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Introduction

Note: This Addendum is a reference document that must be read in conjunction with the
CHRB Pilot Methodology in order to understand the full set of requirements for any individu-
al indicator. The Addendum reproduces indicators from the CHRB Pilot Methodology only in
so far as to illustrate adjustments or interpretations to specific components of individual indi-
cators; where part of an indicator or industry lock is unchanged, it has not been reproduced.

In March 2016, following two years of global
multistakeholder consultation with over 400
organisations, the CHRB published its Pilot
Methodology. After another year of company
research, application, and engagement, the
inaugural results of the CHRB were published
in March 2017. The results present the first-ev-
er comparative snapshot of the human rights
performance of the largest 98 companies in
the world from the agricultural products, ap-
parel, and extractives industries.

As a first of its kind methodology, the CHRB
anticipated that changes to certain indicators
or their interpretation would likely be required
to ensure the learnings of the research and
application phase were incorporated. As an-
ticipated, this was confirmed during the initial
research phase of applying the Pilot Method-
ology (May — October 2016), with several indi-
cators requiring adjustment to ensure fairness
and rigour in the results. Similarly, during the
subsequent engagement phase with compa-
nies on their draft scores (November — Decem-
ber 2016), a further number of indicators were
identified as requiring adjustments in their
interpretation and application.

This “in-flight” review has provided the CHRB
the valuable opportunity of learning from the
research, engagement, and application of the
Pilot Methodology to real-time contexts and
scenarios. These in-flight changes were pre-
sented to the companies being benchmarked
and representatives of civil society in De-
cember 2016. Receiving no objections, these
changes were adopted and implemented

during the review phase of the Pilot findings
(December — February 2017). These changes
are presented to below, which should be read
in conjunction with the full CHRB Pilot Meth-
odology.

Further areas for strengthening the Pilot
Methodology and its application have been
identified throughout this process. However,
more overarching or structural changes have
not been adopted in the research for the 2017
results in order to ensure robust and inclu-

sive multistakeholder consultation. The areas
identified will be explored further by the CHRB
following the March 2017 results launch.

In the table below, the original indicator from
the March 2016 CHRB Pilot Methodology is
presented alongside the revised indicator,
highlighting the adjustments or changes to
interpretation made. These tend to include:

« Omitting a specific requirement in a score
1 and shifting this requirement to score 2.

o Altering where an indicator contains
multiple requirements to score 1: The
indicator is adjusted to award a score 1 if
one or more of the requirements listed are
met, and awarding a score 2 where all the
requirements are met.

o Clarifying the interpretation of the indi-
cator to ensure fairness and logic in its
application
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Interpretation Clarifications

Double- and Half-Weighted Indicators

The CHRB Pilot Methodology indicated ten-
tative plans to double or half weight certain
indicators. Following the Methodology’s publi-
cation, these double and half weightings were
confirmed, due to their particular imprtance
within the Measurement Theme in question.

The following indicators have therefore been
double weighted. This means that for these
indicators a company can score zero, two or
four points.

o A.1.1 Commitment to respect human
rights

o A.1.3 Commitment to respect human
rights particularly relevant to the industry

o B.1.8 Framework for engagement with
potentially affected stakeholders

B.2.2 Assessing: Assessment of risks and
impacts identified (salient risks and key
industry risks)

C.3 Users are involved in the design and
performance of the channel(s)/mecha-
nism(s)

o C.7 Remedying adverse impacts and incor-
porating lessons learned

E.3 The Company has taken appropriate
action

Additionally, there is one indicator that has
received half weighting. This means that for
this indicator a company can score zero, half
or one point.

« A.1.6 Commitment to respect the rights of
human rights defenders.

Definition of Business Partners

Companies do not need to explicitly use the
phrase “business partners” as long as they de-
scribe who they are referring to, i.e. suppliers,

contractors or JV partners as required for the
relevant industry.

Measurement Theme A: Governance and Policy Commitments

In the first phase of the research and during
engagement phase there was an awareness
of an over-literal interpretation giving too
much emphasis to specific words rather than
the company’s approach in relation to policy
commitments.

CHRB are looking for “commitment” or any
form of promise that companies will uphold

the rights described in the international instru-

ments and standards listed.

The substantive question is whether stakehold-
ers would understand what the company is
saying to mean a clear commitment (a prom-
ise to uphold) the principles we are looking for
(to the extent that those principles are appli-
cable to corporate behaviour) rather than just
name checking the principles or suggesting
that there is some link.

CHRB will also not credit what appear to be
commitments only to a subset of a given set
of principles or rights.
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Commitments to Respect the Four ILO Core Labour Standards

A.1.2 Commitment to respect the human
rights of workers

In reference to the requirement to explicitly
respect each of the fundamental rights as set
out in the Declaration on Fundamental Prin-
ciples and Rights at Work or also referred to
as the ILO core labour standards, the CHRB
will accept that if a company commits to the
ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles
and Rights at Work, or the UN Global Com-
pact, that this includes all four ILO core labour
standards.

