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Abstract 

Background: Sustainability reporting is increasingly recognised by both companies and 

stakeholders to be a valuable tool of communication. However, the quality of these reports has 

come in to question where the inter-firm comparability principle, accentuated by the Global 

Reporting Initiative, is argued by scholars to be ineffective. Inter-firm comparability being essential 

for the user of the reports to understand how companies compare to others therefore needs to be 

analyzed.  

Purpose: The objective of this paper is to study the inter-firm comparability of sustainability 

reports among companies in the EU energy sector that employ the GRI G4 guidelines.  

Method: This study conducts a comparative content analysis of 13 energy companies’ sustainability 

reports. The systematic comparison conducted on the 28 most common G4 indicators in the 

energy companies’ sustainability reports shed light on the underlying conditions of inter-firm 

comparability.   

Conclusion and Contributions: The results of this study show that it is difficult to compare 

sustainability reports due to the qualitative nature of most indicators, the absent explanatory 

information, the incomplete disclosure on many indicators, and the extensive amount of 

superfluous information included in the reports. The moral and managerial branch of the 

stakeholder theory is further applied in the study to discuss the possible explanations as to why 

inter-firm comparability issues exist. The outcome of the study will therefore provide a deeper 

understanding of the inherent comparability issues and to possibly aid future improvements of the 

reports and their guidelines.   
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1. Introduction  

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter present the concept of inter-firm comparability in sustainability reporting and introduce the 

focus area of the study, followed by the presentation of the purpose and research question. 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

1.1. Background and Problem Discussion 

 

In recent years there has been an increasing trend of listed companies publishing 

sustainability reports (Boiral & Henri, 2015; KPMG, 2015; Gratti & Seele, 2014; 

Özsözgun Caliskan, 2014; Gamerschlag & Möller, 2011). This trend suggests that 

companies are increasingly recognizing the value that non-financial information has for 

their stakeholders (KPMG, 2015). Today, this way of accounting is globally accepted and 

its purpose is to report on the triple bottom line (TBL) which includes economic, 

environmental and social aspects (Özsözgun Caliskan, 2014). According to the 

stakeholder theory, companies are expected to inform stakeholders on activities that are 

deemed important to them, highlighting companies’ accountability beyond simple 

economic performance (Minoja, 2012). The incorporation of these aspects can be very 

helpful in matters of attracting and retaining talent and investors, enhancing transparency 

and accountability, and increasing competitiveness (Herremans, Nazari & Mahmoudian, 

2016; Boiral & Henri, 2015; Boiral, 2013). However, the use of these reports and their 

expected benefits presuppose that the disclosed information is of acceptable quality. 

Habek and Wolniak (2015) ascertains that the increase in reports does not necessarily 

guarantee an increase in quality and Özsözgun Caliskan (2014) remarks that there is a 

disconnection between the concept of sustainability and how it is accounted for. The 

quality of sustainability reports is often discussed from different aspects, one of whom is 

the inter-firm comparability. Most companies report on both their level and progress of 

their sustainability activities, but compare neither to an industry benchmark. Without the 

possibility to put the content of reports into perspective, the reader of the report will find 

the information to be of less value. A study by Raine and Ulrich (2009) concludes that the 

vague comparability of reports leaves the reader in a situation where it is difficult to know 

how companies compare to others.   

 

Few scholars examine inter-firm comparability in sustainability reports exclusively. The 

results of such studies suggest that the ability to compare is absent when the companies 
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are situated in different geographical areas (Boiral & Henri, 2015; Sherman & Diguilio, 

2010). Since there is no comparability under such conditions, it is compelling to see if that 

conclusion holds under more suitable conditions. To get a good result from comparing 

sustainability reports, the reports studied should emanate from companies of reasonably 

similar context (Joshi & Gao, 2009). Joshi and Gao (2009) found that a country's culture, 

legal structure, policies, civil system and economic development affect reporting and 

comparisons of sustainability reports. Companies in the EU operate in a common 

economic and political market which results in similar conditions (Sacer, 2015). Based on 

this reasoning the EU should facilitate more comparability than a diverse societal area.   

