean that som

e, but not all, of the required elem
ents have been m

et and the com
pa-

ny therefore did not earn the relevant score 1 or score 2. In such cases, m
ore details m

ay be provided in individual 
com

pany scorecards available on the CH
RB w

ebsite (w
w

w
.corporatebenchm

ark.org). 

N
ote: The follow

ing descriptions of each indicator are shortened and paraphrased to briefly illustrate the type of 
requirem

ent against w
hich scores have been earned. For the full description of all the criteria required to fulfill each 

indicator, please refer to the 2018 CHRB M
ethodology.

A note about scores in this M
easurem

ent Them
e 

Enabling Factors and B
usiness Processes

These indicators relate to certain factors and business processes that can help to enable rights-respecting outcom
es 

w
ithin com

pany activities.

Associated British Foods
M

arks &
 Spencer G

roup 
Tesco

Adidas
Hanesbrands
Kering
N

ike
N

ordstrom

EN
I

Vale

Petrobras

Aligning purchasing decisions: 

Aligning purchasing decisions w
ith hum

an rights: This 
enabling factor only applies to apparel and agriculture 
com

panies and seeks disclosures around the coherence 
betw

een com
panies’ purchasing practices and their 

hum
an rights com

m
itm

ents for exam
ple by m

aking 
sure that prices or short notice requirem

ents do not 
underm

ine hum
an rights.

W
hile alm

ost tw
o thirds of apparel com

panies score 
no points, 95%

 of the agricultural products com
panies 

scored zero. 

Indicators: D.1.2 / D.2.2. Industries assessed: AG / AP
Scored 1

Scored 2

Adidas

Fast Retailing
G

ap
Hanesbrands
Hennes &

 M
auritz

Inditex
Kering
N

ike
U

nder Arm
our

VF Associated British Foods

Kellogg
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Child Labour - Age verification and corrective actions:
O

w
n operations indicators: D.1.4.a / D.2.4.a. Industries assessed: AG / AP  

Supply chains indicators: D.1.4.b / D.2.4.b. Industries assessed: AG / AP

K
ey Industry R

isks

D
ebt bondage and other unacceptable financial costs 

looks at w
hether com

panies or their suppliers im
pose 

any financial burdens on w
orkers by w

ithholding w
ages 

or expenses that should be covered by the com
pany, an 

issue that is gaining increasing public attention. 

91%
 of Agricultural and 63%

 of Apparel com
panies 

scored 0 for their ow
n operations, m

eaning the CH
RB 

found no indication that com
panies do not require 

w
orkers to pay w

ork related fees or costs.  

Forced Labour:

Transparency and accountability:

Transparency and accountability (extractives only): 
This indicator looks for transparency in term

s of the 
m

anagem
ent of natural resource w

ealth (contracts, 
revenues, taxes), w

ith a m
axim

um
 score reflecting either 

full disclosures of revenues and paym
ents in operating 

countries, or contributions to im
proving the levels of 

transparency in low
 disclosure countries. 

40%
 of extractives com

panies score no points on this 
indicator, w

hile alm
ost half score full points. 

O
w

n operations indicators: D
.3.2. Industries assessed: EX

Anglo Am
erican

BHP Billiton
BPChevron Corporation
D

evon Energy
Ecopetrol
EN

I
Equinor
Exxon M

obil
Freeport-M

cM
oRan

Lukoil
Petrobras
PTT
Repsol
Rio Tinto
Rosneft O

il
Royal D

utch Shell
Suncor Energy
Total

Scored 1
Scored 2

ConocoPhillips
G

lencore
G

oldcorp
Vale

M
apping and disclosing the supply chain: 

M
apping and disclosing the supply chain: This only 

applies to apparel and agricultural product com
panies 

and expects com
panies to have a m

apping process for 
their supply chain (direct and indirect suppliers) and, for 
a higher score, to disclose the significant parts of the 
supply chain (and how

 they determ
ined ‘significance’). 1 

Apparel com
panies outperform

 agricultural product 
com

panies in this indicator (53%
 scoring 1 and 40%

 
scoring 2 points for apparel, vs 25%

 scoring 1 and 8%
 

scoring 2 points for agricultural products). It should be 
noted that the apparel m

apping is expected to go back 
to the m

anufacturing sites, w
hereas the agricultural 

products m
apping is expected to go back to the product 

source (farm
, fishery etc). 

1 N
ote: M

apping in this case m
eans listing the nam

e and address of 
suppliers rather than placing on a geographical m

ap. 

Indicators: D.1.3 / D.2.3. Industries assessed: AG / AP

The Coca-Cola Com
pany

Adidas
G

ap
Hanesbrands
Hennes &

 M
auritz

L Brands
N

ext
N

ike
U

nder Arm
our

VF

Scored 1
Scored 2

Associated British Foods
M

arks &
 Spencer G

roup
Target

Inditex
Kering

Tesco

D
anone

N
estle

Pernod-Ricard
The Hershey Com

pany
U

nilever
W

oolw
orths

Child labour: This indicator looks at w
hether com

panies 
(in apparel and agricultural products) and their suppli-
ers are dem

onstrating appropriate practices that help 
avoid child labour or, w

here it is identified, transition 
them

 to rem
ediation/education program

m
es that do 

not push them
 into m

ore dangerous survival strategies. 

27%
 of agricultural com

panies and 50%
 of apparel 

com
panies failed to m

eet the basic expectations for 
m

anaging child labour risks and did not dem
onstrate 

that they verify the age of w
orkers in their ow

n opera-
tions or indicate that they don’t use child labour. 

Child labour m
ay be a m

ore prevalent issue in a com
-

panies’ supply chain, but 50%
 of agricultural prod-

ucts com
panies and only 40%

 of apparel com
panies 

show
ed how

 they m
anaged this supply chain risk (by 

either w
orking w

ith suppliers to elim
inate child labour 

or by including child labour guidelines in contractual 
requirem

ents). 

Four com
panies scored full points, disclosing how

, in 
its ow

n operations, it deals w
ith child labour w

hen it is 
identified and w

orks to transition children from
 w

ork to 
education

Key industry risks are risks regarded as potentially severe or likely w
ithin the industry and com

panies are expected to 
dem

onstrate, through a process of hum
an rights due diligence, how

 they are or w
ould be m

anaging them
.

Scored 1 or 1.5
Scored 2

Ahold D
elhaize

Anheuser-Busch InBev
Archer D

aniels M
idland

D
anone

D
iageo

Kroger
M

cD
onald’s

M
ondelez International

Starbucks
The Coca-Cola Com

pany
The Hershey Com

pany
U

nilever
W

esfarm
ers

W
oolw

orths

Kellogg
N

estle

Adidas
G

ap
Hennes &

 M
auritz

Hanesbrands (supply 
chain)
Kering
N

ext
N

ike
VF (supply chain)

Aeon Com
pany

Associated British Foods
M

arks &
 Spencer G

roup
Target

Hanesbrands (ow
n 

operations)
VF (ow

n operations)

This indicator applies to Agricultural Products and Apparel com
panies and is split into tw

o separate sub-indicators 
and looks at debt bondage and restriction of w

orkers’ m
ovem

ents.

O
w

n operations indicators: D.1.5.a / D.2.5.a. Industries assessed: AG / AP  
Supply chains indicators: D.1.5.b / D.2.5.b. Industries assessed: AG / AP

Forced Labour - D
ebt Bondage and O

ther U
nacceptable Financial Costs

Scored 1 or 1.5
Scored 2

Anheuser-Busch InBev
Archer D

aniels M
idland

D
anone

G
eneral M

ills
M

cD
onald’s

PepsiCo
Pernod-Ricard
Starbucks
The Coca-Cola Com

pany
U

nilever
W

esfarm
ers

W
oolw

orths

Kellogg

36
37

Key Findings 2018



Freedom
 of association and collective bargaining: 

W
hen looking at debt bondage and unacceptable finan-

cial costs in the supply chain, the CH
RB expects to see 

com
panies explaining either how

 they w
ork w

ith suppli-
ers to elim

inate im
posing financial burdens on w

orkers, 
or how

 they include relevant clauses in contracts or 
supplier codes of conduct that lim

it these activities. 

47%
 of Agricultural and 43%

 of Apparel com
panies 

scored zero on this indicator, not m
eeting the basic ex-

pectations related to debt bondage in the supply chain.
Adidas
Fast Retailing 
Hanesbrands (supply chain)
Hennes &

 M
auritz

Inditex
Kering
LVM

H
N

ext
N

ike
U

nder Arm
our 

VF (ow
n operations)

Scored 1 or 1.5 (continued)
Scored 2 (continued)

Hanesbrands (ow
n 

operations)
VF (supply chain)

Aeon Com
pany

Associated British Foods
Costco W

holesale
M

arks &
 Spencer G

roup
Target
Tesco
W

al-M
art Stores

Forced Labour - Restrictions on W
orkers: 

O
w

n operations indicators: D.1.5.c / D.2.5.c. Industries assessed: AG / AP 
Supply chains indicators: D.1.5.d / D.2.5.d. Industries assessed: AG / AP

Restrictions on w
orkers: To m

eet the basic indicator 
requirem

ents for their ow
n operations (score of 1), 

the CH
RB expects com

panies to indicate that they do 
not retain w

orkers’ personal docum
ents, restrict their 

freedom
 of m

ovem
ent outside of w

ork hours or require 
w

orkers to stay at and pay for accom
m

odation m
andat-

ed by the Com
pany. 

Three quarters of Agricultural Products and Apparel 
com

panies scored 0 in relation to their ow
n operations 

for this indicator.

Com
panies do better w

hen dealing w
ith this issue in 

their supply chain; over half of Agricultural Products 
and Apparel com

panies dem
onstrated the inclusion 

of appropriate guidelines in their contract or codes of 
conduct, or they could describe how

 they w
orked w

ith 
suppliers to elim

inate practices that restricted w
orkers 

m
ovem

ents. 

W
hen it com

es to tracking the im
plem

entation of these 
practices and contractual requirem

ents, only H
anes-

brands and The Coca-Cola Com
pany w

ere seen to 
dem

onstrate such behaviours. 
 

Scored 1 or 1.5
Scored 2

Adidas 
Fast Retailing
G

ap
Hennes &

 M
auritz

Inditex
Kering
Kohl’s
L Brands
LVM

H
N

ext
N

ike
VF Aeon Com

pany
Associated British Food
Costco W

holesale
M

arks &
 Spencer G

roup
Target
Tesco
W

al-M
art Stores

Anheuser-Busch InBev
Archer D

aniels M
idland

BRF
D

anone
G

eneral M
ills

Kellogg
M

cD
onald’s

M
ondelez International

N
estle

PepsiCo
Pernod-Ricard
Sysco
U

nilever
W

esfarm
ers

W
oolw

orths

The Coca-Cola Com
pany

Hanesbrands

O
w

n operations indicators: D.1.6.a / D.2.6.a / D.3.3. Industries assessed: AG / AP / EX 
Supply chains indicators: D.1.6.b / D.2.6.b. Industries assessed: AG / AP 

Freedom
 of association and collective bargaining: 

these indicators apply to all com
panies in the Bench-

m
ark and look at w

hether com
panies and their suppliers 

respect the rights of all w
orkers to form

 and join a trade 
union of their choice and to bargain collectively, and 
prohibit the intim

idation, retaliation or violence against 
trade union m

em
bers or representatives. 

