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IPIECA, the International Petroleum Industry Environmental Conservation Association, was founded as a non-profit organization in 1974. It is the single international association representing both the upstream and downstream oil and gas industry on key global environmental and social issues. IPIECA fosters dialogue between the industry and many international bodies, including the United Nations, and draws on the skills and experiences of its international membership through a number of working groups supported by a small secretariat. IPIECA’s vision is of an oil and gas industry that successfully improves its operations and products to meet society’s expectations for environmental and social performance.
Abstract
This paper describes how the oil and gas industry is responding to a wide range of environmental and social challenges to sustainable development through IPIECA, and specifically through the work of its Social Responsibility Working Group. The field of corporate social responsibility (CSR) moves quickly, and member companies use IPIECA as a vehicle to jointly address the emerging and existing trends in a thorough manner. Several CSR trends are explored in this paper to show how the industry is dealing with important issues around sustainable development. The three key trends discussed are: developing strong partnerships; building sustainable social investment programmes; and, defining roles and responsibilities for human rights. Illustrated responses to each of these trends are provided through case studies of IPIECA and member company activities.
The paper demonstrates that the oil and gas industry has achieved substantial progress with respect to establishing and implementing sound environmental and social policies and practices. In addition, the industry recognises that the debate between industry, representatives of civil society and governments regarding roles, responsibilities, and accountability for sustainable development must be a continuous one. 
Introduction
The oil and gas industry operates worldwide, and faces a host of complex and diverse environmental and social issues that vary nationally, regionally and even locally. Ensuring good social and environmental policy and practice has become an important issue, not only for the communities in which the industry operates, but also for the worldwide reputations of the companies within the industry and for their ability to pursue future business opportunities. 
Globalization has irrefutably changed the world economic structure; improved technologies and knowledge transfer, faster access to information and increased access to remote resources are all making transnational corporations more visible on the international scene. Civil society expectations regarding development include business actors more and more often, especially in areas of weak governance where the state fails to fulfil the accepted social and economic obligations of a government.

Thus globalization has impacted on the debate regarding the role of transnational corporations in general, and of the oil and gas industry in particular, in addressing important issues such as climate change and human rights. Environmental issues have been on the industry’s agenda for many years, observed by the formation of groups such as IPIECA some thirty years ago, and in the last decade social issues have gained momentum. The industry recognises the need to develop measures to help address environmental and social challenges.  However, this effort will require co-operation and shared responsibility among all relevant actors, be they governments, NGOs, communities, or companies.
The Oil and Gas Industry Working Together 

Sharing information and experiences on environmental and social issues among companies is one valuable way that the oil and gas industry seeks to improve its effectiveness in promoting sustainable development. IPIECA provides a forum for open discussion of good practices on a variety of issues, including human rights. Since 1974, IPIECA has brought together oil and gas companies and associations in an open dialogue to address existing and emerging social and environmental issues that arise from oil and gas operations. Currently there are over 30 member companies and 12 association members.  IPIECA draws on the expertise and experience of its members’ representatives who come together in specialized work groups on: climate change, biodiversity, oil spill preparedness and response, human health, fuels and products issues, and social responsibility. In this way IPIECA helps members identify emerging global issues and assesses the potential impact those issues may have on the oil and gas industry. 
The working groups in IPIECA were formed at various times in response to the desire or need of member companies to collectively address issues of importance to the industry. Each working group provides a forum for IPIECA members to: share information and enhance understanding on specific issues; address challenges and implications for the oil and gas industry; engage with stakeholders; and co-ordinate on joint actions, such as participation in external initiatives and the development of “good practices” guidance on key subjects. IPIECA aims to develop a consistent and credible industry voice on these environmental and social issues as well as developing and sharing sound business practices.
There is no single answer to the question about how companies define their environmental and social responsibilities, especially as environmental, social and political environments vary greatly among the regions where companies operate. Additionally, there can be differing expectations among stakeholders on what role business should play in influencing environmental and social issues - sometimes to the point that companies are expected to fill the role that only governments have the legitimacy and responsibility to play. Companies should therefore assess where and when they can be effective in improving social and environmental conditions, and then make clear to stakeholders what roles they can play on local, regional, national, and international levels. 
The field of corporate social responsibility moves quickly, and IPIECA member companies work together to address the emerging and existing trends. Several trends are explored in this paper to show how the industry is progressing in dealing with important issues around sustainable development. The three key trends discussed are: developing strong partnerships; going beyond the traditional company role to promote sustainable social investment; and, defining roles and responsibilities for human rights. The case studies illustrating these trends demonstrate that the oil and gas industry is continually seeking to improve its operations and products to meet society’s expectations for environmental and social performance.
TREND 1: Partnerships
One essential trend that the oil and gas industry has identified and continues to develop, is that building strong partnerships is essential to achieving sustainable development programmes. In 2002, the Johannesburg World Summit for Sustainable Development (WSSD) recognized that multi-stakeholder partnerships are essential for implementing sustainable development goals. Governments formally ‘endorsed’ the view that business has a role to play and business agreed that they were part of the solution. The past decade has seen a marked increase in the number and variety of multi-stakeholder partnering initiatives involving the oil and gas industry. 