 

The directive 2014/95/EU on sustainability reporting in the EU requires large public-

interest entities with more than 500 employees to disclose on several sustainability matters 

(EC, 2016). The directive provides flexibility with regards to how companies disclose 

relevant information, and companies must therefore voluntarily disclosure beyond the 

legal requirements in order to meet the growing stakeholders demand for sustainability 

(EC, 2016; Camilleri, 2015; Özsözgun Caliskan, 2014). Consequently, companies 

construct their reports differently when they have to make their own assessment of what 

is considered material (Persic, Jankovic & Vlasic, 2015). With regards to this, inter-firm 

comparability may be hampered. As the most commonly used guideline for voluntary 

sustainability reporting, the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) attempts to solve this issue 

by standardizing sustainability reporting through guidance on economic, environmental 

and social sustainability disclosure (GRI, 2017; Kristofik, Lament & Musa, 2016). The 

GRI's most recently implemented guidelines G4 was launched in 2014, and emphasizes 

the companies’ focus on topics that are material to their business and stakeholders (GRI, 

2015). G4 seek the presentation of performance in relation to a broader sustainability 

context, emphasizing the fulfilling of eight principles; materiality, completeness, balance, 

comparability, accuracy, timelessness, clarity and reliability (GRI, 2015). The 

comparability principle impose that information should be presented in a manner that 

enables stakeholders to evaluate companies performance against other companies, 

ensuring a meaningful comparison (GRI, 2015). Scholars that examined reports made 

from G4's predecessor, GRI G3, argue that GRI is ineffective in achieving comparability, 

where a common issue identified is the unmeasurable nature of corporate social 

responsibility (CSR) practice on account of the complexity of calculations involved (Boiral 

& Henri, 2015; Camilleri, 2015; Boiral, 2013; Delai & Takahashi, 2011). 
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Since the GRI advocates comparability of reports within the same sector (GRI, 2015), 

and because companies within the same sector can be expected to report in a similar 

fashion, a single sector is treated in this study; companies working with energy. The 

production of energy is a sector that is highly exposed in the worldwide sustainability 

debate today, as the largest contributor to global greenhouse gas emissions (IPCC, 2014). 

A study by Gamerschlag & Möller (2011) show that pollution industries tend to have a 

higher level of environmental disclosure, arguably because they have encountered 

powerful environmental stakeholder pressure. Moreover, the GRI has revised the G3 

guideline, which the bulk of the research on comparability is based upon, and 

consequently research is required on G4 to know if the issues of non-comparability are 

still applicable. The GRI has frequently revised the guidelines since their inception in 1997 

and because of this continual research is required to gain an up-to-date understanding of 

the situation (GRI, 2017). Scholars that examined sustainability disclosure promotes 

further research that explore the quality of sustainability reports, including comparability 

(Boiral & Henri, 2015; Kozlowski, Searcy & Bardecki., 2014; Roca & Searcy; 2012; 

Fonseca, Macdonald, Dandy & Valenti, 2010). This study will follow these 

recommendations by exploring the comparability aspect. 

1.2. Research Questions and Purpose 

 

The purpose of this paper is to study the state of inter-firm comparability in sustainability 

reports that are conducted by 13 companies within the EU energy sector in accordance 

with the GRI G4.  

 Is the information disclosed in the sustainability reports conducted in accordance 

with the GRI G4 comparable, and if not, for what reasons?  
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2. Literature Review 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

In this chapter, the theoretical basis explaining the voluntary adoption of sustainability disclosure is 

outlined, followed by the presentation of the comparability aspect. 

______________________________________________________________________________  

2.1.  Stakeholder Theory 

 

The stakeholder theory, as conceptualized by Freeman in 1984, assumes that the purpose 

of companies is to provide value to a variety of stakeholders and that the extent of value 

created is dependent on the support of those stakeholders (Minoja, 2012). Freeman (1984, 

p. 49) defines the stakeholder as "any group or individual who can affect or is affected by 

the achievement of the firm's objectives". The theory is essential in the understanding of 

sustainability, and is applied in this study since it explicates why companies choose to 

voluntarily embrace CSR practice (Fernando & Lawrence, 2014).   