O
ver 70%

 of Agricultural Products and Apparel com
-

panies scored zero for this indicator in relation to their 
ow

n operations. As such, the CH
RB found no public 

com
m

itm
ents to non-interference w

ith w
orkers rights 

to form
 or join trade unions and bargain collectively, no 

details of how
 com

panies prohibit retaliations against 
union m

em
bers or representatives and no details of the 

percentage of w
orkers covered by collective bargaining 

agreem
ents from

 the m
ajority of com

panies assessed 
against their ow

n operations. Extractives com
panies did 

better, w
ith less than 50%

 of com
panies scoring zero.   

O
nly 30%

 of Agricultural Products com
panies, but 57%

 
of Apparel com

panies, dem
onstrated they w

ere pushing 
respect for freedom

 of association and collective bar-
gaining into the supply chain, by including conditions in 
contractual arrangem

ents and codes of conduct or by 
w

orking w
ith suppliers to im

prove their practices. 

Scored 1 or 1.5
Scored 2

G
ap

Hanesbrands
Hennes &

 M
auritz

Kering
Kohl’s
N

ext
N

ike
N

ordstrom
U

nder Arm
our

VF

EN
I

Lukoil
Rosneft O

il

Anglo Am
erican

BHP Billiton
Coal India
Ecopetrol
Equinor
Freeport-M

cM
oRan

G
lencore

G
oldcorp

G
rupo M

exico
N

orilsk N
ickel

O
ccidental Petroleum

Petrobras
PTT
Repsol
Rio Tinto
Sasol
Shoprite
Suncor Energy
Total
Vale

Anheuser-Busch InBev
Carrefour
D

anone
Kroger
The Coca-Cola Com

pany
U

nilever
W

esfarm
ers (supply chain)

W
oolw

orths

M
arks &

 Spencer G
roup

W
esfarm

ers (ow
n oper-

ations)

Adidas
Inditex
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Land rights: 

Indigenous peoples rights and free, prior, and inform
ed consent: 

H
ealth and safety: 
O

w
n operations indicators: D.1.7.a / D.2.7.a / D.3.4. Industries assessed: AG / AP / EX

Supply chains indicators: D.1.7.b / D.2.7.b. Industries assessed: AG / AP

H
ealth and safety: For health and safety in ow

n opera-
tions, this indicator applies to all three sectors covered 
by the 2018 Benchm

ark. For a score of 1, 

The CH
RB expects com

panies to disclose a set of 
quantitative inform

ation on health and safety related 
to their direct em

ployees and seasonal and m
igrant 

w
orkforce, nam

ely: injury rate, fatality rate, lost days (or 
near m

iss frequency rate). 

Extractives com
panies score highest regarding disclo-

sures of quantitative health and safety inform
ation, 

w
ith 85%

 m
eeting the criteria for a score of 1 com

-
pared to 7 of 11 Agricultural com

panies and 3 of 8 
Apparel com

panies w
ith their ow

n operations. 

N
early a third of Extractive com

panies (and 2 Agri-
cultural com

panies) gained full points for additionally 
providing m

ore details, such as an explanation of the 
figures provided, setting targets related to rates of 
injury and either having m

et the targets or provided an 
explanation of w

hy they did not.

O
w

n operations indicators: D.1.8.a / D.3.6. Industries assessed: AG / EX 
Supply chains indicators: D.1.8.b Industries assessed: AG 

Land rights: The CH
RB expects com

panies (extractives 
and agricultural only) to describe or dem

onstrate their 
approach to identify legitim

ate tenure rights holders, 
w

ith particular attention to vulnerable rights holders 
and including engagem

ent w
ith affected or potentially 

affected com
m

unities, to m
eet a score of 1. 

This is one of the w
orst scoring indicators of the Bench-

m
ark, w

ith 80%
 of Extractive com

panies and all of the 
11 relevant Agricultural com

panies scoring zero points 
for their ow

n operations. O
nly 18%

 of Agricultural com
-

panies could show
 how

 land rights during acquisitions 
extended to the supply chain through relevant codes 
of conduct requirem

ents or by w
orking w

ith suppliers 
directly. 

Scored 1 or above

BHP Billiton
ConocoPhillips
EN

I
Rio Tinto
Vale

M
arks &

 Spencer G
roup

Anheuser-Busch InBev
Archer D

aniels M
idland

Kellogg
N

estle
The Coca-Cola Com

pany
U

nilever

Scored 1 or 1.5
Scored 2

Anheuser-Busch InBev 
U

nilever

Anglo Am
erican

BHP Billiton
Coal India
Ecopetrol
EN

I
Freeport-M

cM
oRan

G
lencore

Repsol
Rio Tinto
Royal D

utch Shell
Sasol

G
ap

Hanesbrands
LVM

H
VF Anheuser-Busch InBev 
(supply chain)
Archer D

aniels M
idland

BRF
D

anone
D

iageo
N

estle
Pernod-Ricard
W

esfarm
ers

Associated British Foods
M

arks &
 Spencer G

roup

O
w

n operations indicators: D.3.5. Industries assessed: EX 

Indigenous peoples rights and FPIC: O
nly Extractive 

com
panies are assessed under this indicator, w

hich 
looks at how

 com
panies integrate the respect for 

indigenous peoples’ rights in their operational decision 
m

aking. 

To achieve a score of 1, the CH
RB expects com

panies to 
describe how

 they w
ould identify potentially affected 

indigenous peoples and how
 they engage w

ith them
 as 

part of project / change approval processes. O
nly 22%

 
of extractives com

panies m
eet this criteria.  

Scored 1 or above

Anglo Am
erican

BHP Billiton
Canadian N

atural 
Resources
ConocoPhillips
EN

I
Rio Tinto
Surgutneftegas
Total
Vale

Security:
O

w
n operations indicators: D.3.7. Industries assessed: EX

Security: The Extractives com
panies are assessed 

against their approaches to m
anaging security w

hile 
respecting hum

an rights. To m
eet a score of 1, the 

CH
RB expects com

panies to disclose details of their ap-
proach, via com

m
itm

ents to the Voluntary Principles on 
Security and H

um
an Rights or the International Code of 

Conduct for Private Security Providers, w
hen m

anaging 
security directly, through contracted private or public 
security providers, or via joint venture partners. 

Less than one third of Extractives com
panies m

eet the 
criteria for a score of 1.  

15%
 of Extractives com

panies score 2 points, m
ean-

ing that they m
eet the requirem

ents above and also 
provide evidence that their security and hum

an rights 
assessm

ents include inputs from
 the local com

m
unities 

and provide an exam
ple of w

orking w
ith com

m
unity 

m
em

bers to im
prove security. 

Scored 1 or 1.5
Scored 2

BHP Billiton
EN

I
G

lencore
G

oldcorp
Total
Vale

Anglo Am
erican

BPChevron Corporation
Exxon M

obil
Freeport M

c-M
oRan

Royal D
utch Shell

BPCanadian N
atural Resources

Chevron Corporation
CN

O
O

C
ConocoPhillips
D

evon Energy
Equinor
Exxon M

obil
G

azprom
G

oldcorp
G

rupo M
exico

Lukoil
M

arathon Petroleum
N

orilsk N
ickel

O
ccidental Petroleum

O
il &

 N
atural G

as Corporation
Petrobras
PetroChina
PTT
Rosneft O

il
Suncor Energy
Total
Vale
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O
w

n operations indicators: D.1.9.a / D.3.8. Industries assessed: AG / EX 
Supply chains indicators: D.1.9.b Industries assessed: AG 

W
ater and Sanitation: Agricultural Product and Extrac-

tives com
panies are assessed on their approaches to 

avoiding im
pacts on safe w

ater and sanitation in their 
ow

n operations. To m
eet a score of 1, com

panies should 
describe how

 they im
plem

ent preventive and corrective 
actions plans w

here there are risks to the right to w
ater 

and sanitation in their operations (and extractive JV 
operations). 

O
nly 3 out of 11 Agricultural Products com

panies m
eet 

this requirem
ent, com

pared w
ith 50%

 of Extractives 
com

panies. 

O
nly 3 com

panies (EN
I, Pernod Ricard and The Coca-Co-

la Com
pany) reached a score of 2, indicating they have 

specific w
ater targets that consider local com

m
unities 

and that they report on those targets. 

In the Agricultural Product com
panies’ supply chains, 

less than a third of com
panies either dem

onstrated 
sufficient inclusion of w

ater and sanitation issues in 
their supplier codes of conduct or w

ere w
orking w

ith 
supplies to im

prove their practices in relation to w
ater 

and sanitation. 

O
nly The Coca-Cola Com

pany w
as seen to disclose 

trends in the progress m
ade in the supply chain.  

W
ater and sanitation: 

W
om

en’s rights: 
O

w
n operations indicators: D.1.10.a / D.2.8.a. Industries assessed: AG / AP 

Supply chains indicators: D.1.10.b / D.2.8.b. Industries assessed: AG / AP

W
om

en’s rights: The CH
RB expects the 8 Apparel and 

11 Agricultural Products com
panies w

ith ow
n opera-

tions to disclose practical m
easures that are in place 

to deliver on com
m

itm
ents to elim

inate discrim
ination 

against w
om

en. To reach a score of 1 for their ow
n op-

erations, com
panies should describe either a. processes 

to prohibit harassm
ent, intim

idation or violence against 
w

om
en, b. how

 it takes into account differential im
pacts 

on m
en and w

om
en, or c. how

 it provides and m
onitors 

equality of opportunity in the w
orkforce. 

W
hile 6 of 8 Apparel com

panies m
et the criteria, none 

of the 11 Agricultural com
panies w

ith operations did. 
N

one of them
 m

et all three of the separate criteria. 

The results w
ere poor regarding w

om
en’s rights in the 

supply chain, w
ith 70%

 of Apparel and Agricultural 
Products com

panies scoring zero, indicating that the 
com

pany com
m

itm
ents to respecting w

om
en’s rights 

are not necessarily em
bedded in their agreem

ents w
ith, 

or part of their developm
ent of, suppliers. 

Scored 1 or 1.5
Scored 2

D
iageo

G
eneral M

ills
The Coca-Cola Com

pany
The Hershey Com

pany
U

nilever
W

esfarm
ers

W
oolw

orths

Kellogg

Aeon Com
pany

M
arks &

 Spencer G
roup

Target
W

al-M
art Stores

Adidas
G

ap
Hanesbrands
Herm

es International
Inditex
Kohl’s
LVM

H
N

ike
Prada
TJX Com

panies
VF (ow

n operations)

VF (supply chain)

W
orking hours: 

O
w

n operations indicators: D.2.9.a. Industries assessed: AP 
Supply chains indicators: D.2.9.b. Industries assessed: AP

W
orkers hours: Apparel and Agricultural Products 

com
panies are assessed on their respect for w

orkers via 
their public com

m
itm

ents to m
axim

um
 hours, m

inim
um

 
breaks and rest periods in their ow

n operations and on 
the integration of those com

m
itm

ents in contractual 
arrangem

ents w
ith suppliers or by w

orking w
ith suppli-

ers to im
prove their practices. 