B.1.4 Communication/dissemination of poli-
cy commitment(s)

B.1.5 Training on human rights

B.1.6 Monitoring and corrective actions

The adjusted interpretation of A.1.2 (above)
has implications for additional indicators due
to this clarifying note:

“Note: In order to get any Score under this in-
dicator, the human rights policy communicat-
ed must include the ILO core labour standards
at a minimum.”

Therefore, for these additional indicators:

o If a company clearly commits to the ILO
Declaration on Fundamental Principles and
Rights at Work, this will be accepted as in-
cluding the four ILO core labour standards.

o If a company commits to the UN Glob-
al Compact alone, this will not count as
including the ILO core labour standards
unless the company chooses to list out
each of the principles. This is because for
communication, training, and monitoring
purposes, clarity of message is important.
If in doing so a company only explicitly
states three of the principles then this will
not meet the requirement to score 1 or 2
for these indicators.

Indicators Which Include a Health and Safety Aspect

A.2.1 Commitment from the top

A.2.2 Board discussions

A.2.3 Incentives and performance manage-
ment

B.1.2 Incentives and performance manage-
ment

B.2.3 Integrating and Acting: Integrating
assessment findings internally and taking
appropriate action

B.2.4 Tracking: Monitoring and evaluating
the effectiveness of actions to respond to
human rights risks and impacts

During the research and engagement phase
there was recurring feedback that in interpret-
ing the methodology the issue of health and
safety was not being given enough promi-
nence as a key human rights issue.

Health and safety is a CHRB key industry risk
in all three industries. It will therefore count
as an example where criteria requires one
unless the indicator specifies otherwise. It will
not be sufficient alone when a description of
a process covering human rights in general is
required.

For example, in indicators A.2.1 and A.2.2
when the methodology specifies a human
rights issue or an area of human rights —
health and safety will satisfy as an example.
This is also the case for B.2.3 and B.2.4, when
an example is required. However where indi-
cators specifically require additional examples
beyond health and safety, then health and
safety on its own will not suffice. This is the
case in A2.3 or B.1.2.
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Indicators with Requirements around Free, Prior and Informed

Consent (FPIC)

A.1.3 Commitment to respect human rights
particularly relevant to the industry - Extrac-
tives

D.3.5 Indigenous peoples rights and free
prior and informed consent (FPIC)

During the company engagement phase the
2015 ICMM statement on indigenous peoples
was suggested as counting as a commitment
to free and prior and informed consent (FPIC).

Following a review, the CHRB will accept the
ICMM statement on indigenous peoples as a
commitment to FPIC for all relevant indicators.

However, for indicator D.3.5, when an exam-
ple is requested, commitments to the ICMM
statement on indigenous peoples would not
be sufficient. An example which demonstrates
that an agreement with indigenous communi-
ties was reached would be required.

Statements of Policy Committing to Engagement with Potentially

Affected Stakeholders

A.1.4 Commitment to engage with stake-
holders

During the company research period, it was
found that companies do not commonly make
a public commitment to engagement with
potentially affected stakeholders. Rather, it

is a feature of their everyday practices, often
exemplified through case studies, examples,
and other illustrations in public company doc-
uments. Taking this on board the CHRB want-
ed to find a way of awarding a score 1 for such
“commitment in practice”.

To score 1 for such commitment in practice,
there needs to be indication of widespread en-
gagement with potentially affected stakehold-
ers in all relevant circumstances, rather than a
one-off example in a limited context.

This principle of “commitment in practice” can
also be extended to score 2 if it is clear that
stakeholders have been significantly involved
in a company’s approach to human rights —
for example: statements of policy, the design
of grievance systems, or the review of the
human rights due diligence system.

Measurement Theme D: Performance - Company Human Rights

Practices

Threshold for own determining whether a
company is assessed on own operations

Specifically regarding the Agricultural Products
and Apparel industries, the CHRB Pilot Meth-
odology does not state a threshold by which a
company will be assessed on indicators fo-
cused on a company’s own operations within

the industry.

In order to concentrate the assessment at the
end of the value chain with greater human
rights risks, certain thresholds have therefore
been applied.

For the Agricultural Products industry, assess-
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ments in relation to own operations indicators
do not consider food processing activities. The
focus is on fields and/or farms owned by Agri-

cultural Products companies (if they own any).

