Corporate Human Rights Benchmark 2018 Company Scoresheet

Company Name
Industry
Overall Score (*)
Theme Score

Unilever
Agricultural Products (Supply Chain and Own Operations)
67.3 out of 100
Out of

For Theme

9.1

10

A. Governance and Policies

22.6

25

B. Embedding Respect and Human Rights Due Diligence

9.6

15

C. Remedies and Grievance Mechanisms

8.9

20

D. Performance: Company Human Rights Practices

8.8

20

E. Performance: Responses to Serious Allegations

8.5

10

F. Transparency

(*) Please note that any small differences between the Overall Score and the added total of Measurement Theme scores are due
to rounding the numbers at different stages of the score calculation process.
Please note also that the "Not met" labels in the Explanation boxes below do not necessarily mean that the company does not
meet the requirements as they are described in the bullet point short text. Rather, it means that the analysts could not find
information in public sources that met the requirements as described in full in the CHRB 2018 Methodology document. For
example, a "Not met" under "General HRs Commitment", which is the first bullet point for indicator A.1.1, does not necessarily
mean that the company does not have a general commitment to human rights. Rather, it means that the CHRB could not
identify a public statement of policy in which the company commits to respecting human rights.

Detailed assessment
A. Governance and Policies (10% of Total)
A.1 Policy Commitments (5% of Total)
Indicator Code

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

A.1.1

Commitment to
respect human
rights
2

A.1.2

Commitment to
respect the
human rights of
workers
2

The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: General HRs commitment: The Company indicates that 'we are committed
to respecting all internationally recognised human rights as relevant to our
operations' [Human rights policy statement: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: OECD: The Human rights policy statement states that 'we follow the OECD
Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises' [Human rights policy statement:
unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: ILO Core: The human rights policy states that 'we prohibit discrimination,
forced, trafficked, and child labour and are committed to safe and healthy working
conditions and the dignity of the individual. Also the right to freedom of association
and collective bargaining and effective information and consultation procedures'.
[Human rights policy statement: unilever.com]
• Met: All four ILO for AG suppliers: The responsible sourcing policy includes
explicit commitments and guidelines in relation to each ILO core [Responsible
sourcing policy, 2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: All four ILO Core: As explained above, the Company explicitly commits to
each ILO core element. [Human rights policy statement: unilever.com]

Indicator Code

A.1.3.a.AG

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

Commitment to
respect human
rights
particularly
relevant to the
industry - land
and natural
resources (AG)

2

A.1.3.b.AG

Commitment to
respect human
rights
particularly
relevant to the
industry people's rights
(AG)
0.5

A.1.4

Commitment to
engage with
stakeholders

2

• Met: Respect H&S of workers: In addition to the statement on the human rights
policy, the Company describes its commitment to health and safety in the code of
conduct [Code of business principles and code policies: unilever.com & Human
rights policy statement: unilever.com]
• Met: H&S applies to AG suppliers: The responsible sourcing policy includes
commitments and guidelines in health and safety [Responsible sourcing policy,
2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Respect land ownership and resources: The human rights policy statement
states that 'we recognise the importance of land rights. We are committed to the
principle of free, prior and informed consent, and support its implementation by
national authorities' [Human rights policy statement: unilever.com]
• Met: Respecting the right to water: Although the Company devotes a section on
its water activities to provide safe drinking water, recognising that water is a basic
human right, and has objectives on water use, no evidence found of a formal
commitment to respect the right to water. The Company, however, is a signatory to
the CEO water mandate and reports periodically to the initiative, which is a proxy
for this indicator. [CEO Water Mandate: ceowatermandate.org]
• Met: Expecting suppliers to respect these rights: The responsible sourcing policy
includes a commitment on land rights of communities, including indigenous
peoples. [Responsible sourcing policy, 2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: FPIC for all: In addition to the Human Rights Policy statement, the Human
Rights report states 'We are committed to the principle of free, prior and informed
consent (FPIC): the principle that a community has the right to give or withhold its
consent to proposed project that may affect the lands it customarily owns,
occupies or otherwise uses'. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com &
Human rights policy statement: unilever.com]
• Met: Respecting the right to water: As indicated above, the Company is a
signatory to the CEO water mandate and regularly reports to the initiative. [CEO
Water Mandate: ceowatermandate.org]
• Met: Expecting suppliers to respect these rights: The responsible sourcing policy
includes a commitment to land rights including mandatory requirements such as 'a
zero land grabbing policy is implemented'. The Sustainable agricultural code
includes ‘mandatory’, ‘expected’, and ‘leading’ practices for suppliers. In relation to
water, is ‘expected’ that ‘if no licence or permit is required, there must be evidence
that current rates of abstraction are acceptable to relevant authorities’, and is a
‘leading practice’ that ‘water harvesting and withdrawal are monitored, and
systems are in place to try, as far as practicable, to meet the needs of local
communities, other water users, as well as wildlife and ecosystems in the
catchment’. [Responsible sourcing policy, 2017: unilever.com & Sustainable
agriculture code: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Women's rights: The Human rights policy statement indicates that 'women
are integral to our business model and growth ambitions. We seek to manage and
grow socially responsible businesses where women participate on an equal basis.
We believe that women's rights and economic inclusion are priorities to win longterm. [Human rights policy statement: unilever.com & Opportuinities for women
on website: unilever.com]
• Not met: Expects suppliers to respect these rights: The Company is signatory to
the Women Empowerment Principles. In the context of land rights, the responsible
sourcing policy states that advancing to good practice includes that 'the right of
women to land ownership and access to land is recognised'.
Score 2
• Met: CEDAW/Women's Empowerment Principles: The Company indicates on its
website that 'we are a proud member of the UN Global Compact and a signatory to
the Women's Empowerment Principles, which we aim to implement throughout
our operations'
• Not met: Expecting suppliers to respect these rights: Although In the context of
land rights, the responsible sourcing policy states that advancing to good practice
includes that 'the right of women to land ownership and access to land is
recognised'.
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Commits to stakeholder engagement: The Company states in its Human
Rights Policy statement that 'we recognise the importance of dialogue with our

Indicator Code

A.1.5

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

Commitment to
remedy

1.5

A.1.6

Commitment to
respect the
rights of human
rights
defenders

1

employees, workers and external stakeholders who are or could potentially be
affected by our actions. We pay particular attention to individuals or groups who
may be at greater risk of negative human rights impacts due to their vulnerability
or marginalisation and recognise that women and men may face different risks’. It
also states that ‘we believe that working through external initiatives and
partnerships, for example with other industry, NGO, trade union, supplier and
other business partners, is often the best way to address shared challenges’.
[Human rights policy statement: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Regular stakeholder design engagement: In the human rights report, the
Company indicates that in addition to day-to-day interactions between its
leadership teams and union representatives in the factories, it has formal
consultations with unions. ‘We conduct a biannual consultation forum with the IUF
(International Union of Food, Agricultural Hotel, Restaurant, Catering, Tobacco and
Allied Workers’ Associations) and IndustriALL, a face-to-face engagement between
our senior industrial relations leaders and IUF leadership’. ‘Worker representatives
discuss local and global rights issues which then can be addressed by our senior
team; these discussions also give us a platform to communicate our own business
context, and ne policies and programmes that impact workers. We discuss rights
issues in our own operations, in joint ventures, and involving our suppliers. We also
focus on our key commodities such as palm oil and tea, and particularly on working
conditions for women in those sectors’. [Human rights progress report, 2017:
unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Commits to remedy: The Human rights statement indicates that 'we place
importance on the provision of effective remedy wherever human rights impacts
occur through company-based grievance mechanisms.'. [Human rights policy
statement: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Not met: Not obstructing access to other remedies
• Not met: Collaborating with other remedy initiatives: Although the Company
indicates in the context of strengthen its approach to human rights that 'working
through external initiatives and partnerships, for example with other industry,
NGO, trade union, supplier and other business partners, is often the best way to
address shared challenges', no evidence found of a specific commitment in relation
to not obstruct access to other remedies or collaborating in initiatives that
specifically provide access to remedy (FLA, OECD, etc.)'. [Human rights policy
statement: unilever.com]
• Met: Work with AG suppliers to remedy impacts: The responsible sourcing policy
states that, following a reported breach by a supplier, 'if remediation is required,
the supplier will devise and inform Unilever of their corrective action and
implementation plans and timeline to effectively and promptly resolve the breach'.
The Company reports an example of a supplier breach communicated through the
grievance mechanism (on health and safety), and how the Company engaged with
the supplier to implement a corrective action (the fail had led to a death).
[Responsible sourcing policy, 2017: unilever.com & Human rights progress report,
2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Zero tolerance attacks on HRs Defenders (HRDs): On its website, working
with others section, the Company states that 'we recognise increasing pressure and
insecurity for human rights defenders, including trade unionists. We do not
tolerate threats, intimidation, physical or legal attacks against human rights
defenders in relation to our operations'. [Working with others on human rights:
unilever.com]
Score 2
• Not met: Expects AG suppliers to reflect company HRD commitments

A.2 Policy Commitments (5% of Total)
Indicator Code

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

A.2.1

Commitment
from the top

2

The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: CEO or Board approves policy: The Company's code of business principles
includes the Group's policies on human rights and is prefaced and signed by the
CEO. [Code of business principles and code policies: unilever.com]