The ow
n operations requirem

ents are m
et by approxi-

m
ately one quarter of com

panies, w
hile just over a half 

of the com
panies m

eet the relevant requirem
ents for 

their supply chains. 

Adidas
Fast Retailing
G

ap
Hanesbrands
Inditex
Kering
LVM

H
N

ext
N

ike
U

nder Arm
our

VF (supply chain)

Scored 1 or 1.5
Scored 2

Associated British Foods
M

arks &
 Spencer G

roup
Target
Tesco

VF (ow
n operations)

Scored 1 or 1.5
Scored 2

Anglo Am
erican

BHP Billiton
BPChina Shenhua Energy
Coal India
Ecopetrol
Exxon M

obil
Freeport-M

cM
oRan

G
lencore

G
oldcorp

Lukoil
O

ccidental Petroleum
Phillips 66
Repsol
Rio Tinto
Sasol
Surgutneftegas
Total
Vale

Anheuser-Busch InBev
D

iageo
G

eneral M
ills

Kellogg
N

estle
PepsiCo
Starbucks
The Hershey Com

pany
U

nilever
W

oolw
orths

M
arks &

 Spencer G
roup

EN
I

Pernod-Ricard
The Coca-Cola Com

pany
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For a com
pany response to an allegation to have been considered in this M

easurem
ent Them

e, it (the allegation) 
m

ust have m
et a certain threshold of severity outlined in the 2018 CH

RB M
ethodology. 

A total of 48 com
panies (out of 101) had serious allegations that m

et the CH
RB threshold, covering allegations 

reported during the period of January 2015 - D
ecem

ber 2017. 

E. Perform
ance: Responses to Serious Allegations

This M
easurem

ent Them
e focuses on responses to allegations of serious negative im

pacts a Com
pany m

ay 
be alleged or reported to be involved in by an external source. Indicators in this M

easurem
ent Them

e seek to 
assess a Com

pany’s response to the allegation and does not seek to assess the ‘truth’ of allegation itself.

The total num
ber of allegations considered w

as 96. 
O

n average there w
ere 2 allegations per com

pany 
(for those com

panies w
ith allegations). G

iven that 
this M

easurem
ent Them

e focuses on the com
panies’ 

responses to allegations, it is im
portant to note that the 

num
ber of allegations does not im

pact a com
pany’s 

perform
ance in the Benchm

ark.

139

620

3320

1132

Com
panies assessed  

for serious allegations
48 

Serious allegations 
considered

96 

 20%
 of overall score

2018 R
esults by M

easurem
ent Them

e

N
ote: The follow

ing descriptions of each indicator are shortened and paraphrased to briefly illustrate the type of 
requirem

ent against w
hich scores have been earned. For the full description of all the criteria required to fulfill each 

indicator, please refer to the 2018 CH
RB M

ethodology.

The greater num
ber of allegations assessed in 2018 resulted in increases in several types of allegations, particularly 

in the num
ber of cases related to forced labour, health and safety and land rights. 

O
verall, com

panies seem
ed w

ell placed from
 a policy perspective, scoring w

ell on indicator E.2 (‘Com
pany has ap-

propriate policies in place’). But in general com
panies scored less w

ell in responding to allegations (E.1). 

As in 2017, com
panies struggled to obtain m

arks for E.3 and scored w
orst w

hen assessed against the actions taken 
to provide rem

edy. 

Average scores: 

• 
E.1 The Com

pany has responded publicly to the allegation: 0.89 out of 2
• 

E.2 The Com
pany has appropriate policies in place: 1.63 out of 2

• 
E.3 The Com

pany has taken appropriate action: 0.37 out of 2

SCO
RE 0

36.46%
SCO

RE 2

25.0%

SCO
RE 1

38.54%

E.1 The com
pany has responded publicly to the allegation

In over one third of the allegations considered (36%
) 

the com
panies involved had not responded publicly to 

the allegations; scoring 0 points for E.1. In 38%
 of the 

allegations considered, the com
panies involved had 

responded publicly and therefore scored 1 point out of 
2. For the rem

aining quarter of allegations considered, 
the com

panies provided a detailed public response to 
the allegation, scoring full m

arks. 

Types of allegations considered

Child labour

D
iscrim

ination

Excessive hours 
or overtim

e
in supply chain

Forced labour

H
ealth & Safety

Trade union rights

Right to livelihood

Land Rights

Right to security

Freedom
 of association 

and collective bargaining

Access to w
ater

Right to land

9.4%

4.2%

11.4%

18.8%

18.8%

3.1%

7.3%

15.6%

5.2%

2.1%
3.1%

1%
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Indicator F.1 - Com
pany w

illingness to publish inform
ation looks at the com

panies’ w
illingness to disclose infor-

m
ation (regardless of the quality of such disclosures). The score for F.1 is based on the proportion of indicators in 

Them
es A-D

 for w
hich the com

pany scores 0.5 and above. The average score for this indicator is 1.74 out of 4 points 
available. Tw

o com
panies score 0 for this indicator, m

eaning that they do not score any points at all across the 
entire assessm

ent: H
eilan H

om
e and Kw

eichow
 M

outai, w
ho therefore also score ‘0%

’ overall. Adidas, U
nilever and 

EN
I w

ere the top 3 scoring com
panies for F.1, indicating a breadth of disclosure on hum

an rights topics. 

Indicator F.2 - Recognised Reporting Initiatives rew
ards com

panies that report against existing, internationally rec-
ognised and good-practice reporting fram

ew
orks: G

RI, SASB or U
N

G
PRF. The average score for this indicator is 1.17 

out of 2 points available. 42 com
panies did not report against G

RI, SASB or U
N

G
PRF, and they on average scored 

approxim
ately 15%

 less than those com
panies w

ho did report against a recognised initiative. Adidas, H
anesbrands, 

N
estle and Kellogg are four higher scoring com

panies that scored zero on F.2 and w
ithout them

 skew
ing the aver-

age score, the difference betw
een those reporting against recognised initiatives and those not reporting w

ould be 
m

uch larger. 

Indicator F.3 - H
igh-quality disclosure looks at the quality of com

pany disclosures, assessing: the use of concrete 
exam

ples; w
hether challenges are discussed openly; and w

hether disclosures dem
onstrate a forw

ard focus (see 
table X on the follow

ing page). The average score for this indicator is 0.32 out of 4 points available, w
hich reflects 

the m
aturity and quality of disclosures overall. Adidas (3pts), U

nilever (2.8pts) and BH
P Billiton (2.4pts) w

ere the 
highest scoring com

panies on this indicator. 

F. Transparency
The CH

RB recognised that the Pilot M
ethodology approach to assessing transparency w

as overly burdensom
e 

and that the utility of the stand-alone section w
as not fully understood by m

any of the stakeholders interested 
in the M

ethodology. Them
e F w

as considerably revised to m
aintain a standalone rating for transparency and to 

achieve the follow
ing aim

s:
• 

Rew
ard com

panies that dem
onstrate a w

illingness to disclose inform
ation (F.1)

• 
G

ive credit to com
panies that use existing good practice reporting fram

ew
orks (F.2)

• 
G

ive credit to com
panies that m

eet criteria in specific indicators that represent high quality disclosures (F.3)

O
VERALL

AVERAG
E

LO
W

EST

H
IG

H
EST

3.2/10 

0/10 

3.0/10 

0/10 

2.9/10 

0/10 

3.6/10 

0/10 

8.5/10
8.5/10

6.9/10
8.1/10

 10%
 of overall score

2018 R
esults by M

easurem
ent Them

e

N
ote: The follow

ing descriptions of each indicator are shortened and paraphrased to briefly illustrate the type of 
requirem

ent against w
hich scores have been earned. For the full description of all the criteria required to fulfill each 

indicator, please refer to the 2018 CHRB M
ethodology.

W
here com

panies deny the allegation, there is still an 
expectation to show

 the participation in engagem
ent 

efforts and to disclose review
s of related m

anagem
ent 

system
s.   

                                                                                            
In the m

ajority of allegations considered (57%
) the 

com
panies scored zero under indicator E.3, m

eeting 
none of the requirem

ents set out above. 28%
 of cases 

m
et at least one of the criteria, but only 24%

 of cases 
m

et the full criteria for a score of 1. 

In 3%
 of cases the com

panies scored m
axim

um
 points 

by additionally show
ing that rem

edies w
ere said to be 

satisfactory to the victim
s, by providing evidence of 

having im
proved their m

anagem
ent system

s to prevent 
such im

pacts from
 occurring in future, and by engaging 

in a dialogue w
ith allegedly affected stakeholders. 

W
hile the policies seem

 to largely be in place, com
pa-

nies struggle to dem
onstrate their engagem

ent w
ith 

potentially affected stakeholders and it is vanishingly 
rare to see rem

edies described as adequate in the pub-
lic dom

ain by those allegedly im
pacted. 

To m
eet a score of 1 in E.3, the CH

RB expects to see 
that com

panies have engaged in dialogue w
ith the 

allegedly im
pacted stakeholders (or to have encouraged 

their business relationships to do so if only linked to 
the im

pact) and that they have also taken appropriate 
actions to address the alleged im

pact (by providing or 
supporting access to rem

edy, dependent on relation 
to the alleged im

pact) or dem
onstrates im

provem
ents 

in the related m
anagem

ent system
s to reduce such 

im
pacts in the future. 

SCO
RE 0

57.29%
SCO

RE 1

1.04%

SCO
RE 0.5

28.13%

SCO
RE 2

3.13%

SCO
RE 1.5

10.42%

E.3 The com
pany has taken appropriate action

SCO
RE 0

6.25%
SCO

RE 1

10.42%

SCO
RE 0.5

9.38%
SCO

RE 2

73.96%

In 10%
 of the allegations considered, com

panies 
scored 1 point out of 2 under indicator E.2 for having 
appropriate public policies in place com

m
itting them

 
(and their business partners if relevant) to respecting 
the general hum

an rights principles in question. In 
nearly three quarters of the allegations considered 
(74%

), the com
panies involved scored 2 points out of 

2 for additionally having m
ore specific public policies 

related to the type of issue alleged. In the rem
aining 

16%
 of allegations the lack of relevant public policies 

m
ay indicate that com

panies w
ho are alleged to have 

created negative im
pacts do not have specific policy 

com
m

itm
ents to guide them

 in the prevention or m
an-

agem
ent of those alleged im

pacts.  

E.2 The com
pany has appropriate policies in place
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6
C

om
parison w

ith the 
2017 Pilot R

esults
Im

portant note on com
parisons w

ith the 2017 Pilot results

Substantive Changes

• 
Revision of Them

e E ‘Serious Allegations’ scoring

After careful consideration, the CH
RB recognised that 

autom
atically aw

arding 20 points to com
panies w

ith no 
serious allegations under Them

e E skew
ed the results 

in the pilot (due to the overw
helm

ingly low
 scores 

on other Them
es) and also failed to account for the 

different socio-political contexts in w
hich they operate. 

