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tHe “FraCk rUsH”
Hydraulic fracturing has become popular 
with energy companies, allowing them to 
tap vast shale and other reserves here in the 
U.S. The “frack rush” created new jobs and, 
through land leases in shale-rich regions, 
made many homeowners rich. But the rush 
was accompanied by a significant amount 
of  controversy as community groups began 
questioning the safety protocols companies 
were implementing to ensure that wells 
were secure, waste water was properly 
disposed of, and local aquifers wouldn’t be 
tainted with toxic chemicals.

Fracking fluid can contain harmful 
chemical additives like benzene, formalde-
hyde and hydrochloric acid — chemicals 
that are known carcinogens, corrosive, or 
otherwise toxic. “Hydraulic fracturing has 
unleashed furious opposition from land-
owners, communities and environmental-
ists, who are concerned about the potential 
negative impacts,” observes Steven Heim, 
of  Boston Common Asset Management. 
“During our engagements with companies 
it became clear that they recognized the 
need to implement and disclose policies 

that make hydraulic fracturing safer. But 
they needed some guidance on what to 
measure and how to report to investors and 
the public.”

For this reason, last December the 
Investor Environmental 
Health Network (IEHN) 
and ICCR released Extract-
ing the Facts: An Investor 
Guide to Disclosing Risks 
from Hydraulic Fracturing 
Operations – a 36-page 
guide inspired by energy 
companies’ own requests, 
in dialogues with investors, 
for enhanced guidance on 
disclosure of  risk manage-
ment practices. Extracting 
the Facts offers a road map 
for companies and articu-
lates industry best practices that will reduce 
frackings’ risks and impacts.  Said Richard 
Liroff, the guide’s principal author and 
Executive Director of  IEHN, “The guide 
is the culmination of  two years of  investor 
dialogues with extractives companies, as 
well as independent investor research.   It 
offers an industry-wide framework that puts 

all energy companies on the same page in 
terms of  investor and community expecta-
tions.”  According to Sarah Teslik, Senior 
Vice President of  Policy and Governance 
for the Apache Corporation, “In my view 

what sets Extracting the 
Facts off  is its high quality 
– it finesses and meshes the 
world of  policy generalities 
and technical particulars to 
create a guide that is both 
aspirational and useful. It 
forms the foundation for 
the main action item that 
needs to build from it – 
updated state regulatory 
codes, especially in states 
whose energy experience is 
limited and recent.”

The list of  55 investor 
coalitions, foundations, asset management 
companies, health care systems, religious 
communities, investment funds, and U.S., 
Australian, European and Dutch pen-
sion funds that have endorsed the guide 
continues to grow. “The depth of  research 
undertaken for Extracting the Facts, and the 
clarity of  its guidance, helps companies that 

Heathly People and Planet

Since its inception more than 40 years ago, members of ICCR have 

sought to raise public awareness about the impacts of business on 

the health of our environment. Over the course of our 40 years of 

engagements with the world’s largest companies across a wide va-

riety of sectors, ICCR members have identified some of the biggest 

environmental threats facing our planet, and diligently worked to 

safeguard its precious natural resources for future generations. We 

began in 1971 by addressing the environmental and health impacts 

of mining operations in the American southwest and Puerto Rico, 

and since then have engaged industry on key themes such as water 

and air pollution, the risks of nuclear energy, global warming and 

toxic chemicals in consumer products. See “40 Years of Environ-

mental stewardship” on page 11.

iCCr’s contemporary environmental health work addresses a 

variety of issues related to toxic chemicals in the environment, includ-

ing the impact of the controversial extractive method of hydraulic 

fracturing, mountaintop removal mining and the health risks of 

Bisphenol a, polyvinyl chloride, and brominated flame retardants 

that are used in everyday products. through a combination of direct 

dialogue with corporate management, shareholder resolutions, pub-

lished reports, and collaborations with local community and religious 

groups, iCCr helps corporations reduce their environmental impacts 

by addressing operational hazards, while also capturing the genuine, 

measurable business rewards flowing from best-in-class environmen-

tal management practices.
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1971 Six Protestant denominations hold hear-
ings in Puerto Rico on Kennecott’s cop-
per mining plans, citing potential danger 
to the health and well being of residents 
living near the mining operation.

1971 The Episcopal Church Executive  
Council files a shareholder resolution 

 with American Metal Climax on the  
environmental impact of  
its operations.

1973  ICCR publishes “The Western Coal 
Rush,” a report on strip mining in 
western and southwestern states 
pointing out potential threats to water 
supply, land reclamation, and mineral 
rights on private property and  
Indigenous land.

1976  Love Canal toxic  
waste disaster.

1979 ICCR members file a resolution with Rockwell International question-
ing the environmental and health impacts of the company’s nuclear 
weapons facility at Rocky Flats, CO.

1979  Three Mile Island nuclear meltdown.

1980 ICCR members file their first resolutions 
highlighting the health and environmental 
dangers of nuclear energy plants with 15 
companies, including American Electric 
Power, General Electric and  Consolidated 

Edison. Members convince four utility companies to drop construction 
plans for new nuclear power plants.