Indicator Code

A.2.2

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

Board
discussions

2

A.2.3

Incentives and
performance
management

2

• Met: Board level responsibility for HRs: The Company indicates in the Human
rights policy statement that 'our work in this area is overseen by the Unilever Chief
Executive Officer' and that 'Board-level oversight is provided by the Corporate
Responsibility Committee of Unilever PLC'. [Human rights policy statement:
unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Speeches/letters by Board members or CEO: The Company indicates that
the CEO signed up to the Evening Standards Stop Slavery Pledge and the CEO
participated in an expert panel. 'Paul Polman, the CEO of Unilever, emphasised the
importance of governments, companies and individuals working together to tackle
modern slavery'. [Evening Standard modern slavery panel: standard.co.uk]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Board/Committee review of salient HRs: The Corporate Responsibility
Committee holds quarterly meetings and 'the Committee's agenda covers
Unilever's Code of business principles, alongside litigation, occupational and
product safety, the USLP [Unilever Sustainable Living Plan, which includes women,
water, sustainable sourcing, fairness in the workplace, etc.]'. [Annual report and
accounts, 2017: unilever.com & Sustainable Living Plan on website: unilever.com]
• Met: Examples or trends re HR discussion: The Company indicates that 'In 2017
the Committee placed special emphasis on third-party compliance and was briefed
on how Unilever's programmes seek to ensure business integrity'. It also indicates
that 'At each meeting the Committee reviews an analysis of investigations into
non-compliance with the Code'. Finally, safety is also reviewed at each meeting.
Particularly on 2017 performance, the Committee reports that 'Improved
standards, enhanced qualifications for employees and a Safety to Win programme
for partners all contributed to safer manufacturing sites in 2017. Unilever's
approach which is based on the identification of risk, resulted in a 46% reduction
in process safety incidents versus 2016'. [Annual report and accounts, 2017:
unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Both examples and process
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Incentives for at least one board member: The long-term remuneration of
the Management Co-Investment Plan (MCIP) for the CEO includes as performance
measure against 'Unilever sustainability progress index' which will be based in an
assessment of progress against the targets of the USLP scorecard. USLP scorecard
includes sourcing 100% of procurement from suppliers meeting the mandatory
requirements of the sourcing policy, reducing workplace injuries and accidents and
indicators showing improvement in opportunities for women. [Annual report and
accounts, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: At least one key AG HR risk, beyond employee H&S: See above
Score 2
• Met: Performance criteria made public: The Annual report indicates that 'It is the
Committee's intention that management should be assessed against the progress
they make on the USLP as a whole, rather than selected components of it.
Accordingly, each year the Committee will determine a numerical rating for the
previous year's MCIP Sustainability Progress Index in the range of zero to 200%,
with 100% representing on-target performance'. It also states that 'Performance at
thresholds results in no matching shares being awarded, target performance
results in an award of 1.5 matching shares, up to a maximum award of 3x
matching shares'. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]

B. Embedding Respect and Human Rights Due Diligence (25% of Total)
B.1 Embedding Respect for Human Rights in Company Culture and Management Systems (10% of
Total)
Indicator Code

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

B.1.1

Responsibility
and resources
for day-to-day
human rights
functions

2

B.1.2

Incentives and
performance
management

2

B.1.3

Integration
with enterprise
risk
management

2

The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Senior responsibility fo HR (inc ILO): The latest human rights report refers to
the 2015 report, where it is stated that the CEO's work is 'supported by the
Unilever Leadership Executive - including the Chief Supply Chain Officer, Chief
Human Resources Officer, Chief Marketing and Communications Officer, Chief Legal
Officer- as well as the Chief Sustainability Officer and the Global Vice President for
Social Impact'. In the 2017 report it is indicated that the Company 'expanded the
role of the Global Vice President for Social Impact and moved it into our Supply
Chain function'. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com & Human rights
report 2015: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Day-to-day responsibility: As indicated in the Human rights report, 'The
Integrated Social Sustainability team dries Unilever's Human Rights strategy and
advocacy. The team focuses on our eight salient human right issues […] and
operates in the following way: Within integrated Social Sustainability, Social
Accountability focuses on working with our suppliers with the aim of creating truly
social […] sustainable supply chains'. 'Human Rights Stewardship focuses on
strategic human rights issues: helping the business address issues which we know
are endemic in global supply chains. Social Impact operationalises human rights
works on the ground'. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: Day-to-day responsibility in supply chain: See above [Human rights progress
report, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Senior manager incentives for human rights: The Annual report states that
'For 2,872 senior management employees, incentives have been simplified to
include fixed pay, a bonus percentage of fixed pay and long-term management coinvestment plan (MCIP) linked to financial and USLP performance'. The USLP is the
sustainability programme. USLP scorecard includes sourcing 100% of procurement
from suppliers meeting the mandatory requirements of the sourcing policy,
reducing workplace injuries and accidents and indicators showing improvement in
opportunities for women. [Annual report and accounts, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: At least one key AG HR risk, beyond employee H&S: As indicated above,
USLP scorecard includes sourcing 100% of procurement from suppliers meeting the
mandatory requirements of the sourcing policy, reducing workplace injuries and
accidents and indicators showing improvement in opportunities for women.
[Annual report and accounts, 2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Performance criteria made public: As indicated above, a fixed pay, a bonus
percentage of fixed pay and long-term management co-investment plan (MCIP)
linked to financial and USLP Performance are the incentives for 2,872 senior
management employees. [Annual report and accounts, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: HR part of enterprise risk system: Sustainability is included within the
general company risk management: 'There can be no assurance that sustainable
business solutions will be developed and failure to do so could limit Unilever's
growth and profit potential and damage our corporate reputation'. In this context,
the Company explains the main issues that are being handled (through the
sustainable living plan) including health, sustainable sourcing, fairness in the
workplace, water, and opportunities for women. [Annual report and accounts,
2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Audit Ctte or independent risk assessment: The Company discloses a
document that includes the objectives and processes of the Sustainability plans
including human rights (fairness in the workplace, opportunities for women, etc.)
that were assured by an external auditor. The measures included for external
review include review of policies and codes, training, risk assessments, remediation
and mitigation. [Basis of USLP measures selected for independent assurance:
unilever.com]

Indicator Code

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

B.1.4.a

Communication
/dissemination
of policy
commitment(s)
within
Company's own
operations

1

B.1.4.b

Communication
/dissemination
of policy
commitment(s)
to business
relationships

1.5

B.1.5

Training on
Human Rights

2

The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Communicates its policy to all workers in own operations: The Company
indicates that 'training and support are essential if we are to embed respect for
human rights across Unilever. We run a wide range of training on compliance and
integrity, and all our employees are trained on respect for human rights every three
years'. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Not met: Communication of policy commitments to stakeholder: Although the
Company has made its website accessible in different languages and has translated
its policies, it not clear how it reaches local communities and other potentially
affected stakeholders. It provides different cases of stakeholder engagement,
however, no evidence found of specific examples to make stakeholders aware of
the Company's policies on human rights (communicating the code to affected
stakeholders so they are aware of the Company's policies). [Understanding our
human rights impacts: unilever.com]
• Not met: How policy commitments are made accessible to audience: Although
the Company makes its website and policies available in different languages, it is
not clear how it ensure that the information communicated reaches its intended
audience. The Company provides examples of engagement with affected
stakeholders, however, no evidence found on examples of how it communicates its
policies in form and frequency that makes sure that is accessible to its intended
audience. [Advanced manufacturing centre construction site newsletter, 05/2017:
business-humanrights.org & Leeds COMAH, 10/08/2018: unilever.co.uk]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Steps to communicate policy commitments to BRs: The Company indicates
the following: 'We are committed to applying our RSP [Responsible Sourcing Policy]
to our entire supply chain […] By the end of 2016 approximately 6,000 suppliers
had joined our RSP programme, representing 67% of our procurement spend'. The
Company consulted wit some suppliers, including giving them the opportunity to
raise questions, and as a result it developed the RSP 2017. In addition, the
Company has a 'Responsible Business Partner Policy' which 'consists of the same
RSP fundamental principles' and it is 'focused on our downstream distribution
partners. Now deployed in over 104 countries'
• Met: Including to AG suppliers: The responsible sourcing policy expects the
following: 'The supplier has in place a code of conduct or responsible sourcing
policy for its direct suppliers, consistent with the requirements of this RSP. In
addition, there is a process to communicate this to all of its direct suppliers and to
monitor compliance by these direct suppliers'.
Score 2
• Met: How HR commitments made binding/contractual: The Company indicates in
the Human Rights report that 'Procurement contract include obligations with
respect to Responsible Sourcing. Commitment to the RSP [Responsible Sourcing
Policy] is attained through the Pledge for the lowest-risk suppliers or through the
completion of a self-assessment questionnaire. Those suppliers representing higher
risk will be required to undergo a third party audit'. [Human rights progress report,
2017: unilever.com]
• Not met: Including on AG suppliers: As indicated above, the Responsible sourcing
policy, suppliers have to have in place a code of conduct or responsible sourcing
policy for its direct suppliers. However, it is not clear whether it requires suppliers
to cascade the contractual or other binding requirements down the supply chain'.
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Trains all workers on HR policy commitments: The Human rights report
states that 'Training and support are essential if we are to embed respect for
human rights across Unilever. We run a wide range of training on compliance and
integrity, and all our employees are trained on respect for human rights every three
years. This training is supported by our new internal 'Integrated Social
Sustainability' online hub which contains our key policy publications and reports,
and best practice guidance documents'. The Company also provides more
information on specific training for senior managers. [Human rights progress
report, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: Trains relevant managers including procurement: The Company indicates
that in September and October 2017 it held a series of internal webinars on forced
labour focused on our Human Resources, Supply Chain, Procurement, Business
Integrity and Customer development employees. The first series helped employees
recognise forced labour, understand how and where workers are vulnerable to it