For instance, com
panies are less likely to be called out 

for failing to uphold hum
an rights w

hen operating in 
countries w

ith restrictions on free speech and a lim
ited 

civil society w
hen com

pared to public-facing com
panies 

operating in jurisdictions w
ith strong protections for 

activist organisations and free speech. 

For this reason, w
here the CH

RB has not identified any 
serious allegations m

eeting the required threshold, that 
com

pany no longer autom
atically receives 20 points 

and their total score is instead scaled up based on their 
scores in the other them

es. A proxy Them
e E score is 

included in the online databases to m
ake calculations 

easier. For com
panies w

here serious allegations have 
been identified, they continue to receive a score that 
is the average of their E.1, E.2 and E.3 scores across 
the allegations. For a m

ore detailed explanation of the 
Them

e E calculations, including w
eightings, see (pg. 

124) in the 2018 M
ethodology.

Rebaselining - To enable a m
eaningful com

parison 
w

ith the 2017 results, the CH
RB team

 applied the 2018 
Them

e E scoring rules to the 2017 data to create a new
 

score for Them
e E in com

panies w
ithout allegations 

(based on the average of their other Them
e scores). 

This proxy for Them
e E w

as then used to establish total 
and average scores to create a new

 baseline. 
W

here com
parisons are m

ade betw
een 2017 and 2018 

on the ‘average score overall’, the Them
e E scores or 

the point changes of com
panies over tim

e, these are all 
taken from

 the revised 2017 baseline score. 

To explain the necessity of the re-baselining: A com
-

pany scores 25 points in 2017 under the autom
atic 20 

points rule. They now
 score 20 points in 2018 under 

the new
 rule, but still have no allegation raised against 

them
. W

ithout re-baselining, it appears they have got-
ten w

orse. But w
ith a revised 2017 score of 6 points, it 

is clear that they have actually im
proved considerably, 

and it is im
portant that such im

provem
ents are recog-

nised. 

• 
Introduction of 0.5 and 1.5 scores

A noticeable change to the 2017 Pilot M
ethodology is 

the introduction of half point scores to som
e indicators 

for the 2018 Benchm
ark. This change has provided a 

m
ore accurate and nuanced assessm

ent of corporate 
perform

ance, because it rew
ards com

panies for their 
perform

ance against certain indicators that contain 
m

ultiple parts. It should also be noted that half points 
are not aw

arded in all indicators – for a m
ore detailed 

understanding of the CH
RB scoring rules see Annex 2 

(pg. 117-125) in the 2018 M
ethodology. Through ap-

plying the 2017 rules to the 2018 data (and vice versa), 
the CH

RB estim
ates that no m

ore than one-third of 
the im

provem
ents in scores should be attributed to the 

introduction of the half point scoring rules. 

Follow
ing the publication of the Pilot Benchm

ark, the Pilot m
ethodology w

as revised based on lessons learnt and on 
extensive stakeholder consultation and feedback. A sum

m
ary of the changes is included below

 and a m
ore detailed 

discussion of the m
ethodology interpretation and com

parison w
ith the pilot is included in a stand-alone ‘CH

RB 
M

ethodology 2018 Interpretive N
ote’ on the CH

RB w
ebsite. 
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• 
Revision of Them

e F ‘Transparency’ calculation

Follow
ing feedback from

 a num
ber of stakeholder 

groups, the CH
RB recognised that the Pilot approach to 

assessing transparency in Them
e F w

as overly burden-
som

e for researchers, and that the utility of this stand-
alone section w

as not fully understood by m
any inter-

ested stakeholders. To address these shortcom
ings, the 

CH
RB has condensed the Transparency M

easurem
ent 

Them
e to 3 sub indicators, w

hich look at the com
pany’s 

w
illingness to publish inform

ation (F.1), w
hether the 

com
pany reports against recognised reporting initia-

tives (F.2) and the quality of the com
pany’s disclosures 

(F.3 – w
hich looks at high-quality disclosures on specific 

exam
ples of practices, w

illingness to discuss challenges 
and having a forw

ard looking focus).  

M
inor Changes

• 
Indicator w

ordings

In addition to scoring changes outlined above, the 
CH

RB has also refined the language and phrasing used 

Change in Average Scores
for som

e indicators to provide greater clarity as to their 
assessm

ent purpose. These changes have also increased 
the alignm

ent of som
e indicators w

ith the spirit and 
intention of the U

N
G

Ps, w
ithout strictly lim

iting their 
assessm

ent to the im
plem

entation of those G
uiding 

Principles. A com
plete list of all indicators w

ith the rele-
vant changes to the 2018 M

ethodology can be dow
n-

loaded from
 the CH

RB w
ebsite.

• 
Indicator w

eightings

Since the 2017 Pilot Benchm
ark there has been an 

adjustm
ent to the w

eightings of tw
o indicators in the 

2018 M
ethodology. Indicator A.1.6 ‘Com

m
itm

ent 
to respect the rights of hum

an rights defenders’ w
as 

revised from
 a half w

eighting to a single (full) w
eight-

ing to reflect the im
portance of the topic. Additionally, 

indicator B.1.7 ‘Engaging business relationships’ has in-
creased from

 a single to a double w
eighting, this is due 

to rem
oving sim

ilar requirem
ents w

hich w
ere repeated 

across several indicators in the Pilot, and concentrat-
ing them

 instead in one single indicator but w
ith an 

increased w
eighting.

In light of these revisions, the CH
RB encourages readers to apply discretion w

hen com
paring the results of the 

2018 Benchm
ark w

ith the 2017 Benchm
ark and Key Findings. The follow

ing section and com
m

entaries regard-
ing changes since 2017 rely on the am

ended Pilot rankings and scores. 

O
verall the average score has gone up from

 18%
1  in 2017 to 27%

 in 2018. 

This m
eans that there has been a significant im

provem
ent on average scores since the Pilot. Approxim

ately one-
third of this im

provem
ent can be attributed to changes in the scoring rules, w

ith tw
o-thirds of the increase com

ing 
from

 im
provem

ents in disclosure and/or perform
ance.

Even though 16 com
panies have been lifted out of the very low

est scoring banding and a further 17 com
panies are 

now
 scoring above 30%

 com
pared to the pilot, there is still an unacceptable prevalence of com

panies scoring less 
than 30%

 (65 com
panies), w

ith a w
orrying 27 com

panies scoring less than 10%
.

1 As per the note on pp. 49-50, this is the average 2017 score recalculated by applying the 2018 scoring rule for M
easurem

ent Th
em

e E (Responses to 
Serious Allegations) to the 2017 data.
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M
any com

panies have yet to significantly im
prove their scores, and the gap betw

een the few
 leaders at the top and 

the rem
aining com

panies is w
idening. It appears that the better perform

ers from
 the pilot are also generally better 

at im
proving their scores:

• 
In 2017 only 3 com

panies scored above 60%
. In 2018, this w

as the case for 8 com
panies. 

• 
W

hile no com
pany scored m

ore than 70%
 in 2017, the top score in 2018 is in the 80-90%

 band (Adidas – 
com

ing up from
 the 50-60%

 band in 2017).

Several com
panies have seen a large increase in their scores, w

ith EN
I, Adidas, Vale, D

iageo and D
anone all scoring 

at least 25%
 m

ore than in the pilot

Com
m

ent from
 adidas

“[…
] adidas has used the CH

RB Bench-
m

arking 
process 

to 
drive 

im
prove-

m
ents in the public reporting of our 

hum
an rights efforts.  For exam

ple, 
over the past year, w

e have shared 
publicly our ongoing assessm

ent of 
supply 

chain 
risks, 

in 
conform

ance 
w

ith the U
K M

odern Slavery Act, up-
dated our m

igrant labour standards 
and also published our approach to 
safeguarding w

om
en’s rights both op-

erationally and along the value chain. 
W

e continue to be fully com
m

itted to 
applying hum

an rights due diligence 
across our business. ”

W
illiam

 Anderson
Vice President & Inhouse Counsel for 
Hum

an Rights

The significant jum
ps in points w

ith som
e com

panies 
w

ill be due to a m
ix of factors, including com

panies 
being m

ore w
illing to disclose additional inform

ation 
on their approach to hum

an rights as w
ell as changing 

their m
anagem

ent system
s and internal practices (see, 

for exam
ple, Adidas’s com

m
ent on increased disclo-

sures and hum
an rights due diligence). 

M
any other com

panies have im
proved m

ore than the 
average increase, and this is largely attributed to chang-
es in their approaches to hum

an rights m
anagem

ent 
approaches and disclosures.

Com
m

ent from
 EN

I

“[…
] In 2015, Eni’s Top M

anagem
ent 

called upon all relevant departm
ents 

to ensure w
ider and stronger com

m
it-

m
ent to the respect of hum

an rights. A 
CEO

-led event dedicated to all Senior 
M

anagers in Italy and abroad, held in 
2016, w

as an im
portant step tow

ards 
the achievem

ent of this goal. This new
 

m
om

entum
 is m

irrored in Eni’s H
u-

m
an Rights Action Plan approved in 

2017, w
hich w

e are im
plem

enting. Im
-

proving disclosure in our approach to 
H

um
an Rights w

as part of the Action 
Plan. W

e considered several fram
e-

w
orks to do so, and the CH

RB turned 
out to be particularly helpful.”

Alberto Piatti
Executive Vice President - Responsible 
and Sustainable Enterprise

The CH
RB also observed that com

panies w
ho did not 

im
plem

ent m
any changes to their approach or disclo-

sures since the Pilot have dropped dow
n the ranking 

relative to their peers, even though their scores m
ay 

not have m
aterially changed. The bar is being continu-

ally raised, so coasting results in com
panies being left 

behind. 

Im
portantly, w

hat the fast-im
proving com

panies show
 

is that changes can happen, and that that they can 
happen quickly, provided there is sufficient w

ill w
ithin 

the com
pany to place hum

an rights at the heart of 
business and address the challenges they face in doing 
so. The fact that Adidas m

anaged to reach the 80%
 to 

90%
 band show

s that high scores are achievable, w
hich 

only reinforces the unacceptability of w
hat are extrem

e-
ly low

 overall scores and underlines the scale of action 
required. 

Com
m

ent from
 Vale

“[…
] In 2016, the Corporate H

um
an Rights Benchm

ark initiative m
ade the U

N
 

G
uiding Principles m

ore tangible, giving com
panies a clear roadm

ap for H
um

an 
Rights m

anagem
ent and a better gap analysis tool.  Follow

ing a m
aturity m

od-
el logic, the CH

RB has allow
ed us to better prioritize processes and aspects, im

prov-
ing com

pany decisions on the subject, reducing risks and im
pacts. It also provided 

us a chance for better disclosure and transparency. Besides specific H
um

an Rights 
processes, Vale has been enhancing its m

anagem
ent in all sustainability areas. 