Sustainable development progress through partnerships

The challenges of sustainable development in the oil and gas sector frequently pivot around competing interests. Each partnership is unique, shaped by the demands of the common task and by the individual needs of the partners. The over-riding reason to adopt a partnership approach is where the partnership enables greater progress to be made towards sustainability goals than any of the partners could have achieved acting alone.  

Benefits of working in partnership

· Stepping more safely into the field of sustainable development

· Delivering higher quality project outcomes

· Promoting long-term sustainability of projects

· Facilitating development and growth of projects

· Improving stakeholder engagement

· Creating open communication channels with local communities

· Contributing to local economic development of host communities

· Contributing to wider regional or global sustainable development efforts

Partnering works because it combines differing but complementary competencies, but it can take much longer to deliver outcomes. It is therefore important for partners to focus on areas either where the desired outcomes cannot be attained except through partnership, or where particular benefits will be derived from the process of partnering.

It is also important to acknowledge that partnerships are not always the right answer and that, in some cases, there may be a need to focus on building trust and better stakeholder relations prior to moving to partnership activities.  

Partnerships are responsible for many of the successful and strong initiatives across IPIECA’s working groups. One example is noted here and a second example is explored in Case Study 1:
· International Maritime Organisation / IPIECA Global Initiative: IPIECA works with the IMO to enhance oil spill preparedness and response capacity for marine spills at priority locations around the world through a programme known as the Global Initiative (GI). The GI is an umbrella programme under which the partners bring together relevant national/regional actors from both government and industry to develop and implement sustainable oil spill contingency plans and promote the ratification of oil spill-related international conventions. The GI was formally launched in 1996 as a partnership between IPIECA and the IMO, and there are now two fully developed GI regional groups (OSPRI and WACAF) and a number of GI-style regional cooperation arrangements all adopting a regional approach to furthering the aims of the Global Initiative.
In addition to entering into formal partnerships, many IPIECA working groups have formed relationships with key stakeholders to combine expertise and contribute to industry improvement on a variety of issues. Several examples are listed here:
· Interaction with the United Nations (UN) on Biodiversity: Concern over the increasing impact of human activities and development pressures on the environment has led to a series of international agreements to protect the world's natural resources, in particular the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). IPIECA & OGP hold formal UN observer status as non-governmental organisations. Thus, the IPIECA Biodiversity Working Group provides direct interface with the UN Convention on Biological Diversity, allowing IPIECA members access to negotiations such as the Conference of Parties, keeping members informed of developments and representing the industry where appropriate. 
· Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC): Assessment of the scientific, technical and socio-economic understanding of climate change and the limits of that understanding is the primary task of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). IPCC assessments are used to inform policy decisions at both the national and international level by assessing risk and response options associated with human-induced climate change. Major uncertainties remain in our ability to forecast climate change. IPIECA is a long-term contributor to the IPCC by providing input to the process, which is essential to ensure that assessments are sound and that policy decisions take into account issues relevant to industry.
The following case study describes the UN-hosted “Partnership for Clean Fuels and Vehicles” as a classic example of how partnerships can lead to achievements that would not have been possible with individual stakeholders working on their own.