 

Since the work of Freeman (1984), many scholars have contributed with their advances 

to the development of the theory. Some of these scholars argue that where managers have 

fiduciary obligations to the shareholders, they also have moral obligations to other parties 

involved, namely the stakeholders. Thus, answering to shareholder interest while also 

taking into account for stakeholders demand does not imply a general conflict of business 

and ethics (Minoja, 2012). The creation of stakeholder value is argued by Minoja (2012) 

to be the key driver of companies’ long time survival, and are therefore one of the 

companies’ key responsibilities. Fernando and Lawrence (2014) points out that if 

economic growth and profitability of companies are aligned with stakeholders’ interest, 

this will maximize their value. Therefore, the expectations and rights that stakeholders 

display towards companies drive companies to account for their actions (Fernando & 

Lawrence, 2014).  

 

Stakeholders observe the effects that companies’ activities have on the society and the 

environment, one of whom is the customer which increasingly attaches goods and 

services to environmental issues. The customer want to know what the producer of these 

goods and services are doing to minimize the negative societal and environmental impact 

of their activities (Özsözgun Caliskan, 2014). This sustainability engagement 

from stakeholders is further supported by a study by Tully and Winer (2014), showing 
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that stakeholders are willing to pay more for environmentally friendly products. Many 

companies are therefore responding to the increase in stakeholder awareness for 

sustainability by expressing their accountability towards these issues in sustainability 

reports (Camilleri, 2015; Özsözgun Caliskan, 2014). 

 

There are two branches in the stakeholder theory as for how to discharge accountability 

to stakeholders, which consists of the moral (ethical) branch, and the managerial (positive) 

branch (Minoja, 2012; Yi, Howard & Eggleton, 2011). These two branches illustrate ways 

of communication approach between the company and its stakeholders, and are 

influencers of how sustainability reports are produced. The moral branch assumes that 

companies decisions has a moral content since the stakeholders have certain intrinsic 

rights (e.g. fair treatment) and that they therefore are expected to manage their operations 

in benefit for all stakeholders, regardless of financial outcome (Fernando & Lawrence, 

2014; Minoja, 2012; Yi et al., 2011). This applies evenly to all stakeholders, including also 

those who are not able to impact the fate of the organization directly (Yi et al., 2011). 

Minoja (2012) argues that being socially responsible and considering all stakeholders, 

companies will gain both competitive advantage and improved financial performance. 

The moral branch emphasizes the “who can be affected” aspect of Freemans (1984, p. 

49) definition of the stakeholder theory. Contrasting to the moral branch where all 

stakeholders are considered, the managerial branch explains that companies should 

identify the stakeholders that are the most significant or powerful for the continued 

viability and success of the company (Yi et al., 2011). The significance or power that the 

stakeholder possess is determined by their involvement and potential impact on the 

company, such as the control over necessary recourses needed by the company or their 

ability to influence costumers (e.g. media)(Yi et al., 2011; Mygind, 2009). The managerial 

branch can therefore be seen as a guide to managerial actions, the more important the 

identified stakeholder is, the more efforts will be extended towards their interest as an 

endeavor to further the interest of the company (Minoja, 2012; Yi et al., 2011; Mygind, 

2009). The managerial branch emphasizes the “who can affect” aspect of Freemans (1984) 

definition of the stakeholder theory. 

 

Since CSR reports lack sufficient regulatory monitoring, the stakeholder involvement is 

the key driver in CSR reporting (Fernando & Lawrence, 2014). With stakeholders 

increased awareness of sustainability issues, more questions of quality and reliability in 
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sustainability reports have risen (Herremans et al., 2016; PWC, 2016; GRI, 2015). The 

stakeholder engagement of companies’ behavior should therefore in accordance with the 

stakeholder theory drive the companies to improve the quality of their sustainability 

reports (PWC, 2016). However, researchers have found that the disclosed information 

more often reflect the company's own interest rather than a genuine concern for 

accountability (Boiral, 2013). Stakeholders demand for sustainable activities may be 

questionably received by the company in such a way that instead of acting morally, the 

demand for accountability may be met by a symbolic approach in the form of strategies 

aiming at altering the stakeholders’ perception of the company, and not guaranteeing 

genuine accountability (Hahn & Lulfs, 2014; Boiral, 2013; Hahn, 2012; Wood & Winston, 