Indicator Code

B.1.6

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

Monitoring and
corrective
actions

1.5

B.1.7

Engaging
business
relationships

2

and what to do if it is identified. The second series focused on temporary and
migrant labour including the use of ethical recruitment agencies and the abolition
of worker fees'. The Company also reports specific training on human rights for
senior managers. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Both requirements under score 1 met: See above [Human rights progress
report, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Monitoring implementation of HR policy commitments: Regarding the
Company’s own operations, it states the following: We are continuing to align our
own factories with our Responsible Sourcing policy, using independent external onsite audits determined from a risk-based perspective. In 2016 we assessed 11
Unilever manufacturing sites, with other assessments continuing. All our factories
will be integrated into the same monitoring system as our suppliers’. The Company
also describes how it monitors its supply chain, as described below.
• Met: Monitoring AG suppliers: In relation to the supply chain, the Human rights
report indicates that ‘Alongside our URSA (Understanding Responsible Sourcing
Audit) standard, we now recognise SMETA (Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit)
audits’. It also indicates that ‘suppliers who represent the lowest risk, volume and
value with Unilever, will be managed through a ‘de minimis’ approach based on
suppliers’ self-declarations. All other companies not included in these approaches
will continue to go through the risk based full self-assessment and auditing
requirements of our programme’. [Human rights progress report, 2017:
unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Describes corrective action process: The Company indicates that ‘within our
own operations we track reported issues through code breaches, grievances
reporting and engagement with worker representatives, supported by regular
training and monitoring’. ‘Our Procurement function monitors compliance levels
and prioritises where intervention is needed, working with suppliers to ensure
effective remediation. We track and verify that corrective action plans have been
implemented within the agreed timelines: this requires confirmation from the
auditor that the action has effectively addressed the relevant non-conformance.
For the most serious key incidents, we have a more active, direct participation in
agreeing the corrective actions with the supplier and following up on these’. It also
discloses a chart with the audit process and explains timescales for remediation.
The Company discloses the total number of incidents in 2015 and 2016 by key
salient human rights issue and by country. The most severe level of non-compliance
is classified as ‘key incidents’ and there were 888 in 2015 & 2016. They are broken
down by topic. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: Example of corrective action: The Human rights report describes different
examples. One case refers to a Saudi Arabian supplier withholding passports: ‘Our
Social Accountability team spoke to the supplier and they agreed to provide the
workers with a letter, in the workers’ own language, to ensure the management
and workers understand and agree that providing their documents was on a
voluntary basis and only for safe keeping. A process was then put in place to ensure
that any worker could have their documents returned to them (for any reason)
within 24 hours, and without requiring the request to be routed through their line
manager’.
• Not met: Discloses % of supply chain monitored
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: HR affects selection of suppliers: The Company indicates that 'both raw
material and finished goods suppliers and service suppliers are subject to our
Positive Assurance and Supplier Qualification process. Suppliers are thereafter subdivided according to risk (based on externally sourced matrices) which determines
the need to undergo an audit by a third party or only to complete the selfassessment questionnaire. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: HR affects on-going supplier relationships: The Human rights report states
that 'suppliers who are able to complete the qualification process, or those that are
unable to close out no-conformances, follow through our escalation, review and
sign-off procedure. For such cases, we look at the mitigating circumstances for that
supplier, their plans to close any shortcomings, and the time-frame needed in order
to consider ongoing supply. The supplier's circumstances are reviewed formally by
the Procurement Business Integrity Committee, who either approve on-going
sourcing or enforce the de-listing of the supplier. Where a serious human rights
issue is identified in an existing supplier, efforts are focused on effective

Indicator Code

B.1.8

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

Approach to
engagement
with potentially
affected
stakeholders

1

remediation of non-conformances with e supplier within a reasonable time-frame,
before considering de-listing'. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Both requirement under score 1 met
• Met: Working with suppliers to improve performance: The Company indicates
that uses its policy to engage suppliers in working towards achieving leading
practices. We expect suppliers to work with us and to make progress over time
from the 'mandatory requirements' onward to 'good' and 'best practices'. We
review and update this guidance regularly, working wit suppliers and external
experts to share examples of best practice'.
The Human rights report contains examples of working to improve performance,
for instance, in relation to wages: 'we have worked with suppliers to help them
better understand the legal requirements, including the requirement that minimum
wage cannot be paid in kind. Since some suppliers were incorrectly including items
such as subsidise food and shoes in minimum wage calculations, we worked to
ensure suppliers corrected calculations' [Human rights progress report, 2017:
unilever.com & Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Stakeholder process or systems: In the 2017 Human rights report the
Company refers to the 2015 report in relation to how it engages with stakeholders
on human rights. In that report it describes the 'right-holder and stakeholder
engagement' which include dialogue with suppliers: ‘where our suppliers feel able
actively to raise issues so we can work together to share best practices and respond
to challenges as they emerge. To keep the lines of communication open, our
procurement mangers work directly with suppliers to help identify risks and
remediate gaps in policies and practices’. One of the key issues is sexual
harassment in the supply chain, where company reports engagement carried out
with workers. [Human rights report 2015: unilever.com]
• Met: Frequency and triggers for engagement: In the 2017 Human rights report
the Company refers to the 2015 report in relation to how it engages with
stakeholders on human rights. That report states that as part of identification
process of its salient human rights, it has a process to identify potentially affected
stakeholders. The 'process began with an internal, cross functional workshop
facilitated by SHIFT (non-profit centre for business and human rights practices).
Following the UN Guiding Principles approach, we looked at a range of potential
human rights impacts resulting from the types of activities we are involved in, and
prioritised those likely to be the most severe were they to occur, based on how
grave the impacts to the rights-holder could be, how widespread they are and how
difficult it would be to remedy any resulting harm’.
• Met: Workers in SC engaged: The Company reports engagement carried out with
workers in the supply chain including consultation, surveys and initiatives
developed in collaboration with affected stakeholders.
Score 2
• Not met: Analysis of stakeholder views and company's actions on them: However,
the Company reports on the analysis of views of workers in the supply chain
affected by cases of harassment. [Human rights progress report, 2017:
unilever.com]

B.2 Human Rights Due Diligence (15% of Total)
Indicator Code

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

B.2.1

Identifying:
Processes and
triggers for
identifying
human rights
risks and
impacts

2

The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Identifying risks in own operations: As described below, the Company has a
clear global system.
• Met: Identifying risks in AG suppliers
Score 2
• Met: Ongoing global risk identification: In the 2017 human rights report, the
Company refers to the 2015 report in relation to the process it follows: 'this
process began with an internal, cross functional workshop facilitated by Shift.
Following the UN Guiding principles approach, we looked at a range of potential
human rights impacts resulting from the types of activities we are involved in, and
prioritised those likely to be the most severe were they to occur, based on how
grave the impacts to the rights-holder could be, how widespread they are and how
difficult it would be to remedy any resulting harm'. [Human rights report 2015:
unilever.com & Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]

Indicator Code

B.2.2

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

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

2

B.2.3

B.2.4

Integrating and
Acting:
Integrating
assessment
findings
internally and
taking
appropriate
action
Tracking:
Monitoring and
evaluating the
effectiveness of
actions to

2

2

• Met: In consultation with stakeholders: The Company indicates that 'we drew on
previous conversations with external bodies such as the World Economic Forum
Human Rights Global Agenda Council, the Global Social Compliance Programme,
AIM-PROGRESS, the UN Global Compact and others at the core of policy
implementation'. The process also demanded 'integration of an understanding of
the perspectives of affected stakeholders and verification with expert stakeholders
of the salient issues identified'. [Human rights report 2015: unilever.com & Human
rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: In consultation with HR experts: See above
• Met: Triggered by new circumstances: The Company indicates that it has created
new guidance on mergers and acquisitions to help engaging in potential mergers
during due diligence. The reasons for this guidance include that 'companies we
partner with or acquire may have different human rights policies and processes in
place that our own' and 'we may inherit human rights issues through acquisitions,
including the responsibility to provide remedy to people harmed'. [Human rights
progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: Explains use of HRIAs or ESIA (inc HR): The Company indicates that it
monitors its due diligence through HRIA 'which include on-site visits by third-party
experts who engage and consult rights-holders and other stakeholders. The results
of the HRIAs enable us to adapt our due diligence processes and sourcing decisions.
In 2016 it commissioned a HRIA for own operations and value chain in Myanmar in
order to identify impacts on 'local right-holders, including workers, their families
and other community members'. [Human rights progress report, 2017:
unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Salient risk assessment (and context): The Company indicates in the 2015
Human rights report that human rights impacts assessments are 'core to our
efforts'. 'In assessing human rights impacts, we include data from other external
sources such as governments, international agencies and risk organisations, which
help us monitor changes to hum rights situations in the countries where we
operate. We can then adapt our due diligence processes and sourcing decisions
accordingly'. Finally, it indicates that the priorities for the next years [in 2015] it will
continue to focus o key geographical areas carrying out further HRIAs including
Myanmar. The Company reports the assessment in Myanmar in the 2017 human
rights export. The Company discloses which are its salient risks and the human
rights report focus on how it deals with them. [Human rights report 2015:
unilever.com]
• Met: Public disclosure of salient risks: In addition to disclosing its salient issues
(discrimination, fair wages, forced labour, freedom of association, harassment,
health and safety, land rights and working hours) and how it acts in relation to
them, in different operations, the Company also reports on assessments carried
out in specific locations. In Myanmar, the HRIA 'uncovered regular patters of
discriminatory practices within some suppliers in our extended supply chain'. In
addition, during the assessment of the harvesting of palm sugar activity, 'children
were found to be working alongside their parents as they prepared palm juice,
whilst palm sugar tree climbers were using unsafe homemade ladders to pick the
fruit'. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Both requirements under score 1 met
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Action Plans to mitigate risks: The Company has published Human Rights
Report where it explains its general approach and devotes a section for each of the
8 salient issues they identified. For each salient human rights issue, the Company
has disclosed actions taken, initiatives/project implemented, progress where
relevant and some actual examples including both owned operations and supply
chain. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: Example of Actions decided
• Met: Including in AG supply chain
Score 2
• Met: Both requirements under score 1 met
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: System to check if Actions are effective: The Human rights report indicates
that ‘the ability to track and monitor issues is a vital part of measuring progress in
remediation and addressing grievances’. ‘Within our own operation we track
reported issues through code breaches, grievances reporting and engagement with