Case study 1: The Partnership for Clean Fuels and Vehicles

Background

In the year 2000, nearly 100 countries worldwide were still using leaded gasoline.  The use of leaded fuel precludes the use of vehicle emission controls such as catalytic converters which can remove air pollutants.  In mid-2001, IPIECA joined with the World Bank, the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the US EPA, and various NGOs to form a partnership to help 25 sub-Saharan African governments phase-out the use of leaded gasoline by end-2005.  This led to the creation of the UNEP hosted ‘PCFV’. 

The Partnership for Clean Fuels and Vehicles (PCFV)

The PCFV was launched at the September 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) as a public-private collaborative effort to help developing countries reduce emissions by eliminating lead in gasoline, reducing sulphur in transportation fuels and introducing cleaner vehicles.  UNEP hosts the partnership, which comprises governments, industry, international organizations, NGOs and academic institutions.  To provide advice and support to these countries, the Partnership holds regional, sub-regional and in-country planning and technical workshops, produces guidance documents and engages with government decision makers, particularly in Ministries of Energy, Transport and the Environment.  Although the initial emphasis was on sub-Saharan Africa, the Partnership has now also engaged with other structures in Eastern Europe, Latin America and Asia.   The latest results show that the number of countries using lead additive has fallen from nearly 100 to just 16.
Challenges and Lessons Learned
Apart from the intense negotiations to form the single partnership, there were many challenges to the PCFV formation, including difficulty in agreeing on a mission statement, and, as the Partnership has grown, managing the work programme in a structured way. 

The PCFV experience has shown that voluntary partnerships can be an effective way to implement environmental and health initiatives. Oil and gas industry participants familiar with the partnership see the following factors as key to the success of the PCFV:

· A recognition that none of them could individually bring about cleaner fuels and vehicles in developing countries.

· Clear, well-defined, shared goals. 

· A simple yet definitive set of governance rules and principles, agreed early on by all. 

· The establishment of a secretariat, preferably on ‘neutral ground’, to take the lead in organizing the partnership and implementing its activities. 

· Flexibility from all the partners, and willingness to seek compromise.

· Use of the ‘Chatham House Rule of Confidentiality’ at PCFV meetings, to enable partners to openly offer ideas and share information anonymously. 

Conclusions

The unparalleled success of the Partnership has only been possible through the combined efforts of the partners in conjunction with national governments.  This success has led Achim Steiner, UN Under-Secretary General and UNEP Executive Director to comment:

"The PCFV and the phase-out of leaded gasoline is a real success story providing proof that the international community, in partnership with business and civil society, can rapidly transform the way we do business on this planet.”
TREND 2: The rise of sustainable approaches to social investment 

In recent decades, the oil and gas industry has become increasingly important stakeholders in the areas of technology cooperation and capacity building. Often, this means working with host communities to help them meet basic needs such as infrastructure, health, education, training, job creation and water supply. And in doing so, the industry must focus on the need to balance community expectations so that all concerned communities, industry and government can carry out their appropriate responsibilities with respect to social and infrastructure investment.  Avoiding long-term dependence on the industry is now acknowledged as a priority.

To this end, companies are increasingly seeking to implement social and community investment programmes in the areas where they operate with the aim of establishing and maintaining good relationships with local, regional and national stakeholders, helping to foster community development and enhancing the company’s social impact on its host society.

However, despite companies’ best efforts and ongoing engagement, many social investment programmes fail to generate the goodwill that companies hope for and instead become a burden beyond the originally intended period. Initiatives which are perceived to fail or do not live up to stakeholder expectations may even be used against the company, despite the company’s best intentions. Also, companies often find it difficult to quantify and measure their social performance. Within the life-span of any operation in a specific region, it is important for companies to build sustainability into their social investment (SI) programmes to make sure the benefits survive the corporate presence in the communities. 