1980  ICCR members file a series of resolutions calling on Occidental Petro-
leum to clean up the company-owned toxic waste sites in  
Love Canal, and to compensate its victims. 

1980  ICCR members challenge the continued 
production of controversial defoliants 2,4,5-T 
and 2,4-D, which contain the same toxins as 
Agent Orange. As a result, Dow Chemical re-
moves these products from the U.S. market.

1984  ICCR members file resolutions calling for 
energy conservation, renewable energy 
 policies, and pollution control. 

1984 Bhopal Union Carbide disaster.

1985  First ICCR member resolutions addressing acid rain are filed.  

1987  More than a dozen companies, including H.J. Heinz, receive ICCR  
resolutions on the potential dangers of irradiated food.

1988  DuPont, the world’s largest producer of chlorofluorocarbons, announces 
it will completely phase out CFC production over a 10-year period after 
NASA connects increased levels of CFCs in the atmosphere to a hole in 
the Antarctic ozone layer.

1989  Exxon Valdez oil tanker spill occurs in 
Prince William Sound, Alaska. Yielding 
to pressure from investors, the company 
names an environmentalist to its board of 
directors.

1989  The Valdez Principles on the Environment, later known as the 
CERES Principles, are launched by a coalition including ICCR 
members, pension funds, environmentalists, and social  
investment analysts.

1989  The first ICCR resolution referencing “planetary (global) warming”  
 is filed at General Electric.

1990  A Valdez Principles resolution mentioning the “greenhouse gas effect” 
is filed at numerous companies. 

1992  Six utility companies receive ICCR shareholder resolutions requesting 
reports on efforts to reduce carbon dioxide emissions from burning coal, 
oil and gas.

1992  ICCR members send letters warning of the dangers 
of bovine growth hormone in milk to dairy, food 
processing, and super market companies.

40 Years of Environmental Stewardship
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1996  ICCR files the first resolution to ask  
General Electric (GE) to clean up PCBs  
from the Hudson and Housatonic  Rivers.

1996  ICCR calls on Time Warner, International Paper, and Union Camp to 
phase out chlorine in paper production. The use of organochlorines 
results in the toxic by-products dioxins and furans, harmful to human 
health and the environment. 

1998  ICCR members hold a symposium on the health effects of chlorine  
in the environment and press for reduced use of chlorine.

1999  ICCR members file shareholder resolutions on polyvinyl chloride (PVC) 
materials, which release dioxin when manufactured or incinerated. In 
response, Baxter International, the world’s largest health care product 
manufacturer, agrees to phase out PVCs in its materials.

1999  ICCR joins environmental groups to 
launch Campaign Exxon.

2000  ICCR members and other concerned 
investor groups press six life science 
companies to stop selling genetically 
engineered foods until long-term safety  
is assured. 

2000  ICCR members persuade major corporations to withdraw from 
the Global Climate Coalition, an industry association that ques-
tions the existence of global warming. In response the GCC 
discontinues its corporate membership and later closes its doors.

2002  Climate change resolutions receive votes of 20%-30%, signaling a shift 
in shareholder perception that climate change is now an ecological 
issue with profound financial ramifications.

2005  Ford Motor Company publishes the first auto industry report  
on climate risk.

2005  ICCR begins challenging energy companies’ use of the environmentally 
destructive practice of “mountain top removal” coal mining in  
Appalachia.

2005  Members of ICCR tackle the water pollution 
caused by run-off from vast manure lagoons on 
concentrated animal feeding operations owned 
by SmithField and Hormel.

2006  After a decade of shareholder engagement, 
GE discloses the cost of its repeated delays 
in cleaning up the Hudson River.

2006  ICCR shareholder  campaign moves from resolutions 
on disclosure to asking companies to set GHG reduc-
tion targets in both operations AND products.

2008  ICCR resolutions challenge the environmentally damaging practice of 
oil/tar sands mining and processing.

2009  ICCR members challenge mining company 
Massey Energy on its water pollution violations.  
More resolutions addressing the business risks 
of water follow at other companies.

2010  British Petroleum’s Deepwater Horizon oil 
spill disaster, the largest accidental marine oil 
spill in the history of the petroleum industry, 
occurs in the Gulf of Mexico. Led by Christian 
Brothers Investment Services, ICCR members 
join a global investor coalition that begins an 
ongoing campaign to press BP for increased 
risk management controls. 

2010  Upper Big Branch Massey mine disaster kills 29. 

2010  ICCR asks chemical company PPG Industries to take responsibility  
for toxic releases afflicting Mossville, LA residents living adjacent  
to its plant.

2011  ICCR members file 13 shareholder resolutions 
addressing the financial risk of coal-fired 
energy generation, and the hazards of coal 
mining and waste disposal. ICCR resolution at 
Ameren (Union Electric) calling for safer  

coal ash waste disposal wins 52% of the vote. 

2012  ICCR members file 10 resolutions 
addressing the community and 
environmental impacts of hydraulic 
fracturing. ICCR & IEHN release “Ex-
tracting the Facts: An Investor Guide 
to Disclosing Risks from Hydraulic 
Fracturing Operations”.