 In D
ecem

ber 2017, Vale announced the m
igration to “N

ovo M
ercado” in the Brazil-

ian stock exchange m
arket, w

hich has differentiated corporate governance require-
m

ents, reinforcing com
m

itm
ents to high standards of corporate governance, as w

ell 
as the disclosure of policies and the existence of transparency m

echanism
s, super-

vision and control. In line w
ith the new

 governance, aspects of sustainability w
ere 

strengthened in the com
pany’s strategy, including goals related to hum

an rights.
  W

e know
 there is still a significant path ahead of us, nonetheless w

e are confident to be 
aim

ing at the right direction and supported by the right guidance and partner institutions.”

Cam
illa Lott

Head of Hum
an Rights and Social Perform

ance M
anagem

ent
Vale

Per Sector
Each sector has increased by roughly the sam

e am
ount:

 • 
Agricultural Products: 17%

 to 25%
• 

Apparel: 19%
 to 27%

• 
Extractives: 19%

 to 27%

Per M
easurem

ent Them
e

Scoring has gone up across all Them
es, but as Figures 

24 and 25 show
, this positive developm

ent is overshad-
ow

ed by the low
 baseline, w

ith Them
e scores rarely 

reaching a third of their m
axim

um
. Them

es B. Em
bed-

ding Respect and D
ue D

iligence and D
. Practices saw

 
the biggest im

provem
ents.

GOVERNANCE
AND POLICIES

EM
BEDDING

RESPECT AND
HUM

AN RIGHTS
DUE DILIGENCE

REM
EDIES AND

GRIEVANCE
M

ECHANISM
S

PERFORMANCE:
COM

PANY
HUM

AN RIGHTS
PRACTICES

PERFORMANCE:
RESPONSES
TO SERIOUS

ALLEGATIONS

TRANSPARENCY
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Figure 24: M
easurem

ent Them
e Average Scores in 2017 and 2018

52
53

Key Findings 2018
6 - Com

parison w
ith the 2017 Pilot Results



54
55

Key Findings 2018
6 - Com

parison w
ith the 2017 Pilot Results

2017 
2018 

2017 
2018 

2017 
2018 

2017 
2018 

2017 
2018 

2017 
2018 

10

2.9
2.1

10

25
25

6.8

4.0

15
15

2.1

3.4
2.8

20

4.9

20

4.3

20

5.4

20

3.0

10

3.2

10

GOVERNANCE
AND POLICIES

EM
BEDDING

RESPECT AND
HUM

AN RIGHTS
DUE DILIGENCE

REM
EDIES AND

GRIEVANCE
M

ECHANISM
S

PERFORMANCE:
COM

PANY
HUM

AN RIGHTS
PRACTICES

PERFORMANCE:
RESPONSES
TO SERIOUS

ALLEGATIONS

TRANSPARENCY

A
B

C
D

E
F

Figure 25: Average M
easurem

ent Them
e Scores in 2017 and 2018



7. Call To Action

Respect – Respecting hum
an rights is a long and continuous journey for 

com
panies, but one that is achievable if there is enough m

otivation. It is 
vital that com

panies just ‘get going’ and w
e hope the public rankings w

ill be 
used to create m

ore m
otivation for change. The U

N
G

Ps rem
ains the bench-

m
ark fram

ew
ork for respect for hum

an rights and the CH
RB encourages 

com
panies to com

m
it to its im

plem
entation across their value chains.

 Learn – M
any com

panies have reported the usefulness of the CH
RB analysis, 

particularly in understanding w
here there are gaps in policies, system

s or 
disclosures. Com

panies should take steps to address those gaps and learn 
from

 their peers; there are leading com
panies in each sector and w

ith the 
publication of the 2018 research, low

er scoring com
panies are provided w

ith 
a w

ide range of resources to learn from
. The big jum

ps by som
e com

panies 
clearly show

 that rapid im
provem

ent is feasible and low
 scoring com

panies 
should be learning and em

ulating their approach to im
prove.

D
isclose – Som

e com
panies, particularly in N

orth Am
erica, appear hesitant to disclose substantive details relating to 

hum
an rights. W

e w
ould encourage them

 to look at som
e better perform

ing in-country peers for inspiration and to 
step up to m

eet the global expectations on hum
an rights.  

D
ragging the Lagging – Som

e leading com
panies m

ay be pleased w
ith their score, but less pleased w

ith the overall 
low

 score in their sector. If they believe there is a free-rider problem
, the CH

RB w
ould encourage them

 to try and level 
the playing field by lobbying for m

andatory hum
an rights disclosures, sharing how

 they have approached hum
an 

rights as a com
pany, and using their leverage to push for better perform

ance across their industry.  

Investors now
 have a great opportunity to dem

onstrate their com
m

itm
ent 

to hum
an rights by using their available leverage to drive positive changes:

Equity – If investors have influence through share ow
nership, they should 

use it: Continually low
 scoring com

panies should be engaged, and w
e 

w
ould encourage investors to use the CH

RB research to identify gaps and 
to help set tim

e-bound expectations for com
panies on im

proving their ap-
proach to hum

an rights during engagem
ents. W

here com
panies contin-

ually score poorly (overall, or on specific issues that are im
portant to the 

investors), w
e encourage investors to m

ake use of their voting rights to 
express their concerns and, w

here viable, to w
ork w

ith others and propose 
shareholder resolutions for AG

M
s in 2019. Finally, w

here low
 scoring inves-

tee com
panies refuse to im

prove, w
e encourage investors to ask w

hether it 
is w

orth being linked to a com
pany w

ho m
ay not be com

m
itted to respect-

ing hum
an rights. 

Screening – The CH
RB com

panies are only a sm
all sam

ple of the w
hole in-

vestm
ent universe (although arguably these largest-in-sector com

panies should also be better placed to dem
onstrate 

their respect for hum
an rights). If investors are considering investing or providing capital to one of these com

panies, 
w

e encourage them
 to review

 their scores as part of the investm
ent analysis and capital allocation decision m

aking. 
W

here the scores are low
, w

e encourage investors to consider if association w
ith the com

pany aligns w
ith the inves-

tor’s ow
n com

m
itm

ents to hum
an rights, or if an investm

ent opportunity m
ight also bring w

ith it an opportunity to 
exert leverage in line w

ith the U
N

G
Ps to drive im

provem
ents in the com

pany’s approach to hum
an rights. 

Show
ing – The U

N
G

Ps apply equally to investors, w
ho should ‘know

 and show
’ their respect for hum

an rights. The 
CH

RB encourages investors to dem
onstrate w

here they have integrated hum
an rights thinking into their approaches, 

to be m
ore transparent about engagem

ent, screening, voting and divestm
ent that is linked to hum

an rights, and to 
support the CH

RB if the research has proven useful. By ‘show
ing’, investors w

ill not only encourage broader, system
-

atic changes, but w
ill also dem

onstrate that they too are integrating the U
N

G
Ps across their ow

n operations. 

IN
VESTO

R
S

$
¥

The CH
RB is providing a w

ealth of inform
ation to civil society, w

orkers 
and society at large, to enable these groups to m

ake better inform
ed de-

cisions, and w
e rely on these stakeholder groups to utilise the publicly 

available data to support their ow
n agendas.  

W
e w

ould encourage civil society to prioritise efforts on the low
 scor-

ing com
panies w

ho have yet to be sufficiently m
otivated to change 

their approach to hum
an rights. W

hile no com
pany is perfect and w

hile 
it is likely that high-scoring com

panies w
ill also have ongoing or em

er-
gent hum

an rights issues, the lack of dem
onstrated respect for hum

an 
rights im

plied in the low
est scoring bands should generate m

uch greater 
scrutiny in the future. 

Consum
ers have not yet been a m

ajor focus of CH
RB engagem

ent, but 
w

e w
ould encourage the m

edia and civil society to consider w
here high 

and low
 scoring com

panies (and their associated brands) m
ay provide 

interesting narratives to drive changes in consum
er behaviour to re-

w
ard those com

panies w
ho are clearly dem

onstrating their respect for 
hum

an rights. 

The CH
RB encourages civil society and interested stakeholder groups to get in touch to better understand the nature 

of the data provided and w
here specific issues, such as labour rights or living w

ages, m
ay be identified to support 

single issue cam
paigns. 

CIVIL SO
CIETY, 

W
O

R
K

ER
S, 

CO
M

M
U

N
ITIES, M

ED
IA 

AN
D

 CU
STO

M
ER

S  

0
1
0
 
0
0
4
8
1
9
2
5

N
APs – W

ith tw
o sets of results, show

ing a trend tow
ards im

provem
ent, 

but at a slow
 pace and com

plem
ented by unacceptably low

 average 
scores, governm

ents have the m
eans to better understand the im

ple-
m

entation of the U
N

G
Ps in sectors w

ith significant hum
an rights risks 

and im
pacts and, by im

plication, how
 w

ell the various N
ational Action 

Plans on Business and H
um

an Rights (N
APs) and legislation on m

an-
datory disclosures are w

orking to date. The CH
RB encourages govern-

m
ents to use our findings w

hen review
ing their N

APs and/or legislation 
and guidelines. 

M
andatory D

isclosure – The CH
RB data suggests that w

hile a m
ixed/

low
 legislative approach to business and hum

an rights (and its disclo-
sure) can in theory w

ork to im
prove com

pany perform
ance, it is not yet 

reaching its full potential. As such, the CH
RB recom

m
ends that govern-

m
ents recognise and rew

ard those com
panies w

ho show
 they are seek-

ing to respect hum
an rights, particularly w

hen the current environm
ent 

m
eans those com

panies m
ay face a ‘first m

over disadvantage’. Conversely, governm
ents should recognise that the 

low
er perform

ing com
panies m

ay be reaping a com
petitive advantage by not respecting hum

an rights and should 
consider w

hether the bar on m
andatory disclosures on business and hum

an rights is currently set too low
. 

Standard-bearer – Finally, the CH
RB w

ould encourage elem
ents of governm

ent that directly engage w
ith busi-

ness to be standard bearers for integrating respect for hum
an rights in business practices: G

overnm
ents, through 

state-ow
ned-enterprises, procurem

ent, private-partnerships, export credit, trade deals and licensing, have huge lev-
erage that could result in the trickle dow

n of hum
an rights requirem

ents to com
panies both at hom

e and abroad. 
W

here possible, the CH
RB encourages governm

ents to m
ake best use of this and to understand how

 the CH
RB data 

and m
ethodology m

ay support this.  

G
OVER

N
M

EN
TS

B
U

SIN
ESSES
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8. Investor Expectations

Follow
ing the launch of the 2017 Pilot Benchm

ark in 
M

arch 2017, w
e, the CH

RB investors, together w
ith 

another 85 asset ow
ners and m

anagers w
ith m

ore than 
$5.3 trillion AU

M
 supporting the U

N
 G

uiding Principles 
Reporting Fram

ew
ork (link), w

rote to each of the 98 
com

panies that w
ere assessed. In this letter w

e clarified 
our expectations of their hum

an rights com
m

itm
ent 

and perform
ance. These expectations reinforce the six 

M
easurem

ent Them
es and detailed indicators that drive 

the CH
RB’s assessm

ent m
ethodology. 