2005). A study by Boiral (2013), found that sustainability reports in the energy and mining 

industry can be viewed as a simulacra that hides the important issues in sustainability and 

instead presents an idealized image of the company. Therefore, the quality of reports can 

come to be questioned, where many scholars have found a lack in disclosure quality 

(Kristofik et al., 2016; Habek, Wolniak, 2015; James, 2015; Özsözgun Caliskan, 2014; 

Albu, Albu, Dumitru & Dumitru, 2013; Scerri, 2010; Rein & Ulrich, 2009). 

2.2. Inter-firm Comparability 

 

With increased interest in sustainability performance, the growing need for stakeholders 

to be able to compare and rank companies must be met (Boiral & Henri, 2015; Özsözgun 

Caliskan, 2014).  Many studies examine and stress the importance of overall quality in 

sustainability reports, where inter-firm comparability is often connected to good quality 

(Kristofik et al., 2016; Habek, Wolniak, 2015; James, 2015; Özsözgun Caliskan, 2014; 

Albu et al., 2013; Scerri, 2010; Rein & Ulrich, 2009). Only a few recent studies can be 

found that specifically examine the aspect of inter-firm comparability (Diouf & Boiral, 

2017; Boiral & Henri, 2015; Sherman & Diguilio, 2010).   

 

A study by Sherman and Diguilio (2010) on the GRI G3 highlights the difficulties of 

comparability in sustainability reports by analysing the content of well-known companies’ 

sustainability reports. By looking at companies highly visible and with a reputation of 

being good corporate citizens, Sherman and Diguilio (2010) expected a greater 

comparability among the companies. Companies face different materiality issues and it is 

therefore believed to be a variety in content of disclosed information. However, with 
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companies in the same sector the variability is believed to be lower since one is likely to 

find similar goals, approaches and thus comparable information. Sherman and Diguilio 

(2010) found a high percentage of commonality in indicators disclosed, which would 

suggest that the companies’ shared common goals and that that data is comparable. 

However, this assumption was proven to be incorrect since they were still in most cases 

unable to compare the companies’ information. Reasons for this was arguably the lack of 

consistency in disclosed information and the measurement units. 

 

In the study by Boiral and Henri (2015), comparability was examined in a similar fashion 

as Sherman and Diguilio (2010) but also included three perspectives functionalist, critical 

and postmodernism perspectives to discuss and shed light on the comparability issues. 

Boiral and Henri (2015) assume that the credibility of reports is based on the assumption 

that it is possible to measure and compare sustainability performance, this to demonstrate 

genuine commitment of sustainability actions. The assurance of comparability by 

appropriate presentation of information is also needed to limit the information asymmetry 

between the stakeholders and the company (Kristofik, Lament and Musa 2016). To 

achieve comparability the same rules must be applied rigorously and transparent to release 

a reliable measurement (Boiral & Henri, 2015). In this aspect, the GRI try to improve the 

quality of reports by providing a unified standard for sustainability reporting and state 

that “Internationally agreed disclosures and metrics enable information contained within 

sustainability reports to be made accessible and comparable, providing stakeholders with 

enhanced information to inform their decisions" (GRI, 2015, p.3). Graham (2013) 

explores the idea of accounting as a language where the premise builds on that if the user 

of accounting statements learns the language of accounting, he or she will be able to read 

and interpret any statements under the same reporting standards, such as IFRS or US 

GAAP. The same rationale should then be applicable to sustainability reporting within 

the same reporting standard, GRI. GRI should offer a strong prospect in facilitating an 

inter-firm comparison based on their standardized reporting (Ivan, 2009). However, 

Boiral and Henri’s (2015) study on G3 found the guideline to not fulfil this assumption. 