For the Apparel industry, own manufacturing
operations must amount to 25 % or more of
total production in order for a company to be
assessed against the own operations indica-
tors.
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Amendments to Specific Indicators

A.1.3 Commitment to respect human rights particularly relevant to the

industry

S:i A.1.3 Agricultural Products Industry

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company has a publicly available statement
of policy committing it to respecting ownership/
use of land and natural resources. This includes a
commitment to recognise and respect legitimate
tenure rights related to the ownership and use

of land as set out in the Voluntary Guidelines on
Responsible Governance of Tenure or the IFC Per-
formance Standards or to obtain the free prior and
informed consent (FPIC) from indigenous peoples
and local communities for transaction involving
land and natural resources or to a zero tolerance
for land grabbing OR the Company commits to
respecting the right to water end-sanitetion.

The Company also makes a commitment to
respecting women’s rights or refers to the Conven-
tion on the Elimination of Discrimination Against
Women or the Women’s Empowerment Principles
OR to respecting children’s rights or refers to

the Convention on the Rights of the Child or the
Children’s Rights and Business Principles OR to
respecting the rights of migrant workers or refers
to the International Convention on the Protection
of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members
of Their Families.

In addition, the Company’s policy commitment(s)
also expects its suppliers make these commitments
and to convey the same expectations to their
suppliers.

The Company also has a publicly available state-
ment of policy committing it to respecting own-
ership/use of land and natural resources AND to
respecting the right to water end-sanitetion AND
to respecting at least one of: women’s rights,
children’s rights or migrant workers’ rights. In

Revised Indicator

The Company has a publicly available statement
of policy committing it to respecting ownership/
use of land and natural resources. This includes a
commitment to recognise and respect legitimate
tenure rights related to the ownership and use

of land as set out in the Voluntary Guidelines on
Responsible Governance of Tenure or the IFC Per-
formance Standards or to obtain the free prior and
informed consent (FPIC) from indigenous peoples
and local communities for transaction involving
land and natural resources or to a zero tolerance
for land grabbing OR the Company commits to
respecting the right to water.

The Company also makes a commitment to
respecting women’s rights or refers to the Conven-
tion on the Elimination of Discrimination Against
Women or the Women’s Empowerment Principles
OR to respecting children’s rights or refers to

the Convention on the Rights of the Child or the
Children’s Rights and Business Principles OR to
respecting the rights of migrant workers or refers
to the International Convention on the Protection
of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members
of Their Families.

In addition, the Company’s policy commitment(s)
also expects its suppliers make these commitments
and to convey the same expectations to their
suppliers.

The Company also has a publicly available state-
ment of policy committing it to respecting own-
ership/use of land and natural resources AND to
respecting the right to water AND to respecting
at least one of: women’s rights, children’s rights
or migrant workers’ rights. In addition, Company’s
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addition, Company’s policy commitment(s) also
expects its suppliers make these commitments and
to convey the same expectations to their suppliers.

policy commitment(s) also expects its suppliers
make these commitments and to convey the same
expectations to their suppliers.

il

A.1.3 Apparel Industry

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company also has a publicly available state-
ment of policy committing it to respecting the
right to water end-sanitation AND the Company’s
policy commitment(s) also expects its suppliers
make these commitments and to convey the same
expectations to their suppliers.

Revised Indicator

The Company also has a publicly available state-
ment of policy committing it to respecting the
right to water AND the Company’s policy commit-
ment(s) also expects its suppliers make these com-
mitments and to convey the same expectations to
their suppliers.

€ A.1.3 Extractives Industry

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company also has a publicly available state-
ment of policy committing it to applying free, prior
and informed consent (FPIC) in line with interna-
tional law and standards on indigenous peoples
AND to recognising and respecting legitimate ten-
ure rights related to the ownership and use of land
and natural resources as set out in the Voluntary
Guidelines on Responsible Governance of Tenure
or the IFC Performance Standards or to a zero
tolerance for land grabbing AND to respecting the
right to water end-sanitation.

In addition, the Company’s policy commitment(s)
also expects its extractive business partners make
these commitments.

Revised Indicator

The Company also has a publicly available state-
ment of policy committing it to applying free, prior
and informed consent (FPIC) in line with interna-
tional law and standards on indigenous peoples
AND to recognising and respecting legitimate ten-
ure rights related to the ownership and use of land
and natural resources as set out in the Voluntary
Guidelines on Responsible Governance of Tenure
or the IFC Performance Standards or to a zero
tolerance for land grabbing AND to respecting the
right to water.

In addition, the Company’s policy commitment(s)
also expects its extractive business partners make
these commitments.

A.1.5 Commitment to remedy

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company has a publicly available statement
of policy committing it to remedy the adverse
impacts on individuals, workers and communities

Revised Indicator

The Company has a publicly available statement
of policy committing it to remedy the adverse
impacts on individuals, workers and communities

‘10
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that it has caused or contributed to. Fre-eommit-

ment-recognisesthisshould-not-obstruet-access
I oc OR el el o
e I » e

The commitment also recognises this should not
obstruct access to other remedies OR includes
collaborating in initiatives that provide access

to remedy-AND includes working with business
relationships to remedy adverse impacts that are
directly linked to the Company’s operations, prod-
ucts or services through the business relationship’s
own mechanisms or through collaborating on the
development of third party non-judicial remedies.

that it has caused or contributed to.