To this end many companies are reassessing their approaches to social investment and developing sustainable implementation programmes. To assist in this effort, over 2007 and 2008, IPIECA members worked with Luc Zandvliet from the Corporate Engagement Project at CDA Collaborative Learning Projects to develop a Guide to Creating Successful Sustainable Social Investment. The Guide addresses the question of what creates successful and sustainable community investments and how to measure their success. It focuses mostly on local and regional social investment approaches used in upstream oil and gas activities. The Guide is based on actual company practices and processes “on the ground” at the project/asset level, obtained through interviews with 32 SI experts working at a group or subsidiary level in eleven companies. The information gathered through these interviews was verified against 25 site visits the Corporate Engagement Project (CEP) conducted to companies operating in contexts of social and political instability.

The research for the Guide led to the conclusion that one single blue-print of the ideal approach towards social investment does not exist. Experiences show a variety of approaches are needed to build sustainability and capacity into community projects, according to local circumstances.  Oil and gas companies operate in diverse regions of the world and need to take into account a variety of social habits and cultures. Therefore, the objective of the Guide is to provide practical learnings from the industry itself and thus help companies to make better informed decisions about the direction and approach of their SI programmes based on local knowledge. 

Additionally, the Guide highlights that SI efforts and approaches cannot occur in isolation from other aspects of community engagement. SI is only one aspect of corporate activities that shape how communities perceive companies. When other aspects, such as hiring policies, contractor behaviour, and compensation approaches are seen by communities as unfair or disrespectful, well designed SI approaches alone are unlikely to change the beneficiaries’ attitude or to achieve the overall company objectives with regard to SI. In other words, using SI as the exclusive mechanism to mitigate social risk, without considering how the other aspects of the company’s day–to-day activities are perceived by communities and governments, is insufficient to establish good stakeholder relations. 

As the SI field is maturing, companies will encounter new opportunities and challenges, and design new approaches and ideas to address the issues. Still, many of the cornerstones discussed in this guidance document – such as being strategic and involving stakeholders early and intensively – will remain important no matter where a company operates and what approach it takes.  The Guide aims to assist managers in leaving positive lasting impacts on the societies around them. A variety of complementary activities – workshops, the development of a training toolkit, and ongoing discussions with relevant stakeholders – are planned to build industry and external awareness about the lessons from the Guide and encourage knowledge sharing and partnerships around social investment issues.

The following anonymous case studies are drawn from the Guide. They illustrate how companies are adapting how they approach social investment to improve the sustainability of their programmes. The first study emphasises the importance of building strong partnerships with key stakeholders in order to build capacity and achieve the end goals for social investment programmes. 

Case study 2: Building strong partnerships in social investment

One oil company shared their “catalyst” approach to social investment. They started on a local level and initially did some programmes (such as providing a computer to a local school) as ‘quick impact programmes’. At the same time, they conducted a needs assessment amongst the local communities, through an NGO, which took in some cases up to three years. After identification of critical priorities, the company then discussed how to best address the priorities. Initially, the needs were largely infrastructural, which they addressed, from the very beginning, on a tri-partite approach. The first project was a water project which was 75% funded by the government. Working through a tri-partite approach provided several advantages. Using infrastructural programmes provided an easy way for the communities and the government to work together. It also allowed the company to establish a trust relationship with all parties and to demonstrate it was serious about making a positive impact. The process was important; working on a tangible project was a tool to bring parties together when there was conflict. It was a platform based on which we could build a more complex project involving the government and local communities. It also provided the government with an opportunity to be seen to deliver. Government officials could finally enter a community where they were nervous to do so before.

After the infrastructural programmes, the company started with pilot examples to demonstrate impact. As livestock was a main economic pillar, they started an artificial insemination programme. The government recognized the importance of this programme and in the second year, it sent 60 vets to conduct a massive insemination programme and allowed the company to reduce their involvement. Then the company introduced a strawberry demonstration farm building to the farming experts in the area. 