Indicator Code

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation
respond to
human rights
risks and
impacts

B.2.5

Communicating
: Accounting for
how human
rights impacts
are addressed

1.5

worker representatives, supported by regular training and monitoring’. ‘To assist
tracking in our extended supply chain, in 2017 we created an Integrated Social
Sustainability Dashboard giving the number of non-conformances for each
fundamental principle of the RSP’. It then uses information on salient issues
hotspots ‘allowing use to prioritise, build guidance produce webinars, and support
regions where the need is greatest’. [Human rights progress report, 2017:
unilever.com]
• Met: Lessons learnt from checking effectiveness: The Company describes several
examples of lessons learned in its Human Rights Report and Oxfam's study of
Unilever in Vietnam. [Labour rights in Vientam (Unilever's progress and systemic
challanges): oxfam.org]
Score 2
• Met: Both requirement under score 1 met
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Comms plan re identifying risks: The Company demonstrates through their
human rights reports how it has a process to identify human rights risks and
impacts, as shown in B.1.1. [Human rights report 2015: unilever.com & Human
rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: Comms plan re assessing risks: The Company demonstrates through its
human rights reports how it has assessed risks including through HRIAS and
discloses the human rights salient issues it faces. It devotes a section to explain
each issue. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com & Human rights
report 2015: unilever.com]
• Met: Comms plan re action plans for risks: The Company describes in its human
rights report its general approach and devotes a section for each salient issue,
including actions taken, initiatives/projects implemented and examples including
both owned operations and supply chain. [Human rights progress report, 2017:
unilever.com]
• Met: Comms plan re reviewing action plans: The Company indicates in the human
rights report that ‘within our own operations we track reported issues through
code breaches, grievance reporting and engagement with worker representatives,
supported by regular training and monitoring’. To assist tracking supply chain it
created a Sustainability Dashboard which allows using information on salient issues
hotspots, ‘allowing prioritising, build guidance, produce webinars, and support
regions where the need is the greatest’. It also provides examples of lesson learned
in the human rights report and the Oxfam’s study of Unilever in Vietnam. [Human
rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com & Labour rights in Vientam (Unilever's
progress and systemic challanges): oxfam.org]
• Met: Including AG suppliers: All the information mentioned in the different
processes described above cover both company's owned operations and supply
chain. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com & Human rights report
2015: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Responding to affected stakeholders concerns: The Company has a palm oil
grievance procedure. It discloses a chart containing all the steps followed and how
the grievance raiser is invited to participate and notified of outcomes. Although no
evidence found on responses to specific human rights concerns in this context, the
Company provided evidence of how it has responded to concerns in Kodaikanal,
India, in relation to safety issues regarding an old thermometer factory, and how it
has responded to a case of allegations of sexual harassment of female workers in
Kericho. [Engaging our palm oil suppliers: unilever.com & Kericho Tea States:
unilever.com]
• Not met: Ensuring affected stakeholders can access communications: Although
the Company provides evidences of how it has responded to specific human rights
concerns, no details found on how affected stakeholders and their representatives
were able to access to any communications or updates in relation to the cases.
[Kericho Tea States: unilever.com]

C. Remedies and Grievance Mechanisms (15% of Total)
Indicator Code

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

C.1

Grievance
channel(s)/mec
hanism(s) to
receive
complaints or
concerns from
workers

2

C.2

Grievance
channel(s)/mec
hanism(s) to
receive
complaints or
concerns from
external
individuals and
communities
2

C.3

C.4

Users are
involved in the
design and
performance of
the
channel(s)/mec
hanism(s)

Procedures
related to the
mechanism(s)/c
hannel(s) are
publicly
available and
explained

1

0.5

The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Channel accessible to all workers: The Company states that ‘we offer both
internal and external channels for raising concerns confidentially via our 24/7
hotline or our online reporting tool’ The Company also discloses ‘In 2017 we
switched to a new third-party service provider for our hotline and online reporting
solution’. The Company also states that it provided training and organised global
awareness programmes on how concerns can be raised. [Human rights progress
report, 2017: unilever.com & Grievance website (independent):
app.convercent.com]
Score 2
• Met: Number grievances filed, addressed or resolved: In the Human rights report
the Company indicates that it investigated and closed 606 reports received. Of
these 218 were confirmed breaches. All these were related to the 'Respect, Dignity
and Fair Treatment Code Policy' which is the part of the Company's code covering
human rights. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com & Code of
business principles and code policies: unilever.com]
• Met: Channel is available in all appropriate languages: The website is available in
49 different languages. [Grievance website (independent): app.convercent.com]
• Met: Opens own system to AG supplier workers: The Human rights report states
that 'external parties, including each one of our suppliers and their workers in our
extended supply chain, can also use or global Code Breach process. We encourage
suppliers to contact us if they are concerned about any aspect of our Responsible
Sourcing Policy.' [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Grievance mechanism for community: As indicated in the Human rights
report, 'external parties including each one of our suppliers and their workers in
our extended supply chain' can also use the global Code Breach process. It also
indicates in the 2015 Human Rights report that grievance mechanisms in
certification programmes provide 'a channel for workers to address and seek
remedy to non-conformance issues'. The Company, for instance, discloses its
grievance procedure for 'sustainable palm oil'. [Human rights progress report,
2017: unilever.com & Improving visibility of our supply chain: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Describes accessibility and local languages: The public website containing
grievance channels is available in 49 languages. [Grievance website (independent):
app.convercent.com]
• Not met: Expects AG supplier to have community grievance systems: Evidence
found in the RSP refers only for suppliers' workers to complain.
• Met: AG supplier communities use global system: The channel to make complains
is publicly available and the Company indicates in the Human rights report that
external parties can use the global Code Breach process. [Human rights progress
report, 2017: unilever.com & Grievance website (independent):
app.convercent.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Engages users to create or assess system: The Company indicates that ‘We
analyse results of investigations, market assessments and audit findings to identify
trends and opportunities for improvement. We act on feedback from users of our
Code breach channels in order to improve the system. We engage with thought
leaders and peer companies to understand and aspire to best practices’. [Business
integrity, 13/05/2018: unilever.com]
• Not met: Description of how they do this
Score 2
• Not met: Engages with users on system performance
• Not met: Provides user engagement example on performance
• Not met: AG suppliers consult users in creation or assessment
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Response timescales: Although the Company indicates that it aims 'to
complete investigations within 60 days' no further details found, such as time to
acknowledge receipt, updates to the complainant, etc. [Business integrity,
09/08/2018: unilever.com]
• Not met: How complainants will be informed: The Company indicates that
‘Business Integrity Committees for relevant geographies oversee investigations into

Indicator Code

C.5

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

Commitment to
non-retaliation
over
complaints or
concerns made
1.5

C.6

Company
involvement
with Statebased judicial
and nonjudicial
grievance
mechanisms

0.5

C.7

Remedying
adverse
impacts and
incorporating
lessons learned

1.5

alleged breaches of the Code of Business Principles, and local aspects of the
implementation of Unilever’s third party compliance programme. Members
typically include the Country Chairman, and Heads of Finance, Human Resources,
Supply Chain, Customer Development and Legal’. ‘Our local Business Integrity
Officers assist our markets and local Business Integrity Committees in carrying out
these responsibilities’.
Score 2
• Met: Escalation to senior/independent level: The Company states that every
country Chairman is accountable for business integrity in their market. Business
Integrity Committees (which typically include the Country Chairman). ‘Our local
Business Integrity officers assist our markets and local Business Integrity
Committees in carrying out these responsibilities Complaints and concerns from
both employees and third parties at both the individual and community level can
be escalated to senior levels of the business as necessary’. [Business integrity,
13/05/2018: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Public statement prohibiting retaliation: The Company's code includes a
commitment to 'ensure that anyone who raises concern, or highlights potential or
actual breaches, receives support and respect and there is no retaliation against
them'. [Code of business principles and code policies: unilever.com]
• Met: Practical measures to prevent retaliation: The channel is operated by a third
party and the Company also confirms on its website that 'we offer a variety of
internal and external reporting solutions for raising concerns in confidence,
anonymously if required'. [Business integrity, 13/05/2018: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Not met: Has not retaliated in practice
• Met: Expects AG suppliers to prohibit retaliation: The Responsible Sourcing Policy
requires from suppliers that 'Grievance mechanism channels are widely
communicated and guarantee the confidentiality of any complainant (if so desired)
and prohibit retaliation [Responsible sourcing policy, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Won't impede state based mechanisms: The Company states that ‘we
encourage individuals and communities to raise any concerns with us directly. On
occasions where they feel they aren’t able to do this, we would never seek to
impede access to state-based judicial or non-judicial mechanisms for those who
feel human rights have been impacted, and would aim to co-operate as required
with competent authorities in investigating or adjudicating alleged human rights
impacts’ [Advancing human rights in our own operations: unilever.com]
• Not met: Complainants not asked to waive rights
Score 2
• Met: Will work with state based or non judicial mechanisms: The Company
indicates that it support the OECD Guidelines for MNEs ‘which provide voluntary
principles and standards for responsible business conduct in a variety of areas,
including employment and industrial relations’. Then it describes the OECD’s
conciliation process and reports a couple of cases of complaints that were referred
to the OECD contact points. [Understanding our human rights impacts:
unilever.com]
• Met: Example of issue resolved (if applicable): The Company reports four cases
that were brought to its attention by the IUF (international Union of Food,
Agricultural…), included the topics discussed. 'The unions referred to their
complaints to the OECD's National Contact Points in the UK and Turkey for
investigation. Each of these cases was resolved. Since these cases we have
implemented a range of action across our business, including the development of
guidelines and training a review of our use of contract labour, and more dialogue
with stakeholders' [Understanding our human rights impacts: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Describes how remedy has been provided: The Company reports the cases
of Kericho, Kenya, where there were allegations of ‘sexual harassment of female
workers’. ‘Allegations were investigated and an extensive independent review
made six recommendations to improve the gender balance within the Team Leader
community and the grievance handling system. Unilever fully accepted these
recommendations which were implemented immediately’. The Company reports
that it has focused on the prevention of incidents and in improving the grievance
and reporting procedures. It also discloses the work that has been doing since then