Score P

The commitment also recognises this should not
obstruct access to other remedies OR includes
collaborating in initiatives that provide access

to remedy AND includes working with business
relationships to remedy adverse impacts that are
directly linked to the Company’s operations, prod-
ucts or services through the business relationship’s
own mechanisms or through collaborating on the
development of third party non-judicial remedies.

B.1.2 Incentives and performance management

Original Indicator with Markup

Score 2 1 - this includes senior managers and / or
senior procurement managers and covers at least
one of the key industry risks in Table 5 considered
salient. If health and safety is the only issue for
which there is a performance incentive, it includes
the health and safety of local communities and/
or workers in the supply chain.

s,
“waa®

Revised Indicator

Score 1 - this includes senior managers and / or
senior procurement managers and covers at least
one of the key industry risks in Table 5 considered
salient. If health and safety is the only issue for
which there is a performance incentive, it includes
the health and safety of local communities and/
or workers in the supply chain.

_oo’,
“aa®

B.1.4 Communication/dissemination of policy commitment(s)

" B.1.4.a Communication/dissemination of policy commitment(s) within

Company’s own operations

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company describes how it communicates its
policy commitment(s) to all workers, which lan-
guages the commitment(s) have been translated

into-and-whetherthe-commitment{s)-heavenot

Revised Indicator

The Company describes how it communicates its
policy commitment(s) to all workers, which lan-
guages the commitment(s) have been translated
into.

11
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B.1.5 Training on human rights

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company describes how it trains all relevant

managers and workers on the Company’s human
rights policy commitment(s) OR indicates that all
its workers are trained on its human rights policy

commitment(s).

The Company aise-indicatesthatalttsworkersere
reimed-om el bt " » s)

meets both of the requirements under Score 1.

Revised Indicator

The Company describes how it trains all relevant

managers and workers on the Company’s human
rights policy commitment(s) OR indicates that all
its workers are trained on its human rights policy

commitment(s)

The Company meets both of the requirements
under Score 1.

B.1.6 Monitoring and corrective actions

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company describes how it monitors its im-
plementation of its human rights policy com-
mitment(s), which include the ILO core labour
standards at a minimum, and covers the Company
globally and relevant business relationships.

The Company also describes its corrective action
process(es) and numbers of incidences AND
provides an example of its corrective action pro-

cess(es) in practice and-anynecessary-changesto-
e i the € e et |
fgyear.

Revised Indicator

The Company describes how it monitors its im-
plementation of its human rights policy com-
mitment(s), which include the ILO core labour
standards at a minimum, and covers the Company
globally and relevant business relationships.

The Company also describes its corrective action
process(es) and numbers of incidences AND
provides an example of its corrective action pro-
cess(es) in practice.

‘5 Score 1 - the description includes how it moni-
¥ tors its suppliers end-the-proportion-ofitssupply-
chain-monitored OR how it uses third party/ex-

ternal monitors or auditors.

Score 2 - the- Company-also-deseribeshow-ituses
munity-monitors The description meets both of

the requirements under Score 1 AND includes a
description of the proportion of the supply chain
monitored.

” Score 1 - the description includes how it moni-
s

¥ tors its suppliers OR how it uses third party/exter-
nal monitors or auditors. .

VLS

Score 2 - The description meets both of the
requirements under Score 1 AND includes a
description of the proportion of the supply chain
monitored.

12

Score 1 - the description includes how it moni-
tors its suppliers and-the-propoertion-ofitsstpply-
chain-monitoered OR how it uses third party/ex-
ternal monitors or auditors.

Score 2 - the-Company-also-deseribeshow-italso
. | . .

the description meets both of the requirements
under Score 1 AND includes a description of the
proportion of the supply chain monitored.

i

Score 1 - the description includes how it mon-
itors its suppliers OR how it uses third party/
external monitors or auditors.

i

Score 2 - the description meets both of the
requirements under Score 1 AND includes a
description of the proportion of the supply chain
monitored.

@ Score 1 - the description includes how it mon-
itors its extractive business partners end-the-
: : ; .
monitored OR how it uses third party/external
monitors or auditors.

Score 2 - the Company-also-deseribeshow-it
. | ) .
commtunity-moniters the description meets both

of the requirements under Score 1 AND includes
a description of the proportion of those extrac-
tive business partners monitored..

@ Score 1 - the description includes how it mon-
itors its extractive business partners OR how it
uses third party/external monitors or auditors.