The next year, the government bought a half million seeds to support farmers. Again, the company reduced their involvement to a minimum. All the initiatives were process-driven: the community came up with an idea and said what they could contribute themselves to materialize the idea they had. The company explained alternative funding mechanisms available to them and connected them to the relevant actors (ministries, NGOs, companies etc.) to make the plan successful. Then each of the partners committed resources. As a company, they merely served as a catalyst to help communities and the government talk to each other and to strengthen the Government capacity to deliver. The idea is that people can advocate for themselves, know how to approach donors on their own and know how to carry out monitoring and evaluation. This approach follows a natural evolution and the company’s decreasing involvement over time is quite an elegant exit strategy.

This second study incorporates risk assessment and management as an initial component of developing social investment programmes, so as to avoid later conflict and potential financial and future consequences for the company.

Case study 3: Taking an inclusive, rather than exclusive approach...

One oil company feared violence between communities (and, therefore, company-community conflict) over employment, contracts and community programmes as they began to implement a new major business project. Correspondingly, all communities in the area realized that if the company focused exclusively on the community nearest to its operations, this would prompt violence from those who were excluded from company benefits.

Anticipating problems that would arise from exclusivity, the company and the communities agreed to engage an independent mediator to negotiate a benefit-distribution agreement among all communities based on: 1) population size, 2) ancestral ownership; and, 3) the disruption each community would experience during construction due to proximity.

Negotiations took place at three levels: 1) consultation with traditional rulers, 2) establishment of the principles that would guide final negotiations with the three dominant communities; and, 3) a final set of negotiations with stakeholders including all communities, the company, government representatives and contractors.

The business project was implemented without any conflict between communities or with the company, and was completed with zero down days that might have resulted from community unrest. 

TREND 3: Human Rights - understanding responsibility and influence

Under the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), governments bear primary responsibility for protecting and promoting respect for human rights. However, the scope, scale, and impact of the oil and gas industry in many countries can make oil and gas companies influential organs of society. Many in society reasonably expect that the companies will not only respect human rights in their own operations but will also use what influence they have on host governments to promote respect for human rights. 

In the oil and gas industry, human rights issues are raised in differing circumstances with a wide variety of stakeholders. Depending on the stakeholder group, a company’s ability to influence behaviour varies. In some stakeholder groups, companies have direct influence. In others, the company’s role may be to influence behaviour indirectly.

A useful framework, developed at a stakeholder workshop by IPIECA, seeks to divide responsibility and influence for promoting human rights in the oil and gas industry into three categories: direct responsibility, shared responsibility, and indirect influence.

Direct Responsibility refers to responsibilities that relate directly to company operations and to situations in which the company can exert direct control. Human rights issues of concern to the oil and gas industry in this category include employee behaviours and rights (including health and safety and freedom of association), and, in some circumstances, the behaviours and rights of contractors working at company facilities including security contractors. Engaging with stakeholders early and often is an essential part of a company’s direct responsibility.

Examples of how companies manage their direct responsibility include:

· Environmental and Social Impact Assessments (ESIAs)

· Human Rights Impact Assessments (HRIAs)

· Human Rights and Ethics Training Programmes

The IPIECA Human Rights Training Toolkit, explained in this case study, is an important tool that member companies developed and use to complement their human rights training.

Case study 4: A practical toolkit for companies to enhance human rights training

Many companies implement human rights and ethics training programmes for audiences ranging from lower level employees to management.  Sometimes companies provide such programmes for various community groups in their areas of operation as well. In 2005 the member companies of IPIECA identified a need for general guidance for training managers and staff about human rights. In response, member companies shared human rights expertise, practices, and policies and, working with human rights experts, developed an industry-wide template.  The result was the publication in 2006 of the “Human Rights Training Toolkit” – a training template that companies can customise to fit with their existing human rights policies and with applicable laws and regulations (IPIECA, 2006). 