2012  After intense shareholder pressure, William Castell, Chair of BP’s 
Safety, Environment and Ethics Committee steps down, and BP 
announces that it will appoint an independent expert to oversee 
implementation of safety improvements in the Gulf to improve 
accountability, in compliance with a request made by CBIS,   
other ICCR members, and their allies.
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TWELvE CORE MANAGEMENT GOALS FOR NATuRAL GAS OPERATIONS: 

1.  Manage risks transparently and at Board level.

2.  Reduce surface footprint.

3.  Assure well integrity. 

4.  Reduce and disclose all toxic chemicals.

5.  Protect water quality by rigorous monitoring.

6.  Minimize fresh water use.

7.  Prevent contamination from waste water.  

8.  Minimize and disclose air emissions. 

9.  Prevent contamination from solid waste and sludge residuals.

10.  Assure best in class contractor performance.

11.  Secure community consent.

12.  Disclose fines, penalties and litigation.

are searching for clearer guidance on what 
active investors are seeking,” said G. Steven 
Farris, Chairman and CEO of  Apache.

In 2012, ICCR members took their 
concerns directly to the boardrooms of  
nearly a dozen U.S. energy companies, filing 
10 shareholder resolutions addressing the 
impacts of  hydraulic fracturing. Four of  
these, EOG Resources, Noble Energy, Pen-
nVirginia Corporation and Stone Energy, 
have responded to shareholder concerns 
and are improving transparency around the 
impacts of  their fracking operations and 
their efforts to reduce risks to communities 
and the environment. In addition, Anadarko 
has formed a new committee to address 
shareholder concerns, and will explore de-
veloping guiding principles for fracking.   

“Industry needs to make sure the 
method is failsafe before any more wells are 
drilled,” said Sr. Nora Nash, of  the Sisters 
of  St. Francis of  Philadelphia. “Across 
Pennsylvania, it is evident that fracking 
has changed the landscape and taken a toll 
both on the land and on the human spirit. 
We continue to measure drilling in light of  
economic development and the number of  
jobs created, but enact regulations that pay 
little attention to human rights, community 
rights, and the long-term health of  com-
munities.” 

Meanwhile, fracking has made natural 
gas so cheap that companies are reining in 
operations. Major players including Chesa-
peake Energy, ConocoPhillips and Encana 
have announced plans to slow down, while 
the number of  drilling rigs exploring for 
natural gas has fallen by 30 percent since 
October. Still, the fracking debate continues 
to rage both here in the U.S. and overseas.

Nash continued, “By the time the evi-
dence linking fracking and environmental 
contamination is documented, and it likely 
will be soon, the damage to community 
health will have already been done. We can’t 
afford to take a ‘wait and see attitude’ with 
this.  We need to make fracking safe now, 
but we also need to remember that it is a 
fossil fuel.”

triBaL Leaders aNd 
aCtivists
At the same time that the growing global 
demand for energy and natural resources 
drove an expansion of  extractive projects 
into rural communities in the U.S., it also 
drove an expansion into the lands of  Indig-
enous peoples. 

Fracking poses risks not only to the 
health of  Indigenous peoples, but also to 
their identity and cultural survival. Their 
history and identity are tied to the land 
through sacred and archeological sites – 
relationships which extend beyond federal 
and state legal concepts of  ownership and 
rights. Energy companies seeking to operate 
fracking operations in or near lands owned 
by Indigenous peoples must therefore first 
seek the communities’ free, prior and in-
formed consent (FPIC).  “Consent” in this 
instance means agreement, freely given by 
a fully informed people according to their 
own decision-making processes, absent any 
coercion or manipulation, and with the full 
understanding of  the implications of  their 
decision on their lives and future well-being. 
Respecting Indigenous rights is therefore 
both a moral and business imperative 
as companies earn their social license to 
operate. Energy companies should seek 
to work closely with tribes’ traditional and 

tribal leaders, business councils, health and 
safety divisions, oil & gas departments, and 
environmental offices.

While some tribes are responding to the 
economic lure of  fracking jobs and royal-
ties, which can help in alleviating poverty on 
reservations, there is substantial pushback 
in other quarters. In 2011 North Dakota’s 
Turtle Mountain Chippewa tribal council 
banned all fracking within their reservation. 
The Onondaga, whose nation lies in central 
New York, are part of  a grass-roots move-
ment that helped convince New York’s state 
senate to put a moratorium on fracking 
until May 2012.  “Now, hundreds of  people 
around the state are saying, ‘I would like to 
burn my lease,’” said Joseph Heath, general 
legal counsel to the Onondaga Nation.

In partnership with the Indigenous 
Peoples Working Group of  US SIF and 
IEHN, ICCR recently launched a survey to 
learn how energy development operations 
are affecting Indigenous communities in the 
U.S.  When the survey is complete, investors 
hope to have a clearer understanding of  
the number of  companies using hydraulic 
fracturing to do oil and gas extraction and 
exploration on tribal lands, and the result-
ing impact on tribal water supply quality. 
Already, the responding tribes are reporting 
“substantial impacts” on tribal water quality.