They argue that the solution to this problem could be corrected through better 

quantification, standardization, and application of the GRI framework. Boiral and Henri 

(2015) points out a flaw with the information collection mechanism, that it is not 

necessarily well established since companies generally lack experience in sustainability 

matters and assume that this will become more refined over time. The same arguments 
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are also applied for the stakeholders, implying that they are not well versed in the use of 

the reports. Boiral and Henri (2015) also discuss the idea that the reports are without 

credibility and quality due to commercial issues. Similar to Boiral (2013) idea of simulacra, 

there is a disconnection between reassuring appearance of reporting and companies 

ideologies shaped by political and economic interest, where the only solution to this is an 

increased involvement of the stakeholders.    

 

In a study by Diouf and Boiral (2017), similar comparability issues were identified. 

However, their study focused on the stakeholders’ perspective of comparability in 

sustainability reports by conducting interviews, and did not look into the comparability in 

the actual reports. They hold comparability to be imperative to the task of evaluating 

companies’ performance, and that the disclosed information needs to be presented in a 

matter that enables stakeholders to analyse the company’s performance relative to other 

companies (Diouf & Boiral, 2017). The possibility for stakeholders to conduct a 

comparative analysis is therefore essential for the evaluation process of companies and 

for the benchmarking of their performance with related activities in other companies. 

James (2015) found that people perceive the ability to compare companies as a highly 

important benefit of sustainability reporting and that reporting on sustainability-related 

activities indicate a responsible behaviour that may enhance the stakeholders’ perception 

of the company, and increase their loyalty. However, Diouf and Boiral (2017) found that 

the GRI indicators tend to be selected, adopted and modified according to the needs of 

the company, and that this limited the standardization and comparability of sustainability 

reports, rendering them fruitless in decision making of investments.   
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3. Method 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter first presents the criteria used to determine the sample scope. These criteria emphasize the 

importance of the societal conditions, the industry sector, and the company size. The determinations of the 

method approach used are thereafter explored. These criteria and determinations of the method approach 

are of importance in facilitating research on the concept of comparability.   

___________________________________________________________________ 

3.1. Sample Construction 

Studies stress the importance of inter-firm comparability to achieve reports of high quality 

(Kristofik et al., 2016; Habek, Wolniak, 2015; James, 2015; Özsözgun Caliskan, 2014; 

Albu et al., 2013; Scerri, 2010; Raine & Ulrich, 2009). Since comparability is inadequate 

under the conditions employed in the previous research, this study include reports 

selected through criteria that are deemed to facilitate conditions that provide reports of a 

high quality. To avoid major differences in the reports, a single sector in a similar societal 

area is treated in the study.   

The EU is one of the more proactive areas with regards to sustainability practice, having 

had implicit CSR practices in place long before the concept was even discussed in an 

explicit matter (Camilleri, 2015). EU was among the first in the world to adopt public 

policies that promote CSR in companies (Camilleri, 2015). The choice of area is also 

motivated by the similarity in conditions that facilitate companies of similar context 

(Habek & Wolniak, 2015; Joshi & Gao, 2009). This study focus on the energy sector, 

specifically companies producing oil, natural gas, electricity, wind, hydro, solar, waste, or 

biofuel, which is a sector that is highly correlated to environmental and social impacts 

(Gamerschlag & Möller, 2011). Literature shows that the production and consumption of 

energy has an ample impact on the environment in terms of pollution and climate change 

(Štreimikienė, Mikalauskienė & Mikalauskas, 2016; Alonso-Almeida, Llach & Marimon, 

2014; IPCC, 2014). With people increasingly recognizing the value of sustainable 

behaviour, energy companies are confronted by great stakeholder expectations which 

provide them with incentives to prepare reports of high quality (Yang & Solgaard 2015; 

Tully and Winer, 2014; Longo, Hoyos & Markandyna, 2012).   
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Large listed companies are included since they are found to disclose information of high 

quality (Habek & Wolniak, 2015; Gamerschlag & Möller, 2011; Price, Pitt & Tucker, 2011; 

Oliveira, Rodrigue & Craig 2010; Joshi & Gao, 2009). Large and listed companies are 

targets for great stakeholder pressure due to an exposed public position and are therefore 

more visible by nature, which increases the risk of environmental and social scandals 

(Price et al., 2011; Oliveira et al., 2010). These companies have a great need for capital, 

and are therefore expected to disclose a high level of information which will allow 

investors to make informed investment decisions (Price et al., 2011; Oliveira et al., 2010; 

Joshi & Gao, 2009). This study focuses solely on reports conducted in accordance with 

the GRI G4 guidelines. Only reports that included a GRI index were selected in order to 

simplify the localization of disclosed information on the selected indicators. Reports from 

2015 in English were selected since this was the most recent year that sustainability reports 

were available.  