The Toolkit consists of a presentation, workbook, trainer’s manual, and a resource guide. Core issues covered include: 

· labour rights;

· indigenous rights;

· security and law enforcement arrangements;

· dealing with corruption and transparency; and,

· stakeholder issues. 

The Toolkit also includes an overview of core international human rights treaties and instruments, a discussion of the role of business in general and the petroleum industry in particular on human rights, and an overview of the “stakeholder” concept. 

One of the main strengths of the Toolkit is its versatility: companies can customise it to reflect their own human rights policies and to include regional or operation-specific materials. The Toolkit is being used by many companies to complement existing human rights training sessions.  The global audiences range from security personnel, corporate CSR and human resources staff, and employees in high-risk countries. The Toolkit is currently translated into French and Spanish, with further translations possible in the future. Several IPIECA companies have integrated the Toolkit – to varying degrees – into their human rights training, ranging from annual ethics training to global roll-out in operations worldwide.

Shared Responsibility: refers to responsibilities that are directly related to company operations, but which require joint action by several stakeholders. Examples of shared responsibilities in other social impact management areas may include working with impacted communities to improve skills development, capacity building, education, and the long term economic development of the community. 

Common ways that the industry is addressing some of its shared responsibilities on human rights are:
· Working with Indigenous Communities:

· Developing Partnerships

· Supporting and Participating in External Initiatives

With regard to external initiatives, Professor John Ruggie, the UN Special Representative on Business and Human Rights, notably concluded in a February 2007 report to the UN Secretary General, that ‘no single silver bullet can resolve the business and human rights challenge’ and that ‘a broad array of measures is required, by all relevant actors’ based on the notion of shared responsibility. In addition, the report confirms the emergence of voluntary initiatives involving governments, business and civil society, and points to the key role that these mechanisms will play in charting the future course of human rights efforts and filling gaps in the international legal framework. The case study here on the Voluntary Principles on Security and Human Rights highlights the progress – and challenges – for voluntary multi-stakeholder initiatives.
Case study 5: Strength in multi-stakeholder initiatives – the Voluntary Principles on Security and Human Rights

The Voluntary Principles are an attempt to address a specific issue of human rights and security with respect to extractive industries' operations.  In early 2000, the US and UK governments, a number of mining and oil and gas companies, several international human rights NGOs, and a union initiated a year-long, multi-stakeholder effort to address security and human rights concerns. The participants drafted guidelines to address security issues. The Principles were designed to provide practical guidance on implementing those guidelines. Officially announced in December 2000, the Voluntary Principles cover three key areas: (1) conducting risk assessments in the context of security and human rights issues; (2) engaging with public security forces (military and police); and (3) engaging with private security forces.

The Voluntary Principles illustrate the opportunities and challenges of a multi-stakeholder approach.  Their successful implementation depends on the strengths and legitimacy that each partner brings to the process. Companies offer the experience of working on the ground and of implementing programmes at an operational level. Home governments are able to convene diverse stakeholders around mutual goals and provide diplomatic channels to engage host governments. NGOs bring expertise in human rights issues, including knowledge of local civil society in the regions where companies operate. IPIECA is an official observer to the Voluntary Principles process together with the International Committee of the Red Cross and the International Council on Mining and Metals (ICMM). Many of IPIECA’s member companies are among those involved in the process.  In addition, numerous other companies who are actively implementing the Voluntary Principles already have shown interest in joining the initiative, and conversely the participants of the Voluntary Principles are continually reaching out to companies, governments and NGOs who fit the participation criteria to join as members. 