Although w
e are pleased to see that there has been 

an upw
ard trend since the 2017 Benchm

ark results, w
e 

are concerned that the average scores are still very low
 

and that 27 out of 101 com
panies score less than 10%

 
in the 2018 assessm

ent. These results reflect w
hat w

e 
believe is insufficient progress tow

ards im
plem

enting 
international hum

an rights norm
s, as w

ell as m
anaging 

and m
itigating hum

an rights-related risk. O
verall, the 

2018 results also show
 that apart from

 som
e instances 

of encouraging progress, transparency and accountabili-
ty related to hum

an rights rem
ains w

eak, including w
ith 

respect to core elem
ents of the U

N
 G

uiding Principles 
on Business and H

um
an Rights. 

Investors are increasingly focused on assessing hum
an rights-related investm

ent risk as a salient and at tim
es 

a m
aterial factor affecting m

ost industries and sectors.

As responsible investors, w
e expect com

panies to 
dem

onstrate that they are respecting hum
an rights in 

their ow
n operations and in their business relationships.  

Com
panies that do not effectively m

anage hum
an 

rights m
ay face legal, operational, and reputational 

risks w
hich can negatively affect the perform

ance of our 
portfolio holdings.  W

e w
ill continue to press com

panies 
to strengthen their com

m
itm

ent to hum
an rights and to 

im
prove their perform

ance. 

Tim
ely and substantive inform

ation regarding m
ate-

rial ESG
 (environm

ental, social and governance) risks 
is essential for responsible investors and w

e expect 
com

panies to disclose such hum
an rights inform

ation in 
their public reporting and to engage in dialogue w

ith us 
on hum

an rights. W
hile w

e w
elcom

e the feedback from
 

a quarter of com
panies that w

e w
rote to in 2017, w

e 
hope m

ore com
panies w

ill respond to our 2018 fol-
low

-up letter and engage in constructive dialogue. 

The 2018 Benchm
ark data w

ill inform
 our investm

ent 
decisions and com

pany engagem
ent.  W

e w
ill encour-

age other investors to use these new
 CH

RB results for 
these purposes and to drive larger im

provem
ents in 

corporate hum
an rights perform

ance.

The CH
RB Investor Expectations on H

um
an Rights

Com
panies are expected to:

• 
Acknow

ledge publicly their responsibility to respect hum
an rights and form

ally incorporate this into publicly 
available statem

ents of policy. 

• 
Include oversight of hum

an rights-related risks as part of the Board’s responsibility.

• 
Em

bed hum
an rights policy com

m
itm

ents in m
anagem

ent system
s, business operations and stakeholder en-

gagem
ents.

• 
Im

plem
ent due diligence processes to assess and address hum

an rights risks.

• 
Provide rem

edy in addressing actual adverse im
pacts on hum

an rights.

• 
Ensure that appropriate processes are in place so that grievances m

ay be addressed early and rem
ediated 

directly w
here appropriate. 

• 
M

aintain m
anagem

ent system
s to respond to severe and substantiated allegations. 

• 
Take appropriate action to address im

pacts under the U
N

 G
uiding Principles w

here a Com
pany identifies that 

they have caused or contributed to adverse hum
an rights im

pacts.

• 
Assess and report on how

 hum
an rights risk is m

aterial to their ow
n operations and across their business opera-

tions and value chain. 

• 
Consult w

ith stakeholders and seek third-party expertise on hum
an rights issues and risks. 

• 
Report on hum

an rights policy com
m

itm
ents and due diligence processes and specific issues, considering the 

U
N

 G
uiding Principles Reporting Fram

ew
ork as w

ell as CH
RB criteria on a sector-specific basis. 

£
£

£
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Chief Responsible Investm
ent O

fficer,
Aviva Investors 
&

 Chair of the CH
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ent,

G
roup Sustainable Finance, N

ordea
&

 CH
RB Advisory Council m

em
ber

Anna Pot
M

anager,
Responsible Investm

ents, APG
 Asset M

anagem
ent

&
 CH

RB Advisory Council m
em

ber
 Bennett Freem
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CH

RB Advisory Council m
em

ber
&

 form
er Senior VP, 

Sustainability Research and Policy, Calvert Investm
ents
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9. Com
m

entary: A Tale of Tw
o Cities

This year’s results portray a tale of tw
o cities. In the 

‘first city’ there are an increasing num
ber of com

panies, 
across all three categories, that understand w

hat ‘know
 

and show
’ m

eans as set out in the U
N

 G
uiding Princi-

ples on Business and H
um

an Rights (U
N

G
Ps). These 

com
panies are not just acquiring know

ledge of risky 
things that sit w

ithin the com
pany’s business relation-

ships, but also acting on this know
ledge and dem

on-
strating this externally. 
The Corporate H

um
an Rights Benchm

ark can only 
aw

ard com
panies for w

hat they are disclosing; ‘know
-

ing’ but not ‘show
ing’ is not an option in U

N
G

P term
s 

nor is it for the Benchm
ark. 

This first city show
s that since the pilot Benchm

ark in 
2017, there has been steady progress in the num

ber 
of com

panies aligning their practices w
ith interna-

tional norm
s in relation to business and hum

an rights. 
W

hether this m
eans they have im

proved their hum
an 

rights on the ground is another question, but there are 
m

ore com
panies in 2018 than in 2017 w

ho are w
illing 

to stand judgem
ent in the eyes of others about how

 
w

ell they are doing. In an era w
hen levels of trust – in 

relation to business, governm
ent, N

G
O

s and all other 
types of institution – are at an all-tim

e low
, then such 

a com
m

itm
ent to greater disclosure on perform

ance is 
m

ost w
elcom

e.
But there is also a tale of ‘another city’, one w

here 
there has been no im

provem
ent from

 w
hat w

as already 
a very low

 base. These are com
panies w

hich are not 
disclosing any com

m
itm

ent to respecting hum
an rights, 

and if they are, are not dem
onstrating evidence of 

specific practices. 
For at least half of the com

panies listed in this year’s 
Benchm

ark, disclosing hum
an rights im

pacts is at best 
a passing concern and for about a third it seem

s it is an 
irrelevance: 40 com

panies out of 101 do not score any 
points across the H

um
an Rights D

ue D
iligence section 

of the assessm
ent. This m

ust change and it should send 
a pow

erful m
essage - not just to investors but also to 

governm
ents to act. W

hen issues such as Forced Labour 
and H

um
an Trafficking are rising up political agendas, 

it is a w
ake-up call to see that in m

any jurisdictions, 
com

panies are not com
m

unicating the steps they are 
taking, or are avoiding, in their ow

n operations or their 
supply chains.
W

hat is interesting is that the ‘tw
o cities’ are not geo-

graphical places in our real w
orld. W

hilst it is generally 
true that European com

panies have perform
ed better 

than their non-European counterparts, there are low
 

perform
ers across all global regions. Those scoring 

below
 10%

 are a diverse set indeed, from
 U

S-based 
retailers, to Italian high-end fashion, to Chinese energy 
com

panies. It is also not true that these are just busi-
ness-to-business com

panies; som
e are very w

ell-know
n 

consum
er brands. 

O
ne factor driving low

 scores m
ight be the relative 

caution that m
any U

S-based com
panies have about 

disclosure. But this cannot explain w
hy som

e U
S com

-
panies m

ake it into the 50-60%
 band w

hilst others sit 
in the 0-10%

 band. O
ther factors, such as com

pany 
leadership, also seem

 to com
e into play.

O
ne of the conclusions for governm

ents is that regu-
lations requiring com

pany disclosure on hum
an rights, 

as are increasingly seen in Europe, do now
 seem

 to be 
translating to som

e extent into higher average scores in 
the Benchm

ark. This calls for regulation in other global 
regions in order to establish a m

ore level playing field. 
G

overnm
ents also need to ensure that w

hen com
panies 

are transparent, they are not penalised for doing so. In 
fact, governm

ents have a num
ber of econom

ic levers 
through w

hich they can rew
ard ‘know

 and show
’ – from

 
public procurem

ent to export credit. 
There is clearly a resilient one third of the w

orld’s larg-
est com

panies w
ho still do not believe it to be in their 

interests to ‘know
 and show

’. Perhaps it w
ill be new

 law
 

or investor pressure that w
ill change this over tim

e. O
r 

perhaps harder edged dem
ands for transparency w

ill 

Com
m

entary by John M
orrison

Institute for H
um

an Rights and Business
com

e in relation to very serious hum
an rights situations 

w
hich com

panies are causing or contributing to. But to 
ensure the fundam

ental rights of people all round the 
w

orld that are im
pacted by business, som

ething clearly 
needs to change. 
The IH

RB w
as a founding m

em
ber of the Corporate 

H
um

an Rights Benchm
ark and w

e are delighted to 
see the m

ost recent findings, despite their sobering 
m

essage. W
e hope businesses, investors, governm

ents, 
civil society and consum

ers w
ill m

ake use of the 2018 

Key Findings as w
e w

ork tow
ards ‘one city’, w

here the 
respect for hum

an rights is built into every business. 

John M
orrison

CEO
, Institute for H

um
an Rights and Business  

M
em

ber of the Advisory Council, Corporate H
um

an 
Rights Benchm

ark

9 - Com
m

entary: A Tale of Tw
o Cities
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* The 2018 Benchm
ark assessed 101 com

panies. To m
aintain consistency and to investigate changes, the 98 com

panies from
 the 2017 pilot 

w
ere kept. To avoid the pool of com

panies in the Benchm
ark decreasing (for exam

ple due to m
ergers), 3 com

panies w
ere added to the research 

pool (Ahold D
elhaize, M

onster Beverage and W
esfarm

ers). Com
panies w

ere selected according to tw
o criteria: m

arket capitalisation according to 
the FT 500 and w

hether the com
pany derives at least 20%

 of revenues from
 the relevant industry.

Annex 1 - C
om

panies B
enchm

arked
*

Agricultural Products

Ahold D
elhaize

Alim
entation Couche-Tard 

Anheuser-Busch InBev 

Archer D
aniels M

idland

BRF 

Carrefour 

Com
pass G

roup 

D
anone 

D
iageo

G
eneral M

ills 

H
eineken N

V  

Kellogg 

Kraft H
einz 

Kroger 

Kw
eichow

 M
outai 

M
cD

onald’s

M
ondelez International

M
onster Beverage 

N
estlé

PepsiCo 

Pernod-Ricard

Shoprite 

Starbucks 

Sysco 

The Coca-Cola Com
pany 

The H
ershey Com

pany 

U
nilever 

W
esfarm

ers

W
oolw

orths 

Yum
! Brands

The N
etherlands

Canada

Belgium

U
SA

Brazil

France

U
K

France

U
K

U
SA

The N
etherlands

U
SA

U
SA

U
SA

China

U
SA

U
SA

U
SA

Sw
itzerland

U
SA

France

South Africa

U
SA

U
SA

U
SA

U
SAU

K

Australia

Australia

U
SA

Com
pany

Com
pany

Country
Country

Assessed Against** 
Ow

n industry operations
and/or Supply Chains

Assessed Against** 
Ow

n industry operations
and/or Supply Chains

Adidas

Fast Retailing 

G
ap

H
anesbrands 

H
eilan H

om
e 

H
ennes & M

auritz 

H
erm

es International

Inditex 

Kering 

Kohl’s

L Brands

LVM
H

M
acy’s 

N
ext 

N
ike

N
ordstrom

 

Prada 

Ross Stores

Tapestry

TJX Com
panies 

U
nder Arm

our

VF

G
erm

any

Japan

U
SA

U
SA

China

Sw
eden

France

Spain

France

U
SA

U
SA

France

U
SAU

K

U
SA

U
SA

Italy

U
SA

U
SA

U
SA

U
SA

U
SA

Apparel

** These ow
n operations versus supply chain assessm

ents apply to M
easurem

ent Them
e D

 on Com
pany H

um
an Rights Practices only.  