Score 2 - the description meets both of the
requirements under Score 1 AND includes a
description of the proportion of those extractive
business partners monitored.

B.1.7 Engaging business relationships

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company describes how human rights perfor-
mance is taken into account in the identification
and selection of potential business relationships

setect-businessretationships OR describes how the

human rights performance of business relation-
ships interacts with decisions to renew, expand or
terminate business relationships.

The Company aiso-deseribeshow-the-human-rights
: £ b ltionshins
b decisi ’ | . bust
nessretationships meets both the requirements

under Score 1.

Revised Indicator

Score 1

The Company describes how human rights perfor-
mance is taken into account in the identification
and selection of potential business relationships
OR describes how the human rights performance
of business relationships interacts with decisions
to renew, expand or terminate business relation-
ships.

The Company meets both the requirements under
Score 1.

Score 1 - the description includes how this applies
¥ to the identification and selection of suppliers and
the human rights issues considered OR the Com-
pany also describes how it works with suppliers to
improve human rights performance and provides
an example.

s,
>

 Score 1 - the description includes how this applies
¥ to the identification and selection of suppliers and
the human rights issues considered OR the Compa-
ny describes how it works with suppliers to improve
human rights performance and provides an exam-

ple.

V{{Z
W

13
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¢
N/
¥

Score 2 - the-Company-atso-describeshow-it
formance-andprovidesanexampte the Company

also meets both the requirements under the Score
1 industry lock.

Y {{?
N

ments under the Score 1 industry lock.

Score 2 - the Company also meets both the require-

Score 1 - the description includes how this applies
to the identification and selection of suppliers and
the human rights issues considered OR the Com-
pany also describes how it works with suppliers to
improve human rights performance and provides
an example.

il

Score 2 - the Company aise-describeshow-it-works-

with-supplierstoimprove-humanrightsperfor-
mance-and-providesan-exampte also meets both

the requirements under the Score 1 industry lock.

Score 1 - the description includes how this applies
to the identification and selection of suppliers
and the human rights issues considered OR the
Company describes how it works with suppliers to
improve human rights performance and provides
an example.

il

Score 2 - the Company also meets both the require-

ments under the Score 1 industry lock.
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Score 1 - the Company also engages with workers or

S; their legitimate representatives in its supply chain

on human rights issues OR engages with local com-
munities in its supply chain on human rights issues.

Score 2 - The Company engages-with-tecat-commu-
nittesin-itssupply-chainon-human-rightsisstes also

meets both the requirements under Score 1 industry
lock.

s,
“waa®

Score 1 - the Company also engages with workers or
their legitimate representatives in its supply chain
on human rights issues OR engages with local com-
munities in its supply chain on human rights issues.

Score 2 - The Company also meets both the
requirements under Score 1 industry lock.

Score 1 - the Company also engages with workers or
their legitimate representatives amongst its extrac-
tive business partners on human rights issues OR
engages with local communities on human rights
issues.

Score 2 - the Company-engages-withtocat-comm-
tnitteson-humenrightsisstes also meets both the

Score 1 - the Company also engages with workers or
their legitimate representatives amongst its extrac-
tive business partners on human rights issues OR
engages with local communities on human rights
issues.

Score 2 - the Company also meets both the require-
ments under Score 1 industry lock.

requirements under Score 1 industry lock.
@ Score 1 - the description includes how this applies @ Score 1 - the description includes how this applies
to the identification and selection of extractive to the identification and selection of extractive
business partners and the human rights issues con- business partners and the human rights issues con-
sidered OR describes how it works with extractive sidered OR describes how it works with extractive
business partners to improve human rights perfor- business partners to improve human rights perfor-
mance and provides an example. mance and provides an example.

Score 2 - the Company aiso-deseribeshow-it-works

. e biisi .
rightsperformance-andprovides-an-example also

meets both the requirements under the Score 1
industry lock.

B.2.1 Identifying: Processes and triggers for identifying human rights risks and
impacts

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company also describes the global systems
in place to identify its human rights risks and
impacts on a regular basis across its activities, in
consultation with affected or potentially affected
stakeholders and internal or independent exter-
nal human rights experts. This includes how the

Score 2 - the Company also meets both the require- Revised Indicator

ments under the Score 1 industry lock.

The Company also describes the global systems

in place to identify its human rights risks and
impacts on a regular basis across its activities, in
consultation with affected or potentially affected
stakeholders and internal or independent external
human rights experts. This includes how the sys-
systems are triggered by new country operations, tems are triggered by new country operations, new
new business relationships or changes in the hu- business relationships or changes in the human
man rights context in particular locations;end-alse-  rights context in particular locations.