To arrive at a sample, many studies on the GRI sustainability disclosure take advantage 

of the GRI database (Boiral & Henri, 2015; Boiral, 2013; Roca & Searcy, 2012). However, 

for the purposes of this study, results from the database were insufficient, with outdated 

reports and with a low participation rate of energy companies within the EU. To expand 

the list of companies, the authors of this study collected companies from the GRI 

database as well as by searching for list on energy companies in the EU on different 

internet websites. This since no adequate database listing energy companies within the 

EU could be found. In total, 106 companies are collected where 13 companies meet the 

criteria stated above and are included in this study. The 13 companies are presented in 

Table 1. 
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Company Name of report Country Employees Pages Type of energy 

OMV Sustainability Report 2015 Austria 24124 51 Oil and Gas 

RWE Securing the Future Germany 59762 102 Gas 

Edison 2015 Sustainability Report Italy 12768 146 Gas 

ERG SPA Sustainability Report 2015 Italy 666 191 Wind 

Iberdrola Sustainability Report 2015 Spain 28836 246 Gas 

Snam 2015 Report on Corporate 

Social Responsibility 

Italy 6303 122 Gas 

KMG 

International 

2015 KMG International 

Sustainability Report  

Romania 7100 34 Oil and Gas 

Acciona Sustainability Report 2015 Spain 32147 231 

 

Hydro, Biomass,  

Solar and Thermal 

Energy 

Gamesa Corporate Responsibility 

Report 2015 

Spain 6780 170 Wind 

Hera Gruppo 2015 Sustainability Report Italy 8571 317 Gas, Water and  

Waste 

Enel Green 

Power 

Seeding Energies 

Sustainability Report 2015 

Italy 67914 222 Hydro, Biomass,  

Solar and Thermal 

Energy 

Premier Oil 2015 Corporate 

Responsibility Report 

UK 800 82 Oil and Gas 

Gas Natural 

Fenosa 

2015 Corporate 

Responsibility Report 

Spain 19939 321 Electricity and Gas 

Table 1 Companies included in the study 

 

3.2. Content Analysis 

To analyze the sustainability reports objectively and without the biased opinions of the 

authors, this study employs a content analysis approach. Many studies of similar nature 

use content analysis (Boiral & Henri, 2015; Kozlowski et al., 2014; Boiral, 2013; Roca & 

Searcy, 2012; Gamerschlag & Möller, 2011), one of whom is the study of the GRI reports 

in mining organizations by Boiral and Henri (2015) that has been influential to this study 

in the setup of the content analysis. A content analysis is a technique that enables 

researchers to objectively and systematically identify specified characteristics of messages 

(Bryman, 2016).  

The content analysis of this study is based upon three parts: First, the indicators from G4 

are used as a basis for creating comparable instances. From G4’s 91 indicators, the 28 
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most important and relevant to the study are chosen, which are further explained below. 

They are proportionally distributed from the six categories: economic, environmental, 

labor practices and decent work, human rights, society, and product responsibility. 

Second, data from the 13 sustainability reports analysed were compiled according to the 

instances into separate Excel files. This greatly simplified the work on the analysis. Last, 

the compiled data was analysed by interpreting the data of each instance based on the 

research questions stated in section 1.2. 