Specifically, ‘ow
n operations’ refers not to the entirety of a com

pany’s ow
n or in-house operations (such as including H

Q
 offices), but rather to 

their ow
n agricultural operations in the case of the Agricultural Products industry, their ow

n production or m
anufacturing operations in the case 

of the Apparel industry, or their ow
n extractives operations in the case of the Extractives industry.

Extractives

Anadarko Petroleum

Anglo Am
erican

BH
P Billiton 

BPCanadian N
atural Resources

Chevron Corporation

China Petroleum
 & Chem

ical

China Shenhua Energy

CN
O

O
C 

Coal India 

ConocoPhillips 

D
evon Energy 

Ecopetrol 

EN
I 

EO
G

 Resources

Equinor 

Exxon M
obil

Freeport-M
cM

oRan

G
azprom

G
lencore 

G
oldcorp 

U
SA

South Africa / U
K

Australia / U
K

U
K

Canada

U
SA

China

China

China 

India

U
SA

U
SA

Colom
bia

Italy

U
SA

N
orw

ay

U
SA

U
SA

Russia

Sw
itzerland

Canada

G
rupo M

exico 

Lukoil

M
arathon Petroleum

 

N
orilsk N

ickel

O
ccidental Petroleum

 

O
il & N

atural G
as Corporation

Petrobras 

PetroChina 

Phillips 66 

PTT 

Repsol

Rio Tinto

Rosneft O
il 

Royal D
utch Shell 

Sasol 

Suncor Energy 

Surgutneftegas 

Total 

Vale

Valero Energy

M
exico

Russia

U
SA

Russia

U
SA

India

Brazil

China

U
SA

Thailand

Spain

Australia / U
K

Russia

The N
etherlands

South Africa

Canada

Russia

France

Brazil

U
SA

Apparel & Agricultural Products
***

Aeon Com
pany 

Associated British Foods 

Costco W
holesale

Falabella 

M
arks & Spencer G

roup 

Target 

Tesco

W
al-M

art Stores 

Japan

U
K

U
SA

Chile

U
K

U
SAU

K

U
SA

Com
pany

Com
pany

Country
Country

Assessed Against** 
Ow

n industry operations
and/or Supply Chains

Assessed Against**  
Ow

n industry operations
and/or Supply Chains

*** These com
panies fell into both the Agricultural Products and Apparel industries, and w

ere therefore assessed against both sets of criteria  
in the CH

RB 2018 M
ethodology. As such, these particular com

panies m
ay be presented in both industry results w

here relevant.
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Annex 2 - 2018 Scores by Com
pany and M

easurem
ent Them

e
The table below

 sets out the scores per com
pany, broken dow

n into total score and M
easurem

ent Them
es A-F, for the 

2018 Benchm
ark. The colours have been added to the scores to m

ake it easier to see low
, m

iddle and high relative 
perform

ance. The colum
n ‘Point change since pilot’ is based from

 the revised M
arch 2017 scores using the new

 rule on 
Them

e E (Serious Allegations) - see pp. 49-50 for m
ore detail. Individual com

pany scoring sheets are available on the 
CH

RB w
ebsite. 

2018 scores  
by M

easurem
ent Them

e

(Scores highlighted in colour banding to 
provide guidance)

A. G
over-

nance 
and Policy 
Com

m
it-

m
ents

(score out 
of 10)

B. Em
bed-

ding Res-
pect and 
H

um
an 

Rights 

(score out 
of 25)

C. Rem
e-

dies and 
G

rievance 
M

echanis-
m

s

(score out 
of 15)

D
. Perfor-

m
ance: 

Com
pany 

H
um

an 
Rights 
Practices

(score out of 
20)

E. Perfor-
m

ance: 
Responses 
to Serious 
Allegations

(score out of 
20)

F. Trans-
parency

(score 
out of 
10)

Com
pany

Sector
Band

Point 
change 
since 
Pilot

Adidas
AP

80-90
+30.1

7.2
22.3

15.0
15.6

20.0
6.9

Rio Tinto
EX

70-80
+12.2

7.7
21.6

10.8
13.1

15.6
7.4

BH
P Billi-

ton
EX

70-80
+2.6

8.9
19.2

12.1
14.4

9.4
8.1

M
arks &

 
Spencer 
G

roup
AG

/AP
60-70

+5.4
7.0

17.6
8.8

12.1
17.5

6.9

U
nilever

AG
60-70

+11.4
9.1

22.6
9.6

8.9
8.8

8.5

Vale
EX

60-70
+29.9

3.0
11.9

11.7
13.8

15.0
7.1

EN
I

EX
60-70

+40.7
7.7

15.0
7.9

16.3
8.1

6.9

VF
AP

60-70
+23.8

4.1
18.9

10.4
12.4

8.8
6.3

The 
Coca-Cola 
Com

pany
AG

50-60
+18.5

7.2
20.6

5.8
11.8

6.7
6.9

Kellogg
AG

50-60
+23.6

6.7
18.1

6.3
9.5

12.5
4.5

Royal Dutch 
Shell

EX
50-60

+17.1
5.0

17.9
5.4

8.1
12.5

6.2

Inditex
AP

50-60
+16.6

5.1
12.8

2.9
12.2

14.2
5.6

Free-
port-M

c-
M

oRan
EX

50-60
+7.7

5.8
13.9

9.6
11.3

5.0
6.8

Anglo 
Am

erican
EX

50-60
+5.8

7.7
16.1

8.3
11.9

1.3
6.8

G
ap

AP
50-60

+7
5.7

14.6
5.8

11.7
8.8

5.0

H
ennes &

 
M

auritz
AP

40-50
+2.3

4.1
17.0

3.8
10.0

10.0
4.9

BP
EX

40-50
+20.6

5.3
12.2

8.3
8.1

9.8
5.1

H
anes-

brands
AP

40-50
+10.9

5.8
8.2

9.6
10.1

9.4
3.6

2018 scores  
by M

easurem
ent Them

e

(Scores highlighted in colour banding to 
provide guidance)

A. G
over-

nance 
and Policy 
Com

m
it-

m
ents

(score out 
of 10)

B. Em
bed-

ding Res-
pect and 
H

um
an 

Rights 

(score out 
of 25)

C. Rem
e-

dies and 
G

rievance 
M

echanis-
m

s

(score out 
of 15)

D
. Perfor-

m
ance: 

Com
pany 

H
um

an 
Rights 
Practices

(score out of 
20)

E. Perfor-
m

ance: 
Responses 
to Serious 
Allegations

(score out of 
20)

F. Trans-
parency

(score 
out of 
10)

Com
pany

Sector
Band

Point 
change 
since 
Pilot

Total
EX

20-30
-3.3

5.6
12.8

4.6
10.6

7.5
5.4

N
estle

AG
20-30

-0.8
5.5

12.7
6.7

7.3
10.4

4.0

Repsol
EX

40-50
+24.2

3.9
12.4

7.1
9.4

7.5
5.6

PepsiCo
AG

40-50
+19.5

4.9
16.9

4.6
2.5

9.2
5.2

D
iageo

AG
40-50

+29
4.6

13.9
6.3

4.0
8.5

5.3

Petrobras
EX

40-50
+21.9

2.8
12.0

3.8
7.5

10.0
5.0

W
ool-

w
orths

AG
40-50

+15.7
6.1

9.7
4.6

8.0
7.5

4.9

G
lencore

EX
40-50

+6.6
7.0

9.3
3.3

8.8
5.0

5.8

ConocoP-
hillips

EX
40-50

+12
3.5

10.3
5.8

5.6
7.7

5.6

N
ext

AP
30-40

+15.5
4.5

15.2
0.0

7.8
6.3

4.4

Ecopetrol
EX

30-40
+22

1.7
12.4

2.5
8.8

7.6
4.8

D
anone

AG
30-40

+26.2
3.7

13.1
5.4

5.0
7.5

2.7

Heineken 
N

V
AG

30-40
+22

5.1
13.9

5.4
0.5

7.5
4.8

Equinor
EX

30-40
+10.1

3.8
5.6

5.0
6.3

10.0
4.2

Tesco
AG

/AP
30-40

+5.8
2.4

15.5
3.8

2.9
7.5

2.0

N
ike

AP
30-40

+8.2
2.8

8.8
0.0

11.1
6.7

4.3

G
eneral 

M
ills

AG
30-40

+9.5
3.0

10.6
3.3

3.5
6.2

4.3

U
nder 

Arm
our

AP
30-40

+13.1
0.2

4.7
2.1

6.7
15.0

1.6

Archer 
D

aniels 
M

idland
AG

30-40
+20

2.3
10.2

4.2
2.8

6.7
3.8

Chevron 
Corpora-
tion

EX
30-40

+2.6
3.4

5.4
5.4

6.9
5.8

2.0

Kering
AP

20-30
+18.2

3.0
7.7

1.3
8.3

5.7
2.6

Fast Re-
tailing

AP
20-30

+12.5
2.8

4.9
0.8

3.3
12.5

3.6

W
esfar-

m
ers

AG
20-30

N
ot in 

Pilot
4.0

6.9
2.1

4.9
5.5

4.2
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2018 scores  
by M

easurem
ent Them

e

(Scores highlighted in colour banding to 
provide guidance)

A. G
over-

nance 
and Policy 
Com

m
it-

m
ents

(score out 
of 10)

B. Em
bed-

ding Res-
pect and 
H

um
an 

Rights 

(score out 
of 25)

C. Rem
e-

dies and 
G

rievance 
M

echanis-
m

s

(score out 
of 15)

D
. Perfor-

m
ance: 

Com
pany 

H
um

an 
Rights 
Practices

(score out of 
20)

E. Perfor-
m

ance: 
Responses 
to Serious 
Allegations

(score out of 
20)

F. Trans-
parency

(score 
out of 
10)

Com
pany

Sector
Band

Point 
change 
since 
Pilot

Aeon Com
-

pany
AP/AG

10-20
+13.9

2.3
2.9

1.7
3.1

3.3
3.4

L Brands
AP

10-20
+7.4

0.2
5.2

3.8
2.8

3.2
1.1

Target
AP/AG

10-20
+3.4

1.3
1.8

2.1
7.2

0.0
3.5

Sysco
AG

10-20
+6.4

1.8
5.3

3.8
0.5

3.1
1.1

Com
pass 

G
roup

AG
10-20

+6.8
2.8

6.1
1.7

0.0
2.9

1.2

N
orilsk 

N
ickel

EX
10-20

+7.1
2.7

0.7
2.5

2.5
2.9

3.4

TJX Com
-

panies
AP

10-20
+4.9

1.4
2.3

1.7
0.6

5.0
2.9

Anadarko 
Petroleum

EX
10-20

+7.5
1.5

1.4
1.7

0.0
7.5

1.0

M
arathon 

Petroleum
EX

10-20
+5.2

2.4
1.1

3.3
1.3

2.3
1.2

Yum
! 