E:EIEEI.EE; IE.I'ELEEE“E chrthe Compan

B.1.8 Framework for engagement with potentially affected stakeholders

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company describes its systems and/or pro- The Company describes its systems and/or pro-
cesses to identify affected and potentially affected cesses to identify affected and potentially affected

stakeholders;inctuding-those-atheightenedrisk- stakeholders OR it describes the frequency and

ofvuinerability ormarginalisation{where-applica=  triggers for engagement on human rights issues by
bte} OR it describes the frequency and triggers for  type or by stakeholder group.

engagement on human rights issues by type or by
stakeholder group.

The Company meets both the requirements under
Score 1 AND provides an analysis of the input/ Score 1 AND provides an analysis of the input/
views given by the stakeholders on human rights views given by the stakeholders on human rights
issues. issues.

Revised Indicator

Note: If a company has a clear global system of the type described in the criteria, then it can be
assumed that it operates in each particular location. As such, by complying with all criteria in
score 2, a company is automatically assumed to achieved a score 1.

The Company meets both the requirements under

14 15
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B.2.2 Assessing: Assessment of risks and impacts identified (salient risks and

key industry risks)

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company describes its process(es) for assess-
ing its human rights risks and what it considers to
be its salient human rights issues. This description
includes how relevant factors are taken into ac-
count, such as geographical, economic, social and
other retevant factors aretaken-into-account OR
publicly discloses the results of the assessments,
which may be aggregated across its operations
and locations.

The Company ptblicty-discloses-theresutts-of-the-
ts-which I cod ”
" Uocations IE c e cah
I hts I Cinelud bl
e d isks-(see Table 5)-it-deserit I

ties meets both the requirements under Score 1.

Revised Indicator

The Company describes its process(es) for assess-
ing its human rights risks and what it considers to
be its salient human rights issues. This description
includes how relevant factors are taken into ac-
count, such as geographical, economic, social and
other factors OR publicly discloses the results of
the assessments, which may be aggregated across
its operations and locations.

The Company meets both the requirements under
Score 1.

Addendum to the 2016 Pilot Methodology

B.2.3 Integrating and Acting: Integrating assessment findings internally and

taking appropriate action

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company describes the processes to inte-
grate and act on the findings of its assessments
of human rights risks and impacts OR provides an
example of the specific conclusions reached and
actions taken or to be taken on at least one of its
salient human rights issues as a result of assess-
ment processes in at least one of its activities/
operations.

The Company also-providesanexampte-of-the-
i s hed-and-actionst

ahte ¢ | .
atteast-one-ofitsactivitiesfoperations meets both

of the requirements under Score 1.

Revised Indicator

The Company describes the processes to inte-
grate and act on the findings of its assessments
of human rights risks and impacts OR provides an
example of the specific conclusions reached and
actions taken or to be taken on at least one of its
salient human rights issues as a result of assess-
ment processes in at least one of its activities/
operations.

The Company meets both of the requirements
under Score 1.
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B.2.4 Tracking: Monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of actions to
respond to human rights risks and impacts

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company describes the system(s) for tracking
the actions taken in response to human rights risks
and impacts assessed and for evaluating whether
the actions have been effective or have missed key
issues or not produced the desired results OR also
provides an example of the lessons learned while
tracking the effectiveness of its actions on at least
one of its salient human rights issues as a result of
the due diligence process.

The Company alseprovides-an-example-of thetes-
I b king the-effecti ‘.
. I ‘ - e
. e of the-die-dil

meets both of the requirements under Score 1.

Revised Indicator

The Company describes the system(s) for tracking
the actions taken in response to human rights risks
and impacts assessed and for evaluating whether
the actions have been effective or have missed key
issues or not produced the desired results OR also
provides an example of the lessons learned while
tracking the effectiveness of its actions on at least
one of its salient human rights issues as a result of
the due diligence process.

The Company meets both of the requirements
under Score 1.

B.2.5 Communicating: Accounting for how human rights impacts are

addressed

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company describes the general criteria it uses
for deciding what to communicate to whom, when,

how as-welt-as-eany-criterie-for deciding-whennot

: . . " e
e » } " . £ ot

bt fie—third foxt " I
impeacts) OR describes how it ensures on an ongo-
ing basis that potentially affected stakeholders or
their legitimate representatives are able to access
and use the information communicated, inctuding
such as how it overcomes any language barriers,
literacy barriers, cultural barriers or physical barri-
ers to effectively communicating with them.

Revised Indicator

The Company describes the general criteria it uses
for deciding what to communicate to whom, when,
how OR describes how it ensures on an ongoing
basis that potentially affected stakeholders or their
legitimate representatives are able to access and
use the information communicated, such as how it
overcomes any language barriers, literacy barriers,
cultural barriers or physical barriers to effectively
communicating with them.
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B.2.2 Assessing: Assessment of risks and impacts identified (salient risks and

key industry risks)

B.2.3 Integrating and Acting: Integrating assessment findings internally and

taking appropriate action

B.2.4 Tracking: Monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of actions to
respond to human rights risks and impacts

Note: For companies to be awarded a score 1 in these indicators, the methodology requires a
description of the process undertaken by the company. For companies to be awarded a score 2
in these indicators, the methodology requires an example to be provided. However, it became

evident during the research and engagement phase that companies have focused their commu-
nications on showing examples or outputs of these processes rather than providing a descriptive

overview.