Indicator Code

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation
in relation to this case. It also provides another example case. [Kericho Tea States:
unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Changes introduced to stop repetition: Following this particular case,
improvement measures were implemented. Among other improvements, it reports
that it revised the grievance process to improve the confidential ethics channel and
all Kenyan, Tanzanian and Ugandan-based employees can choose to speak with a
Kiswahili speaker. Since 2013 we have worked with the hotline service provider to
improve the quality of reporting and the time taken to connect a caller to the
appropriate language. It also indicates that carried out an independent survey to
identify factors and conditions than enhance safety and that it has implemented
the recommendations made following the survey ‘resulting in a substantial
improvement in the way sexual harassment issues are addressed’. Other
improvements are also explained. [Kericho Tea States: unilever.com]
• Not met: Approach to learning from incident to prevent future impacts
• Not met: Evaluation of the channel/mechanism: The Company reports activities
carried out to improve and prevent this type of situations. In the different Human
rights reports it reports actions carried out and that reviewed the measures that it
has implemented in Kenya since the 2013 to improve safety. However, no evidence
found in relation to an evaluation of the effectiveness of the grievance
processes/mechanisms. [Kericho Tea States: unilever.com & Human rights progress
report, 2017: unilever.com]

D. Performance: Company Human Rights Practices (20% of Total)
Indicator Code

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

D.1.1.a

Living wage (in
own
agricultural
operations)

1.5

The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Living wage target timeframe: The Company indicates that 'in 2016 we
announced that we had set an ambition that none of our 169,000 direct employees
would be below a living wage by 2020. In 2017 we had further reduced the number
of our employees being paid below a living wage to 6,458 in 25 countries. We also
brought forward or living wage ambition to 2018'. [Human rights progress report,
2017: unilever.com]
• Met: Describes how living wage determined: The Human rights report indicates
that 'We have continued our work with the independent Fair Wage Network and
use their global living wage database to monitor our own operations'. The process
is described in the 2015 Human rights report where the Company indicates that it
created a 'Framework for Fair Compensation'. To define fair wages it engaged with
the 'Fair Wage Network' to conduct a review of entry-level wages in our factories
against a variety of fair wages indicators […] the next step is to set up independent
benchmarks, identify gaps, address these gaps and establish a framework for fair
compensation'. It also indicates that 'we recognise the critical role that collective
bargaining agreements play in setting and promoting fair wages'. Finally, 'to guide
our learning and engagement on this topic, we are collaborating with several
experts, including Oxfam. We are also engaging with trade unions locally though
the collective bargaining process'. [Human rights progress report, 2017:
unilever.com & Human rights report 2015: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Not met: Paying living wage: Although the Company shows improvements each
year, including paying above living wage in employees in tea sector, and has
brought forward its target to 2018, it has not achieved paying the living wage
throughout the Company yet. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com &
Fairness in the workplace fair compensation, 09/08/2017: unilever.com]
• Met: Definition of living wage reviewed with unions: The Company indicates that
'We compile annual status progress reports against the standards of our framework
in each country, and where employees are identified as below the living wage
benchmark, put remediation plans in place'. As indicated above, benchmarks are
set in place with the Fair Wage Network and use their database to monitor how
they are going. 'One of our focus areas is the need for more data relating to
rural/agricultural living wage levels and we are discussing with the Fair Wage
Network and certification organisations'. As indicated above, in engagement in this
topic the company collaborates with several organisations, including trade unions
through collective bargaining [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com &
Human rights report 2015: unilever.com]

Indicator Code

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

D.1.1.b

Living wage (in
the supply
chain)

1

D.1.2

Aligning
purchasing
decisions with
human rights

0

D.1.3

Mapping and
disclosing the
supply chain
1

The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Living wage in supplier code or contracts: The Responsible sourcing policy
(RSP) includes mandatory requirements and guidance to advance towards good
and best practice. Guidelines include a ‘living wage approach to fair compensation’
which includes basics and discretionary income and ‘A best practice fair
compensation system is in place for all workers. This system ‘regularly assesses and
adjusts their pay according to the cost of living, basic needs, discretionary income,
relevant market benchmarks and enterprise performance, and engages in regular
social dialogue on compensation questions’. [Responsible sourcing policy, 2017:
unilever.com]
• Not met: Improving living wage practices of suppliers: The Company provides an
example of working with suppliers in the tea industry that helped to narrow the
gap between current wages by 20%. However, no evidence found in relation to a
broader approach of work carried out with suppliers to improve their living wage
practices. It states that will work with suppliers using and awareness-raising and
capacity-building approach, although no evidence found on the actual work carried
out. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Not met: Both requirements under score 1 met
• Not met: Provides analysis of trends in progress made: The Company provides
charts comparing non-conformances per salient issue and per country. One of the
issues compared for the period 2015-2016 is 'fair wages'. However, given that it
measures non-compliance cases, it is not clear whether it measures improvement
towards living wage or cases of non-compliance with wage audit requirements.
[Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Not met: Avoids business model pressure on HRs (purchasing practices)
• Not met: Positive incentives to respect human rights (purchasing practices): The
Company indicates that sustainable certification allows farmers to sell their
produce at premium price while ensuring they adopt sustainable agricultural and
business practices and helps Unilever to se cure more sustainable products
(includes example of palm oil, tea, etc.). However, it is not clear whether the
Company actively seeks purchasing practices to actively encourage its business
relationships to act with respect for human rights. It provides an example an
initiative carried out to improve the access of women to training & skills through
‘premium prices for suppliers who invest in farmer training and provide quality
planting material, such as high-yield seeds’. But no evidence found on a wide
approach to general purchasing practices in this sense.
Score 2
• Not met: Both requirements under score 1 met
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Identifies suppliers back to manufacturing sites (factories or fields): The
Company indicates that 'we are focused on making our supply chain transparent
and traceable' and is committed to apply the RSP to the entire supply chain. In
addition, the sustainable agriculture code includes as an expected requirement that
'suppliers must have a system in place to enable traceability back to the farm or
field of origin'. [Sustainable agriculture code: unilever.com & Human rights
progress report, 2017: unilever.com]

Indicator Code

D.1.4.a

D.1.4.b

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

Child labour:
Age verification
and corrective
actions (in own
agricultural
operations)

0.5

Child labour:
Age verification
and corrective
actions (in the
supply chain)

1.5

D.1.5.a

Forced labour:
Debt bondage
and other
unacceptable
financial costs
(in own
agricultural
operations)

0.5

Score 2
• Not met: Discloses significant parts of SP and why: The Company has disclosed an
interactive map of around 1,400 mills and discloses a document with details of all
the mills locations and a list of its palm oil suppliers (without addresses). Finally,
the Company also discloses a map that shows dedicated projects with smallholder
farmers. In relation to the importance of mapping this part of the supply chain, the
Company indicates that ‘the palm oil supply chain is long and complex, with the
palm oil changing hands many times before it reaches our factories. The fruit is
grown on plantations where farmers sell their produce to middle men and agents.
They in turn supply it to a mill where the fruit bunches are processed. Next it is
transported via traders to refineries for further processing. Only after this point
does it enter our direct supply chain. Transparency and traceability are important
as we can only effectively address the systemic issues associated with how palm oil
is cultivated and produced – such as deforestation and human rights abuses – if we
know exactly where the problems are’. However, it is not clear is Palm Oil is the
most important part of the company's supply chain. [Improving visibility of our
supply chain: unilever.com & Palm oil supply chain transparency on website,
09/08/2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Does not use child labour: The Company's code states that 'we will not use
any form of forced, compulsory, trafficked or child labour'. Specifically on child, it
says that Unilever companies must not 'use child labour, i.e. individuals under the
age of 15 or under the local legal minimum working age or mandatory schooling
age, whichever is higher'. [Responsible sourcing policy, 2017: unilever.com]
• Not met: Age verification of applicants and workers
Score 2
• Not met: Remediation if children identified
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Child Labour rules in codes or contracts: The RSP establishes requirements
for suppliers in relation to fight child labour: 'An employment policy is in place
specifying the minimum age for employment, together with effective procedures
and means of age verification to implement this policy’. In addition ‘responsible
remedial measures are immediately implemented whenever any breach of that
policy is identified’. [Responsible sourcing policy, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: How working with suppliers on child labour: The Company provides
different examples of collaboration, including working with Rainforest alliance to
promote and evaluate Sustainable Agricultural Standards that prohibit child labour,
establishing alliance with a supplier and save the children to improve opportunities
for children in vanilla farming communities, and supporting young workers with
training and help to improve their practices and encourage them to work in the
cocoa sector. However, in order to achieve this subindicator, evidence is needed of
specific work carried out by the Company or on its behalf with suppliers to
eliminate child labour and improve working conditions for young workers
employed by suppliers. [Support vanilla farming communities (children):
unilever.com & Financial and social literacy for young Cocoa Farmers: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Both requirements under score 1 met: as above
• Not met: Analysis of trends in progress made
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Not met: Pays workers in full and on time: The Company's framework for fair
compensation covers 'our own direct employees'. It states that 'employees receive
their compensation regularly, in full and on time'. No specific evidence found in
relation to not requiring workers to pay work related fees or costs, although it
explains in the human rights progress report that it is making 'progress towards
removing the payment of recruitment fees across our business and extended
supply chain'. [Framework for fair compensation, 12/2015: unilever.com & Human
rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: Payslips show any legitimate deductions: The Company's 'Framework for fair
compensation', in relation the compensation being open and explainable states
that 'employees have sufficient information to understand how their compensation
package is calculated, what amounts to expect and how they will receive these
amounts'. The document indicates that one of the fundamental reward principles is
that 'all elements of reward will be Open, Fair, Consistent and Explainable'.
[Framework for fair compensation, 12/2015: unilever.com]