Brands
AG

10-20
+4.8

1.1
1.4

1.3
0.3

5.0
2.6

Canadian 
N

atural 
Resources

EX
10-20

+2.3
2.0

0.9
1.3

3.1
2.1

1.2

Kohl's
AP

10-20
+3.3

0.8
3.2

0.0
3.3

2.1
1.1

Tapestry
AP

0-10
+4.8

0.2
1.4

3.3
0.0

1.9
2.6

Phillips 66
EX

0-10
+3.9

1.5
0.5

2.5
1.9

1.8
1.1

PetroChina
EX

0-10
+2.1

1.8
0.0

0.8
1.9

1.8
2.8

BRF
AG

0-10
-0.8

1.2
0.9

1.7
0.8

1.8
2.6

Costco 
W

holesale
AP/AG

0-10
+4.2

0.8
1.8

1.3
1.6

2.5
0.8

Starbucks
AG

0-10
+1.4

1.7
1.1

1.7
1.5

1.7
0.9

N
ordstrom

AP
0-10

+2.3
0.2

3.1
0.8

1.5
1.6

0.8

Falabella
AP/AG

0-10
+6.2

1.4
0.0

2.1
0.0

1.5
2.5

D
evon 

Energy
EX

0-10
-3.4

0.6
0.2

0.8
3.8

1.5
0.6

Annexes

2018 scores  
by M

easurem
ent Them

e

(Scores highlighted in colour banding to 
provide guidance)

A. G
over-

nance 
and Policy 
Com

m
it-

m
ents

(score out 
of 10)

B. Em
bed-

ding Res-
pect and 
H

um
an 

Rights 

(score out 
of 25)

C. Rem
e-

dies and 
G

rievance 
M

echanis-
m

s

(score out 
of 15)

D
. Perfor-

m
ance: 

Com
pany 

H
um

an 
Rights 
Practices

(score out of 
20)

E. Perfor-
m

ance: 
Responses 
to Serious 
Allegations

(score out of 
20)

F. Trans-
parency

(score 
out of 
10)

Com
pany

Sector
Band

Point 
change 
since 
Pilot

Coal India
EX

20-30
+17.3

1.1
7.4

4.2
6.3

3.8
4.2

Associated 
British 
Foods

AG
/AP

20-30
-0.8

0.9
6.5

0.8
5.8

11.3
1.6

M
ondelez 

Internati-
onal

AG
20-30

+1.4
2.4

12.0
3.8

2.5
2.5

2.3

Carrefour
AG

20-30
+3.5

6.0
9.1

1.7
1.5

2.5
4.4

Sasol
EX

20-30
+4.7

3.9
3.2

3.8
5.0

5.0
4.2

G
oldcorp

EX
20-30

-2.9
4.2

2.3
2.5

6.9
5.0

4.0

Lukoil
EX

20-30
+20.1

3.5
1.8

1.3
9.4

4.9
3.7

W
al-M

art 
Stores

AG
/AP

20-30
+9.1

0.5
2.7

5.4
2.9

9.0
3.3

O
ccidental 

Petroleum
EX

20-30
+10.4

3.9
3.8

4.2
4.4

4.6
2.2

Anheu-
ser-Busch 
InBev

AG
20-30

+13.1
3.9

3.9
2.9

5.3
4.5

2.1

Rosneft O
il

EX
20-30

+1.1
2.1

0.5
1.7

6.9
7.5

3.1

M
cD

o-
nald's

AG
20-30

+11.4
3.2

5.2
2.5

2.5
6.3

1.8

Pernod-Ri-
card

AG
20-30

-1.9
4.5

7.6
0.0

3.3
4.3

1.7

Kroger
AG

20-30
+16

2.0
5.9

1.7
3.5

3.8
3.4

The 
H

ershey 
Com

pany
AG

10-20
+6.2

1.6
3.6

2.5
4.5

3.9
3.3

Suncor 
Energy

EX
10-20

+4.9
3.9

0.9
1.7

5.0
3.7

3.5

Exxon 
M

obil
EX

10-20
+3.6

1.7
1.3

1.7
8.1

4.4
1.4

Ahold 
D

elhaize
AG

10-20
N

ot in 
Pilot

2.1
3.4

4.2
1.5

3.7
3.6

PTT
EX

10-20
+6.6

1.4
3.0

1.7
5.0

3.5
3.0

G
rupo 

M
exico

EX
10-20

+11
1.4

3.2
2.5

3.8
2.5

3.6

LVM
H

AP
10-20

+8.5
4.1

4.0
0.8

2.8
3.4

1.7
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2018 scores  
by M

easurem
ent Them

e

(Scores highlighted in colour banding to 
provide guidance)

A. G
over-

nance 
and Policy 
Com

m
it-

m
ents

(score out 
of 10)

B. Em
bed-

ding Res-
pect and 
H

um
an 

Rights 

(score out 
of 25)

C. Rem
e-

dies and 
G

rievance 
M

echanis-
m

s

(score out 
of 15)

D
. Perfor-

m
ance: 

Com
pany 

H
um

an 
Rights 
Practices

(score out of 
20)

E. Perfor-
m

ance: 
Responses 
to Serious 
Allegations

(score out of 
20)

F. Trans-
parency

(score 
out of 
10)

Com
pany

Sector
Band

Point 
change 
since 
Pilot

O
il &

 N
a-

tural G
as 

Corpora-
tion

EX
0-10

-0.3
1.4

0.0
1.7

1.3
0.0

2.6

G
azprom

EX
0-10

+3.9
0.8

0.0
0.0

1.9
1.3

2.5

Ross Stores
AP

0-10
-1.5

0.5
1.4

2.1
0.0

1.2
0.7

Kraft H
einz

AG
0-10

+5.2
0.4

0.0
3.3

0.0
1.0

0.4

China Pe-
troleum

 &
 

Chem
ical

EX
0-10

-4.3
1.2

0.0
0.0

0.0
1.3

2.3

China 
Shenhua 
Energy

EX
0-10

+3.7
0.0

0.0
0.0

1.3
0.8

2.1

M
acy's

AP
0-10

-0.9
0.2

2.7
0.0

0.0
0.8

0.4

Shoprite
AG

0-10
-0.1

1.3
0.0

0.8
0.5

0.7
0.3

Prada
AP

0-10
+2

0.2
0.0

0.0
0.6

0.7
2.2

CN
O

O
C

EX
0-10

+2.2
1.2

0.0
0.0

1.3
0.7

0.4

H
erm

es 
Internati-
onal

AP
0-10

+2.9
1.3

0.6
0.0

0.6
0.7

0.3

Surgutnef-
tegas

EX
0-10

0
0.3

0.0
0.0

2.5
0.0

0.3

EO
G

 Re-
sources

EX
0-10

+0.8
0.6

0.0
1.3

0.0
0.6

0.4

Alim
enta-

tion Cou-
che-Tard

AG
0-10

-0.2
1.0

0.0
0.8

0.0
0.5

0.3

Valero 
Energy

EX
0-10

+0.7
0.2

0.0
1.7

0.0
0.5

0.3

M
onster 

Beverage
AG

0-10
N

ot in 
Pilot

0.0
0.0

0.8
0.0

0.2
0.1

H
eilan 

H
om

e
AP

0-10
0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

Kw
eichow

 
M

outai
AG

0-10
0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
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Annex 3 - C
om

panies that Engaged in the 2018 B
enchm

ark 

Aeon Com
pany

Associated British Foods

Falabella

M
arks & Spencer G

roup

Target 

Tesco 

W
al-M

art Stores

Apparel & Agricultural Products 

Adidas 

Fast Retailing

G
ap 

H
anesbrands 

H
ennes & M

auritz

H
erm

es Internationsl 

Inditex 

Kering 

L Brands

N
ext 

N
ike

TJX Com
panies

VF 

Apparel

Ahold D
elhaize

Anheuser-Busch InBev

Archer D
aniels M

idland

Carrefour 

Com
pass G

roup

D
anone 

D
iageo 

G
eneral M

ills 

H
eineken N

V

Kellogg 

Kroger

M
cD

onald’s

M
ondelez International

N
estlé 

PepsiCo

Pernod-Ricard

Starbucks

The Coca-Cola Com
pany 

The H
ershey Com

pany

U
nilever 

W
esfarm

ers

W
oolw

orths

Yum
! Brands 

Agricultural Products

Anglo Am
erican 

BH
P Billiton 

BP 

Canadian N
atural Resources 

Chevron Corporation 

ConocoPhillips 

EN
I 

Equinor

Exxon M
obil

Freeport-M
cM

oRan 

G
lencore 

G
rupo M

exico 

Lukoil

M
arathon Petroleum

O
ccidental Petroleum

Petrobras 

Phillips 66

PTT

Repsol 

Rio Tinto

Rosneft O
il 

Royal D
utch Shell

Sasol 

Suncor Energy

Total 

Vale 

Extractives 

The com
panies outlined below

 engaged in the Benchm
ark process either by disclosing inform

ation on the CH
RB 

D
isclosure Platform

 or using the CH
RB D

isclosue Form
, providing w

ritten feedback during the engagem
ent phase, or 

discussing their review
 on an engagem

ent call.

The CH
RB recognises that a num

ber of individuals w
ithin com

panies have gone to considerable effort to ensure the  
correct inform

ation is publicly available w
hen analysing the com

pany in question. W
e w

ould particularly like to 
thank the com

panies that engaged w
ith us during the process, w

hich include:

Corporate H
um

an Rights Benchm
ark Lim

ited (CH
RB 

Ltd.), is a not for profit com
pany created to publish and 

prom
ote the Corporate H

um
an Rights Benchm

ark. 

The Corporate H
um

an Rights Benchm
ark w

as launched 
in 2013 as a m

ulti-stakeholder initiative and draw
s on 

investor, business and hum
an rights and Benchm

arking 
expertise from

 7 organisations: APG
 Asset M

anagem
ent 

(APG
), Aviva Investors, Business and H

um
an Rights 

Resource Centre, The EIRIS Foundation, Institute for 
H

um
an Rights and Business (IH

RB), N
ordea W

ealth 
M

anagem
ent and VBD

O
. 

CH
RB Ltd. is governed by a board of directors and 

chaired by Steve W
aygood, Chief Responsible Invest-

m
ent O

fficer at Aviva Investors.

About the CH
RB 
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Harnessing the  
competitive nature  
of the markets to drive 
better human rights  
performance.