For these indicators, a score 1 is therefore awarded if a company either provides an example or

a description of the process. For a score 2 to be awarded a company needs to meet both require-

ments: showing an example and describing the process.

C.1 Grievance channels/mechanisms to receive complaints or concerns from

workers

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company indicates that it has one or more
channels/mechanisms, or participates in a shared
mechanism, accessible to all workers to raise com-
plaints/concerns;including-about-humeanrights
isstres related to the Company OR the Company
describes how it ensures the channel(s)/mecha-
nism(s) is/are accessible to all workers, including in
local languages.

The Company also discloses data about the prac-
tical operation of the channel(s)/mechanism(s),
such as the number of grievances about human
rights issues filed, addressed and or resolved;and
AND an evaluation of the effectiveness of the
channel(s)/mechanism(s).

Revised Indicator

The Company indicates that it has one or more
channels/mechanisms, or participates in a shared
mechanism, accessible to all workers to raise com-
plaints/concerns related to the Company OR the
Company describes how it ensures the channel(s)/
mechanism(s) is/are accessible to all workers,
including in local languages.

The Company also discloses data about the prac-
tical operation of the channel(s)/mechanism(s),
such as the number of grievances about human
rights issues filed, addressed or resolved AND an
evaluation of the effectiveness of the channel(s)/
mechanism(s).

Addendum to the 2016 Pilot Methodology

Score 2 - the Company also expects its suppliers to
¥ establish a channel(s)/mechanism(s) for workers to

raise complaints/concerns;inctuding-ebouthumean-
rights-isstes related to the supplier or their opera-
tions, and to convey the same expectation to their

suppliers OR those workers have access to the Com-
pany’s own channel(s)/mechanisms to raise com-
plaints/concerns about the Company’s suppliers.

Score 2 - the Company also expects its suppliers
to establish a channel(s)/mechanism(s) for work-

ers to raise complaints/concerns;inctuding-abott
humenrightsisstesrelated to the supplier or their

operations, and to convey the same expectation to
their suppliers OR those workers have access to the
Company’s own channel(s)/mechanisms to raise
complaints/concerns about the Company’s suppli-
ers.

i

@ Score 2 - the Company also expects its extractive
business partners to establish a channel(s)/mech-
anism(s) for workers to raise complaints/concerns;-
including-ebout-humean-rightsissuesrelated to the
extractives business partner or their operations
OR those workers have access to the Company’s
own channel(s)/mechanisms to raise complaints/
concerns about the Company’s extractive business
partners or their operations.

Score 2 - the Company also expects its suppliers to
¥ establish a channel(s)/mechanism(s) for workers to
raise complaints/concerns related to the supplier or
their operations, and to convey the same expecta-
tion to their suppliers OR those workers have access
to the Company’s own channel(s)/mechanisms to
raise complaints/concerns about the Company’s
suppliers.

Score 2 - the Company also expects its suppliers to
establish a channel(s)/mechanism(s) for workers to
raise complaints/concerns related to the supplier or
their operations, and to convey the same expecta-
tion to their suppliers OR those workers have access
to the Company’s own channel(s)/mechanisms to
raise complaints/concerns about the Company’s
suppliers.

i

@ Score 2 - the Company also expects its extractive
business partners to establish a channel(s)/mech-
anism(s) for workers to raise complaints/concerns
related to the extractives business partner or their
operations OR those workers have access to the
Company’s own channel(s)/mechanisms to raise
complaints/concerns about the Company’s extrac-
tive business partners or their operations.

18

C.2 Grievance channels/mechanisms to receive complaints or concerns from

external individuals and communities

The Company indicates that it has one or more
channel/mechanisms, or participates in a shared
mechanism, accessible to all external individuals
and communities who may be adversely impacted
by the Company (or individuals or organisations
acting on behalf of them or who are otherwise

in a position to be aware of adverse impacts) to
raise complaints/concerns, including about human
rights issues related to the Company, particularly
in high risk locations.

The Company describes how it ensures the chan-
nel(s)/mechanism(s) is accessible to all potentially
affected external stakeholders at all operations,
including in local languages.