Indicator Code

D.1.5.b

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

Forced labour:
Debt bondage
and other
unacceptable
financial costs
(in the supply
chain)

1.5

D.1.5.c

Forced labour:
Restrictions on
workers (in
own
agricultural
operations)

0

D.1.5.d

Forced labour:
Restrictions on
workers (in the
supply chain)
1.5

Score 2
• Not met: How these practices are implemented and monitored for agencies,
labour brokers or recruiters: The Company indicates that in 2017 it held a series of
internal webinars on forced labour focused on human resources, supply chain,
procurement, business integrity and customer development employees. The
second series of webinars ‘focused on temporary and migrant labour including the
use of ethical recruitment agencies and the abolition of worker fees’. In addition, it
indicates that in the context of the Consumer Goods Forum, it helped to create the
‘Leadership Group for Responsible Recruitment, which focuses on promoting
ethical recruitment’, which has lead to ‘progress towards removing the payment of
recruitment fees across our business and extended supply chain’. However, no
evidence found on the measures/monitoring carried out regarding its own
operations. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Debt and fees rules in codes or contracts: The RSP includes the following
requirement: 'Workers should not be required to pay a fee in connection with
obtaining employment (including migrant workers or recruited workers supplied
through an agency). Suppliers should be responsible for payment of all fees and
expenses. Workers are not required to pay deposits in relation to their
employment’. [Responsible sourcing policy, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: How working with suppliers on debt & fees: The Company indicates that in
the context of the Consumer Goods Forum, it helped to create the Leadership
Group for Responsible Recruitment, which ‘focuses on promoting ethical
recruitment’. The outcomes include ‘promotion of ethical recruitment practices’
and ‘progress towards removing the payment of recruitment fees across our
business and extended supply chain’. The Company has carried out training with
approximately 1,000 suppliers on ‘eradicating forced labour and responsible
management of migrant labour, including those in our extended supply chain’. One
of the next steps will be to ‘implement responsible recruitment best practices
including the elimination of worker employment fees’.
Score 2
• Met: Both requirements under score 1 met
• Not met: Analysis of trends in progress made: Although the Company indicates
that there has been 'progress toward removing the payment of recruitment fees
across our business and extended supply chain', no further details found on trends
showing performance. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Not met: Does not retain documents or restrict movement: The Code states that
Unilever companies must not 'use, or permit to be used, forced or compulsory or
trafficked labour. We have a zero tolerance of forced labour'. However, no specific
evidence found in relation to workers personal documents or freedom of
movement or accommodation. [Code of business principles and code policies:
unilever.com]
Score 2
• Not met: How these practices are monitored for agencies, labour brokers or
recruiters: The Company indicates that agents and brokers must align with the
responsible sourcing policy. The Company provides the checklist for the responsible
sourcing audit, which includes a specific checkpoint indicating that 'there is no
retention by employer or employment agency of original identification papers and
/or passports unless required by law. Where the retention of identification papers
is legally required, there is a process to ensure that workers can access their
identification papers, are not prevented from leaving the workplace and that their
papers are returned immediately upon cessation of employment'. However, it is
not clear that brokers and agencies are consider as suppliers. [Responsible sourcing
audit checklist, 10/08/2018: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Free movement rules in codes or contracts: The RSP includes the following
requirements: 'Workers have freedom of movement and are not confined to the
supplier’s premises, including dormitories or provided housing’. ‘Workers are not
required to surrender their identification papers. Where the retention of
identification papers is legally required, arrangements are made to ensure that
workers can access their identification papers, are not prevented from leaving the
workplace and that their papers are returned immediately upon cessation of
employment’. [Responsible sourcing policy, 2017: unilever.com]

Indicator Code

D.1.6.a

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

Freedom of
association and
collective
bargaining (in
own
agricultural
operation)
0

D.1.6.b

Freedom of
association and
collective
bargaining (in
the supply
chain)

1.5

D.1.7.a

Health and
safety:
Fatalities, lost
days, injury
rates (in own
agricultural
operations)

2

• Met: How working with suppliers on free movement: The Company reports
examples of non-compliance cases and how they were resolved. Then it indicates
that ‘To respond to cases such as these we have provided suppliers with specific
guidance regarding the retention of passports or other items of value’. ‘The context
varies between cases and there will not necessarily be a single best solution. We
work directly with suppliers to find solutions that address the root cause and
safeguard the fundamental principle of freedom of movement’. Finally, the
Company had an interactive supplier event with 155 Turkish suppliers. Topics were
selected from the key-non compliances found in the region and ‘migrant labour
was a focus of the training, reflecting conditions in Turkey. Tailored business
integrity training was also delivered’. [Human rights progress report, 2017:
unilever.com]
Score 2
• Met: Both requirements under score 1 met
• Not met: Analysis of trends in progress made: The Company provides
comprehensive detail of performance including number of non-compliances,
specific issues and countries. However, no evidence found in relation to an analysis
of trends in progress made. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Not met: Commits not to interfere with union rights / Steps to avoid intimidation
or retaliation: Although the Company commits to respect freedom of association
and the right to collective bargaining, no specific evidence found in relation to
measures/commitment that prohibits intimidation, retaliation or not to interfering
with the rights of workers to join unions and bargain collectively. The Company has
a commitment to no retaliation against anyone who raises concerns or highlights
potential breaches, but no specific commitment to no retaliation against
employees seeking to exercise these rights and/or how the company puts in place
measures to prevent or prohibit intimidation. [Code of business principles and code
policies: unilever.com]
• Not met: Discloses % covered by collective bargaining agreements: Although the
Company indicates that '75% of our blue-collar workers are covered by an
independent trade union or collective bargaining agreement', it is not clear the
total percentage of the Company's employees covered.
Score 2
• Not met: Both requirements under score 1 met
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: FoA & CB rules in codes or contracts: The RSP includes a commitment to
respect freedom of association and the right to collective bargaining and that
‘workers are not intimidated or harassed in the exercise of their right to join or
refrain from joining any organisation’. It also indicates that ‘workers know and
understand their rights and feel confident to exercise them, at that no other
worker or manager will impede them in the enjoyment of that right’. ‘Managers,
supervisors and guards are trained to respect each worker’s right to associate
freely’. [Responsible sourcing policy, 2017: unilever.com]
• Not met: How working with suppliers on FoA and CB: Although the Company
reports on actions made in cases of non-compliance and provides an example,
evidence for this indicator requires working proactively with suppliers to improve
performance, rather than actions to correct wrongdoings. [Human rights progress
report, 2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Not met: Both requirements under score 1 met
• Met: Provides analysis of trends in progress made: The Company provides
comprehensive detail of performance including number of non-compliances,
specific issues and countries for the period 2015-2016. [Human rights progress
report, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Injury Rate disclosures: The Company reports Total Recordable Frequency
Rate (0.89 accidents per 1 million hours worked). Trends reported for the period
1998-2017
• Met: Fatalities disclosures: The fatal accidents chart report trends from 1998 and
reports 1 fatal accident of an employee off site in 2017.

Indicator Code

D.1.7.b

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

Health and
safety:
Fatalities, lost
days, injury
rates (in the
supply chain)

0.5

D.1.8.a

Land rights:
Land
acquisition (in
own
agricultural
operations)