One new activity to promote the Voluntary Principles is the development of an Implementation Guidance Tool (IGT) for both member and non-member companies. Several organisations - the International Business Leaders Forum (IBLF), Business for Social Responsibility (BSR), IPIECA, ICMM and the International Finance Corporation (IFC) – are working together to develop a practical tool that provides companies (VP participants and non-VP participants) with an improved ability to integrate the VPs into their security policies, operations and management practices. The tool will showcase examples of good practices in terms of implementation or support for implementation of the VPs; implementation challenges; list of organizations and/or individuals identified as providers of expertise on implementation; and where applicable provide enhanced guidance to NGOs and governments on how they can assist in the implementation of the VPs.
Indirect Influence refers to issues indirectly related to company operations where a company may have an opportunity to support desired outcomes. The company may have potential influence at a national or international level to encourage general improvement of the human rights environment in a country. The oil and gas industry acknowledges that all parts of society, including business, should actively encourage the protection of such rights. The area of indirect influence is one of the most complex for oil and gas companies. Various actors within society with an interest in an oil and gas project may have differing views of the potential impact of a company’s indirect influence on human rights issues in the area around the company's operations or within an entire country. Defining and agreeing upon the boundaries of companies’ roles and responsibilities with regard to human rights is often difficult. Improving engagement with all stakeholders is critical to achieving a consensus on those issues. 

Human Rights Going Forward 

Although much has been achieved in the last few years, there is a recognition that the private sector should continue to build expertise and knowledge to support human rights.  In addition, although many companies in the oil and gas industry are implementing sound policies and striving to achieve long term benefits, a gap remains between what society (especially NGOs) expects of companies (as opposed to what it expects of governments) and what is realistically within companies’ expertise and capacity to achieve.

In response to continued discussion on the issue of human rights and business, in July 2005 the then UN Secretary General Kofi Annan appointed Harvard Professor John Ruggie as the Special Representative on Business and Human Rights. Professor Ruggie's mandate was to identify and clarify standards of corporate responsibility and accountability with regard to human rights. 

The Special Representative’s final report was presented in 2008. It summarised Professor Ruggie’s strategic assessment of the legal and policy measures that states and other social actors could take, including views and recommendations about which options or combinations might work best to create effective remedies on the ground. The report sets out a three-pronged framework: the state duty to protect human rights; corporate duty to respect human rights; and the need for greater access to remedy for human rights grievances – both judicial and non-judicial. Professor Ruggie's mandate was extended a further three years to 2011, during which time he and his team will work to provide practical recommendations on how to implement this framework.
Preventing human rights abuses will continue to be a matter of growing importance for the foreseeable future. Dialogue must continue within the industry and with governments, multilateral organisations, and NGOs to: understand and define the roles and responsibilities of the different sectors – public, private and non-government; develop and implement actions and partnerships to promote human rights; and measure performance in this area. 

Conclusion

In conclusion, several final thoughts can be noted on the evolution of the oil and gas industry’s approach to corporate social responsibility as illustrated through these three trends.

First, over the last decades the oil and gas industry has realised that relationships with many host countries and communities are extremely complicated.  Conventional ESIAs which concentrate purely on companies’ direct impacts don’t provide the answers to the difficult and perhaps immeasurable questions such as:

· how to ensure that company presence produces socio-economic benefits without causing dependence; or,

· how to have a beneficial influence on sensitive human rights or fiscal transparency issues without overstepping the accepted limits of business’ power and taking on roles which elected governments should ‘own’.

Second, the industry has realised that it has to accept that it has limited expertise in these very complex areas, and that it must work in partnership with communities, governments and subject experts to achieve positive results for all parties.
Third, the industry has learned that a long-term approach is needed to manage such complex issues.  A large new infrastructure project in a country with substantial socio-economic challenges will need to plan its strategy well in advance of its physical presence and expect to spend many years on implementation.  

And finally, it must be recognised that this is a never-ending journey of learning. As fast moving as the field of CSR is, so is the learning curve for the oil and gas industry. IPIECA’s role is to bring its member companies together so that they can share their experiences, learn from each other, and continuously improve industry performance.
� The Corporate Engagement Project (CEP) is a collaborative learning project that brings together over forty companies mostly in the oil, gas and mining sectors. The objective of the project is to ensure that the presence of corporations impact local communities positively rather than negatively. CEP aims to achieve this by developing practical management approaches for managers who work with local stakeholders in contexts of social and political instability.
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