Note: Due to an error in the design process of the CHRB Pilot Methodology, the score 1 and
score 2 criteria were inadvertently omitted. They have been reproduced above for the sake of
completeness (excluding the industry locks, which were included in the original document).
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D.1.1 Living wage

" D.1.1.a Living wage (in own agricultural operations)

+#* D.2.1.a Living wage (in own production or manufacturing operations)

+#* D.3.1 Living wage (in own extractive operations)

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company also indicates that it either has
met the targets or provides an explanation of
why these were not met and its progress toward
meeting the targets AND the targets are regular-
ly reviewed and negotiated with relevant trade
unions OR the Company demonstrates progress
towards determining achieving a living wage

for the regions where it operates, which includes
involvement of relevant trade unions.

Revised Indicator

The Company also indicates that it either has
met the targets or provides an explanation of
why these were not met and its progress toward
meeting the targets AND the targets are regular-
ly reviewed and negotiated with relevant trade
unions OR the Company demonstrates progress
towards achieving a living wage for the regions
where it operates, which includes involvement of
relevant trade unions.

D.1.3 Mapping and disclosing the supply chain

Note: The CHRB indicators are intended to focus on supply chain levels beyond the importer lev-
el. However, during the company research and engagement phase it became evident that there
is not a universal definition of what constitutes ‘tier one’.

As such, for the Apparel industry, the mapping would need to include manufacturing factories.
For the Agricultural Products industry, the mapping would need to include land holdings.

D.1.6 Freedom of association and collective bargaining

" D.1.6.a Freedom of association and collective bargaining (in own agricultural

operations)

5" D.2.6.a Freedom of association and collective bargaining (in own production

or manufacturing operations)

:#* D.3.3 Freedom of association and collective bargaining (in own extractive

operations)

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company commits to not interfering with the

Revised Indicator

The Company commits to not interfering with the
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right of workers to form or join trade unions and

to bargain collectively and puts in place measures
to prohibit any form of intimidation or retaliation
against workers seeking to exercise these rights OR
discloses the percentage of its workforce whose
terms and conditions of work are covered by collec-
tive bargaining agreements.

The Company atso-disctoses-the-percentageof-

meets both the requirements under Score 1.

right of workers to form or join trade unions and

to bargain collectively and puts in place measures
to prohibit any form of intimidation or retaliation
against workers seeking to exercise these rights OR
discloses the percentage of its workforce whose
terms and conditions of work are covered by collec-
tive bargaining agreements.

The Company meets both of the requirements
under Score 1.

E.3 The Company has taken appropriate action.

Original Indicator with Markup

The Company takes appropriate action to address
the alleged impact including through providing
remedy(ies) to the affected people OR by having
and-putting in place related management systems
to prevent such impacts depending on its ‘level

of involvement’ (whether causing, contributing or
directly linked - see next page) AND engages in a
dialogue with the stakeholders reportedly affected
in the allegation (or, if the Company is alleged to
be directly linked, it encourages its business rela-
tionship to do so).

If the Company denies the allegation, it-fulfitsre-

qtirementsunder Score-1-AND-is-abte to-deseribe-

hatactionsd It I "

bl ¥ including by .

itsmanagementsystems it engages in a dialogue
with the stakeholders reportedly affected in the
allegation (or, if the Company is alleged to be di-
rectly linked, it encourages its business relationship
to do so).

The Company futfits-altthe requirementsunder
Seore-1+-AND also provides evidence that it pro-

vides remedy(ies) that are satisfactory to the
victims AND provides evidence of having improved
its management systems to prevent such impacts

Revised Indicator

The Company takes appropriate action to address
the alleged impact including through providing
remedy(ies) to the affected people OR by having
in place related management systems to prevent
such impacts depending on its ‘level of involve-
ment’ (whether causing, contributing or directly
linked - see next page) AND engages in a dialogue
with the stakeholders reportedly affected in the
allegation (or, if the Company is alleged to be di-
rectly linked, it encourages its business relationship
to do so).

If the Company denies the allegation, it engages
in a dialogue with the stakeholders reportedly
affected in the allegation (or, if the Company is
alleged to be directly linked, it encourages its busi-
ness relationship to do so).

The Company also provides evidence that it
provides remedy(ies) that are satisfactory to the
victims AND provides evidence of having improved
its management systems to prevent such impacts
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from occurring egetin in future AND engages in
dialogue.

If the Company denies the allegation, itfulfils-the-

reqtiirementsunderScore-+AND-engagesinea-dia-
I th the stakehold cedhv affected
the-afteqation-{or—if-the-€ ol Lol

oo ctho inked it e b et

shipto-doso} it also provides evidence of having
improved its management systems to prevent such

impacts from occurring in future (the measures
depending upon the potential level of involvement,
whether causing, contributing or directly linked).

from occurring in future AND engages in dialogue.

If the Company denies the allegation, it also
provides evidence of having improved its man-
agement systems to prevent such impacts from
occurring in future (the measures depending upon
the potential level of involvement, whether caus-
ing, contributing or directly linked).
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