0

Score 2
• Met: Set targets for H&S performance: The Company states that it has a Vision
Zero Strategy, i.e. zero: fatalities; injuries; motor vehicle incidents; process
incidents; tolerance to unsafe behaviour and practices. More specifically, it has the
target of reducing by 2020 ‘the Total Recordable Frequency Rate (TRFR) for
accidents in our factories and offices by 50% versus 2008.
• Met: Met targets or explains why not: The Company reports that this has
achieved ‘over 50% reduction in TRFR achieved by 2017, down to 0.89 from 2.10
accidents per million hours worked in 2008.
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Sets out clear Health and Safety requirements: The Company includes
health and safety policies, procedures, training, informing of dangers, training on
what to do in case of incidents, etc. in the code for suppliers (Responsible Sourcing
Policy) [Responsible sourcing policy, 2017: unilever.com]
• Not met: Injury Rate disclosures
• Not met: Lost days or near miss disclosures
• Not met: Fatalities disclosure
Score 2
• Met: How working with suppliers on H&S: The Company carries out capacity
building with suppliers: ‘As part of our capacity building with our suppliers we will
also send our own Health & Safety experts to advise, as we did in 2017 in Brazil
following a serious health and safety incident. The impact of these interventions is
the reduction of absence of tragic accidents and therefore the importance of
ensuring remediation cannot be underplayed. Further safety committees at
suppliers’ facilities will be a focus in 2018’. [Human rights progress report, 2017:
unilever.com]
• Not met: Provide analysis of trends in progress made: The Company provides
comprehensive detail of performance including number of non-compliances,
specific issues and countries. However, no evidence found in relation to an analysis
of trends in progress made. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Not met: Approach to identification of land tenure rights holders: The Company
indicates that it has established a 'Land Rights Principles and Implementation
Guidance', although no details found about it and whether it describes the process
to follow in resettlements. The Company provides an example case (Rwanda)
where the land was expropriated by the Government. The Company required that
land acquisition and resettlement would be implemented following IFC
performance standards 1 and 5. Unilever worked with the government and used
external experts to verify that the resettlement action plan properly ensured that
potentially affected persons and communities were identified and engaged,
including through a risk-mapping plan and a socio economic survey focusing on
vulnerable groups ‘to ensure that no one in local communities is left worse off by
the project’. However, a description of the process beyond an example is needed to
meet indicator requirements. [Understanding our human rights impacts:
unilever.com]
• Not met: Approach to doing so if no recent land deals
Score 2
• Not met: How valuation and compensation works: Following the case above, the
Company indicates that ‘new model villages with infrastructure were constructed
by the Government, together with livelihood support programmes. Unilever gives
priority for employment to people affected by the project. Due diligence around
this work is ongoing and we’ve put in place a local Unilever Welfare Manager to
work with communities and local authorities’. However, a description of the
process beyond an example is needed to meet indicator requirements.
[Understanding our human rights impacts: unilever.com]
• Not met: Steps to meet IFC PS 5 in state deals
• Not met: Describes approach if no recent land deals

Indicator Code

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

D.1.8.b

Land rights:
Land
acquisition (in
the supply
chain)

1.5

D.1.9.a

Water and
sanitation (in
own
agricultural
operations)

1

D.1.9.b

Water and
sanitation (in
the supply
chain)
1

The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Rules on land & owners in codes or contracts: The RSP states that ‘a zero
land grabbing policy is implemented’. ‘Where applicable, due diligence is
undertaken to uphold individual or indigenous peoples’ established rights to
property and land’. In addition, there are guidelines indicating that ‘a system for
due diligence is in place to uncover and disclose risks and impacts to communities
related to land issues’. Finally, as good practice ‘impact assessments are conducted
with full participation of affected communities and published in a format and
language accessible to those affected communities. The assessment data is
disaggregated by gender, national origin, tribe or caste’. [Responsible sourcing
policy, 2017: unilever.com]
• Not met: How working with suppliers on land issues: In the context of audit
findings the Company describes typical corrective actions. However, it is not clear
how the Company works to improve general performance on this topic rather than
correcting wrongdoings (it is only indicated that help put policies in place, but no
further details found). [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Not met: Both requirements under score 1 met
• Met: Provides analysis of trends in the progress made: The Company provides
comprehensive detail of performance including number of non-compliances,
specific issues and countries for the period 2015-2016. [Human rights progress
report, 2017: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Action to prevent water and sanitation risks: The Company has signed the
WBCSD Pledge for Access to Safe Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) in the
workplace. ‘This means we have committed to implementing access to safe water,
sanitation and hygiene for all employees in our manufacturing and nonmanufacturing sites that are under our operational control. The Pledge aligns with
our hygiene and occupational health standards’. It indicates that it has integrated
Pledge requirements into its standards for safety, health and environment
reporting. It also reports that ‘even in water-stressed locations, the cost of buying
water is often low and does not reflect its availability or its true value to our
business or to local communities’. ‘To address this, we place additional value on
water where it is stressed to drive greater internal investment’. [Sustainable water
use in our manufacturing operations: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Not met: Water targets considering local factors: The Company acknowledges
that water scarcity and declining water quality are threats to water security for
local communities in areas in which it has factories. ‘So we are taking action to
protect water quality and help ensure the long-term security of water supplies.
Many of these projects are developed in partnership with community groups and
local government, and support the SDGs, specifically SDG 6, ensure access to water
and sanitation for all’. In this context, in India, it’s implementing the ‘Phrabat
factory volunteering programme’ which key areas include water conservation and
health & hygiene, and is being implemented in seven manufacturing locations.
However, no evidence found in relation to specific targets. The Company also
indicates that it identifies sites in areas of water stress and adopts contextual
approach to internal water targets, establishing more stringent targets in water
stressed areas. However, no details found of targets for these areas being
established considering water use of local communities and other users in the
vicinity. [Sustainable water use in our manufacturing operations: unilever.com]
• Not met: Reports progress and shows trends in progress made: No evidence
found of specific targets for sites considering water use by local communities and
other users in the vicinity, and reporting against these. [Sustainable water use in
our manufacturing operations: unilever.com]
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Rules on water stewardship in codes or contracts: The Sustainable
agricultural code includes ‘mandatory’, ‘expected’, and ‘leading’ practices for
suppliers. In relation to water, it is ‘expected’ that ‘if no licence or permit is
required, there must be evidence that current rates of abstraction are acceptable
to relevant authorities’, and is a ‘leading practice’ that ‘water harvesting and
withdrawal are monitored, and systems are in place to try, as far as practicable, to
meet the needs of local communities, other water users, as well as wildlife and
ecosystems in the catchment’. [Sustainable agriculture code: unilever.com]
• Not met: How working with suppliers on water stewardship issues

Indicator Code

D.1.10.a

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

Women's rights
(in own
agricultural
operations)

1

D.1.10.b

Women's rights
(in the supply
chain)

1

Score 2
• Not met: Both requeriments under score 1 met
• Not met: Provide analysis of trends in progress made
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Process to stop harassment and violence against women: The Company
indicates that ‘we prohibit sexual harassment in the workplace and any concerns
reported and substantiated will result in disciplinary and corrective action’. It states
that focus in two areas: ‘raising awareness by promoting gender sensitivity, and
ensuring that we have an effective and trusted grievance mechanism’. In this sense,
it indicates that rolled out new internal guidelines and clarified to whom employees
can turn to for support through new learning materials. The Company also reports
an example of training carried out in tea plantations. [Human rights progress
report, 2017: unilever.com]
• Not met: Working conditions take account of gender
• Met: Equality of opportunity at all levels of employment: The Company states
that ‘reducing the average pay gap between men and women is a crucial part of
fair compensation. We annually monitor our pay structures in each country to
ensure we remain compliant with equal pay for equal work. However, even with
equal pay compliance, there may still be an average pay gap between women and
men in a country if there is unequal representation of gender in certain job types or
in progression to senior roles. We are beginning to use average pay gap analysis in
countries to identify areas of gender representation inequality, to then target
appropriate interventions’. In addition, the Company discloses a specific report
called 'opportunities for women' describing the work carried out within its business
and supply chain. [Human rights progress report, 2017: unilever.com &
Opportunities for women report, 03/2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Not met: Meet all requirements under score 1
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Not met: Women's rights in codes or contracts: The RSP contains a
recommendation to ensure workers have the same rights and entitlements
irrespective of the contract status: 'special attention is paid to short-term, casual
and agency workers and to vulnerable groups such as women, migrants, the
disabled, legal young workers and interns/trainees to ensure such workers have
exactly the same entitlements as full-time local workers'. It also has a commitment
to non-discrimination and treat workers equally. However, this statement does not
specifically refer to equal pay, opportunities and health and safety concerns
particularly relevant to women, and no evidence found of statements covering
these topics. [Responsible sourcing policy, 2017: unilever.com]
• Met: How working with suppliers on women's rights: The 'opportunities for
women report' describes work carried out in the supply chain in relation to
women's rights, including, among others, 'enabling women farmers, particularly
smallholders, to improve their skills and capabilities', or 'enhancing women's land
rights to enable greater access to finance and ability to invest to improve
productivity and incomes'. It also reports on how promotes respect for rights and
safety in the supply chain providing examples of gherkin farmers in India or safety
of women in the tea sector in Kenya and other places. [Opportunities for women
report, 03/2017: unilever.com]
Score 2
• Not met: Both requirements under score 1 met
• Not met: Provide analysis of trends in progress made: The Company provides two
figures covering non-conformances by type and by country for the period 20152016. One topic is ‘discrimination & harassment’. Although harassment in the
context of the report focus mainly on women, discrimination, although includes
women refers to different vulnerable groups, therefore trend disclosed, despite
including women’s issues, also cover other vulnerable groups, and it is not clear
which has been the specific performance in relation to women. [Human rights
progress report, 2017: unilever.com]

E. Performance: Responses to Serious Allegations (20% of Total)
Indicator Code
E(1).0

E(1).1

E(1).2

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation
• Area: Land rights in the supply chain
Serious
• Headline: Allegations that Wilmar International (a supplier) was planning to take
allegation No 1