3.3. Identification of Indicators 

This study is structured around the G4 specific disclosure indicators which are divided 

into the six categories stated above. These categories are further divided into more specific 

aspects. Companies can apply the guidelines in accordance with the core or 

comprehensive level of application. Companies disclosing according to the core level are 

required to disclose at least one indicator related to each material aspects identified, while 

the comprehensive level require the disclosure of all indicators to each material aspects 

identified (GRI, 2015). Reports on both levels are included in the study. The G4 guidelines 

are created to fit companies in all sectors, which result in some indicators to become less 

relevant than others in some sectors (GRI, 2015). Since not all indicators need to be 

disclosed by the selected companies, the most commonly occurring indicators were 

selected by reviewing each individual companies GRI index. The indicators that are the 

most commonly occurring should indicate a high relevance for the energy sector. The 

instructions of each identified indicator collected from the G4 document “Reporting 

Principle and Standard disclosure” is outlined in appendix 1-3 (GRI, 2015), and the 

number of identified indicators on each category is presented in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1 Number of identified indicators by category  
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4. Empirical findings and analysis 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

In this chapter, an analysis of the implementation of G4 and how comparability is affected is presented, 

including a reflection from a company’s moral and managerial perspective.  

___________________________________________________________________ 

4.1. Indicators disclosed by the energy companies 

 

The analysis of the 13 reports shows that the disclosure rate among the 91 indicators 

tends to reflect the companies areas of interest in relation to the six categories. The G4 

guidelines contain 9 economic, 34 environmental, 16 labor practice and decent work, 12 

human rights, 11 society, and 9 product responsibility indicators (GRI, 2015). This 

indicates a higher appreciation of the social and environmental aspects than the 

economical. However, as shown in the energy companies GRI index, their focus lies on 

the economic dimension with a 67% total disclosure rate and the environmental 

dimensions with a 72% total disclosure rate (see Table 2). In the social dimension, labor 

practice with a 76% total disclosure rate and Society with a 70% total disclosure rate is 

also highly in focus. However, the total disclosure rate for human rights is only 49% and 

product responsibility has merely 40% in total disclosure rate. By having a greater 

harmonization in the indicators disclosed, comparability of the reports will be enhanced 

(Sherman & Diguilio, 2010). The distinctive lack of common indicators disclosed in the 

two social categories therefore provides a lesser base for comparison.   

Category EC EN LA HR SO PR 

Total Disclosure rate 67 % 72 % 76 % 49 % 70 % 40 % 

Table 2 Total percentage of compliance with the 6 categories 

 

This comparability issue is also prominent in the great variation of the individual 

companies’ disclosure in the categories (see Table 3). This table presents how much each 

company is disclosing on each category, where for example in product responsibility 

RWE, Edison, ERG, Snam, Acciona, Premier Oil and Gas Natural Fenosa disclose no or 

almost no indicators as opposed to Iberdrola, KMG, Gamesa, Hera and Enel who 

disclose all or almost all indicators. The length of the reports bears no resemblance to the 

amount of indicators disclosed. KMG discloses on 62 indicators on a total of 34 pages, 

while Acciona requires more than 6 times the number of pages (231 pages) to disclose a 



 

 14 

similar amount. Gamesa discloses on all 91 indicators on 170 pages while Edison only 

manages 36 indicators on 146 pages. The differences show the lack of agreement in what 

information to include in the report. Acknowledging the fact that companies’ have 

different scopes of interest in relation to stakeholders’ and value maximization, it is thus 

natural that reports should vary (Mygind, 2009).  

Table 3 Amount of compliance with the 6 categories 

The 28 identified material indicators to the energy sector are presented below in Table 4. 

The collected data from the companies’ reports on each indicator is compiled in Appendix 

4 to 31. In some cases a company may consider an indicator to be non-material and 

choose to not include it in their report. When this is true the company is excluded from 

the observations. When an indicator is included in a company’s GRI index but data cannot 

be found, the observation is included but noted as N/A. No valuable data is found in 

either of these cases; however they are still important observations because the absence 

of data will diminish the comparability of these reports.  

 
 
 

 

 

 

Table 4 Most frequently used indicators identified 
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Considering the structured approach that G4 uses to promote companies undertaking in 

producing their reports, it was assumed that these reports would follow a similar 

implementation pattern. Unfortunately, the length of the reports and the dissimilar 

structure made the task of compiling the data a tedious endeavor. Some reports employ 

tables and graphs rigorously to communicate their information while others conform to 

a more text heavy approach. In the application for some indicators, a spectrum ranging 

from "using only tables/graphs" to "using only text" can be observed. Those using 

tables/graphs disclose the requested data objectively, while those with a text approach 

can do that as well, but also add to it additional appurtenant information and 

methodology. There are also combinations within that spectrum. Even when many 

reports are using graphs for the same indicator, they are not always in similar style. The 

reader has to decipher many forms of graphs and charts, all with different designs. While 

this is not an issue in itself (the guideline requirements are met in all approaches) the 

reader’s ability to compare is stunted slightly because of the lack of uniform structure.  