The Company
has responded
publicly to the
allegation

0

The Company
has appropriate
policies in place

2

E(1).3

E(2).0

The Company
has taken
appropriate
action

Serious
allegation No 2

0.5

over lands without local community agreement in West Sumatra, Indonesia
• Sources: Wilmar International, Press release, 22/07/2015 – [Can be retrieved
from
rspo.org and Wilmar’s No Deforestation, No Peat, No Exploitation
Policy, 5/12/2013 - unilever.com
• Allegation: Unilever has been linked to allegations of land grabbing in Pasaman
Barat, Indonesia via its supplier Wilmar International Ltd. The allegations relate to
lack of Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) in West Sumatra where the Forest
People Programme (FPP) claimed PT Permata Hijau Pasaman (PT PHP 1), a
subsidiary of Wilmar was seeking to get a permit to take over lands belonging to
the Minangkabau community of Kapa 'without their agreement’. According to the
FPP, the Kapa community has formally appealed to the Roundtable on Sustainable
Palm Oil (RSPO), to which Wilmar is a member. In January 2016, Forest People
Program released The Maninjau Resolution which stated: ‘Wilmar, through its
wholly owned subsidiary PT PHP1, has wilfully violated the rights of the
Minangkabau people of Nagari Kapa in Pasaman Barat by taking over their lands
with deceit and contrary to the expressed will of the people; (…) We note with
alarm that Wilmar went ahead with this land grab (land taken without consent)
despite the fact that the Kapa people had formally complained about Wilmar’s
plans to the Complaints Panel of the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO);
(…)’.
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Not met: Public response available
Score 2
• Not met: Response goes into detail
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Company policies address the general issues raised
• Met: Policies apply to the type of business relationships involved
Score 2
• Met: Policies address the specific rights in question: Unilever’s Human Rights
Policy Statement states that ‘we recognise the importance of land rights. We are
committed to the principle of free, prior and informed consent, and support its
implementation by national authorities. We are committed to zero tolerance for
land grabbing'. The Company has made it clear that all of these apply to business
partners including suppliers.
Wilmar also has 'No Deforestation, No Peat, No Exploitation Policy' dated 5
December 2013.
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Engages with affected stakeholders
• Met: Encourages linked business to engage affected stakeholders
• Not met: Provides remedies to affected stakeholders
• Not met: Has improved systems and engaged affected stakeholders
Score 2
• Not met: Remedies are satisfactory to the victims
• Not met: Has improved systems and engaged affected stakeholders
• Area: Child labour / forced labour
• Headline: Unilever faces social allegations over its palm oil sourcing in Indonesia
• Sources: forbes.com and amnesty.org and amnesty.org.uk and
amnesty.org
• Allegation: On November 30th 2016, Amnesty International published a report in
which it accused the palm-oil supplier Wilmar and Wilmar's major clients including
Unilever, Kellogg's, Reckitt Benckiser, Colgate-Palmolive and Nestlé of human
rights violations in its supply chain processes in Indonesia. These companies are
alleged to have been complicit in the use of child labour and forced labour, with
workers subjected to poor working conditions. They are also accused of
contributing to deforestation and the extinction of rare species in Indonesia,
endangering workers' health through exposure to dangerous chemical herbicides
and failing to provide safety equipment. In addition, labourers allegedly work for
around 10 to 11 hours a day without adequate pay, while children allegedly work
from the age of eight. Amnesty vowed to conduct a campaign to ask if the
companies' products are issued from Wilmar activities in Indonesia.

Indicator Code

E(2).1

Indicator name Score (out of 2) Explanation

The Company
has responded
publicly to the
allegation
1

E(2).2

The Company
has appropriate
policies in place
2

E(2).3

The Company
has taken
appropriate
action

0.5

In March 2017, Amnesty repeated its accusations claiming the situation had not
been resolved and alleging that Wilmar was continuing to intimidate workers to
prevent them from speaking out.
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Public response available: Unilever responded to Amnesty's report in a
letter to the organisation which was published by AI. In that letter the company
details its policy but does not specifically responds to the allegations. Wilmar
responded to the Amnesty International report and it is publicly visible as annex to
the report. It has acknowledged the issue stating "we recognize that these issues,
including the ones raised in your letters, are systemic challenges shared by the
industry". Regarding child labour, it refers to the issue in general in Indonesia. In
its second letter to Amnesty, Wilmar reports on having started an investigation
into the allegations in question. It has not responded on the issue of overtime in
its response to Amnesty International.
Score 2
• Not met: Response goes into detail
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Met: Company policies address the general issues raised:
• Met: Policies apply to the type of business relationships involved
Score 2
• Met: Policies address the specific rights in question: The Company's Responsible
Sourcing Policy do indicate that employees should be of an appropriate age and
that work has to be conducted on a voluntary basis.
The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 1
• Not met: Engages with affected stakeholders
• Not met: Encourages linked business to engage affected stakeholders
• Not met: Provides remedies to affected stakeholders
• Met: Has reviewed management systems to prevent recurrence: In its response
to Amnesty International, Wilmar has indicated that 'in addition to the supplier
compliance work and ART programme with our collaborative partner The Forest
Trust (TFT), as well as the supply chain surveillance work by an international NGO
partner on more than 40 palm oil companies at plantation, mill or group level, our
grievance procedure is the other platform used to identify, address and monitor
potential supply chain non-compliance'. Unilever itself has explained its actions in
a letter to Amnesty. In that letter, Unilever explains how they are increasing
traceability of palm oil and 'started developing a roadmap for achieving supplier
compliance to our Sustainable Palm Oil Sourcing Policy'
Score 2
• Not met: Remedies are satisfactory to the victims
• Met: Has improved systems and engaged affected stakeholders

F. Transparency (10% of Total)
Indicator Code

Indicator name Score

Explanation

F.1

Company
willingness to
publish
information
Recognised
Reporting
Initiatives

Out of a total of 51 indicators assessed under sections A-D of the benchmark,
Unilever made data public that met one or more elements of the methodology in
47 cases, leading to a disclosure score of 3.69 out of 4 points.

F.2

F.3

3.69 out of 4

2 out of 2

Key, High
Quality
Disclosures
2.8 out of 4

The individual elements of the assessment are met or not as follows:
Score 2
• Met: Company reports on UNGPRF: The Human rights report includes the UN
Guiding Principles reporting framework index [Human rights progress report, 2017:
unilever.com]
Unilever met 7 of the 10 thresholds listed below and therefore gets 2.8 out of 4
points for the high quality disclosure indicator.
Specificity and use of concrete examples
• Met: Score 2 for A.2.2 : Board discussions
• Not met: Score 2 for B.1.6 : Monitoring and corrective actions
• Met: Score 2 for C.1 : Grievance channel(s)/mechanism(s) to receive complaints
or concerns from workers
• Not met: Score 2 for C.3 : Users are involved in the design and performance of the
channel(s)/mechanism(s)
Discussing challenges openly

Indicator Code

Indicator name Score

Explanation
• Met: Score 2 for B.2.4 : Tracking: Monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of
actions to respond to human rights risks and impacts
• Not met: Score 2 for C.7 : Remedying adverse impacts and incorporating lessons
learned
Demonstrating a forward focus
• Met: Score 2 for A.2.3 : Incentives and performance management
• Met: Score 2 for B.1.2 : Incentives and performance management
• Met: Score 1 for D.1.1.a : Living wage (in own agricultural operations)
• Met: Score 2 for D.1.7.a : Health and safety: Fatalities, lost days, injury rates (in
own agricultural operations)

Disclaimer

A score of zero for a particular indicator does not mean that bad practices are present. Rather it means that we
have been unable to identify the required information in public documentation.
See the 2018 Key Findings report for more details of the research process.
The Benchmark is made available on the express understanding that it will be used solely for general information
purposes. The material contained in the Benchmark should not be construed as relating to accounting, legal,
regulatory, tax, research or investment advice and it is not intended to take into account any specific or general
investment objectives. The material contained in the Benchmark does not constitute a recommendation to take
any action or to buy or sell or otherwise deal with anything or anyone identified or contemplated in the
Benchmark. Before acting on anything contained in this material, you should consider whether it is suitable to your
particular circumstances and, if necessary, seek professional advice. The material in the Benchmark has been put
together solely according to the CHRB methodology and not any other assessment models in operation within any
of the project partners or EIRIS Foundation as provider of the analyst team.
No representation or warranty is given that the material in the Benchmark is accurate, complete or up-to-date.
The material in the Benchmark is based on information that we consider correct and any statements, opinions,
conclusions or recommendations contained therein are honestly and reasonably held or made at the time of
publication. Any opinions expressed are our current opinions as of the date of the publication of the Benchmark
only and may change without notice. Any views expressed in the Benchmark only represent the views of CHRB Ltd,
unless otherwise expressly noted.
While the material contained in the Benchmark has been prepared in good faith, neither CHRB Ltd nor any of its
agents, representatives, advisers, affiliates, directors, officers or employees accept any responsibility for or make
any representation or warranty (either express or implied) as to the truth, accuracy, reliability or completeness of
the information contained in this Benchmark or any other information made available in connection with the
Benchmark. Neither CHRB Ltd nor any of its agents, representatives, advisers, affiliates, directors, officers and
employees undertake any obligation to provide the users of the Benchmark with additional information or to
update the information contained therein or to correct any inaccuracies which may become apparent (save as to
the extent set out in CHRB Ltd's appeals procedure). To the maximum extent permitted by law any responsibility
or liability for the Benchmark or any related material is expressly disclaimed provided that nothing in this
disclaimer shall exclude any liability for, or any remedy in respect of, fraud or fraudulent misrepresentation. Any
disputes, claims or proceedings this in connection with or arising in relation to this Benchmark will be governed by
and construed in accordance with English law and submitted to the exclusive jurisdiction of the courts of England
and Wales.
As CHRB Ltd, we want to emphasise that the results will always be a proxy for good human rights management,
and not an absolute measure of performance. This is because there are no fundamental units of measurement for
human rights. Human rights assessments are therefore necessarily more subjective than objective. The Benchmark
also captures only a snap shot in time. We therefore want to encourage companies, investors, civil society and
governments to look at the broad performance bands that companies are ranked within rather than their precise
score because, as with all measurements, there is a reasonably wide margin of error possible in interpretation. We
also want to encourage a greater analytical focus on how scores improve over time rather than upon how a
company compares to other companies in the same industry today. The spirit of the exercise is to promote
continual improvement via an open assessment process and a common understanding of the importance of the
UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights.