4.2. Analysis of inter-firm comparability 

 

After conducting the content analysis of the 13 reports it is clear that inter-firm 

comparability is not satisfied to the extent that G4’s principle of comparability pursuits. 

The companies disclose large amounts of information and it is difficult to distinguish what 

is relevant for each indicator. In many cases, after analyzing ample amounts of text that 

was claimed by the company to be relevant to the indicator, it was found that it is 

incomplete towards its requested purpose. At first glance, the individual reports appear 

to be organized, well-structured and thorough, but when analyzing them compared to 

each other they show a great diversity as opposed to the uniform structure that G4 

proposes through its guideline. 

Table 5 illustrates the main findings of the non-comparability issues and their possible 

interpretation from a company’s moral and managerial perspective of the stakeholder 

theory. As explained by the theory, companies can act on morale or on self-interest when 

dealing with their stakeholder demand (Minoja, 2012). These perspectives shed light on 

why companies act the way they do when conducting sustainability reports and why inter-

firm comparability issues can remain.  
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Main issues 

Observed 

 

Issue of Comparability 

 

Moral perspective 

 

Managerial perspective 

 

Examples 

 

 

Qualitative 

data 

 

Lacks the uniform 

structure necessary to 

provide the foundation 

for comparability. 

 

To portray a true picture, 

qualitative data is 

required. The qualitative 

nature of sustainability 

reporting does not always 

allow a purely 

quantitative form since it 

could lose the reliability 

and transparency if 

quantified. 

 

Companies want to 

maximize value through 

the stakeholder’s 

appreciation and may 

therefore present a 

favorable picture of the 

company. With 

qualitative indicators, 

the company can direct 

information towards 

selected stakeholders. 

 

EC2, 

EN12, 

HR4, 

PR5. 

Absent 

explanatory 

data 

Difficulties in 

understanding the 

meaning behind 

disclosed data and thus 

to know how it 

compares to others. 

Companies do not act on 

morality towards the 

stakeholders when 

excluding data that they 

per definition already 

possess. 

Not disclosing 

complementary data 

gives the company the 

chance to pose 

enhanced data to create 

an embellished image of 

the company. 

EC1, 

EC9, 

EN15, 

EN16, 

EN17 

 

                           

Absent or 

partially 

disclosed 

data 

Diminishes 

comparability when 

data is absent as there 

is insufficient basis on 

which to get a useful 

understanding of the 

company. 

Companies may not have 

the expertise or be well 

versed in the use of the 

GRI guidelines. 

Companies can choose 

not to disclose 

information that may be 

harmful to their 

reputation. 

EC9,  

EN3, 

SO5, PR1 

Abundant 

disclosure 

Data that differs from 

the GRI’s instructions 

makes reports less 

uniform and more 

difficult to compare. 

The GRI indications may 

be simple and one-

dimensional. The real 

sustainability actions 

cannot be depicted in a 

realistic way by only 

writing what the GRI 

instructs. 

Artificially expands the 

report to make it seem 

more effortful or 

ambitious than it really 

is. 

EC2, 

EN12, 

HR4, 

HR6 

Table 5 Main findings observed  

The character of the G4 indicators are either quantitative or qualitative or a combination. 

Most are shown to be qualitative, which is a contributor to the impairment of comparison. 

Qualitative data is descriptive as it attempts to explain attributes or phenomena, and is 

therefore subjective to the report’s author’s interpretation of G4 and the readers’ 

interpretation of the report. This means that the authors, even though they are using the 

same guidelines, have room to create the message that they desire. Quantitative data is 

defining and can be measured in absolute numbers and is thus harder to imitate than 
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qualitative data (Comyns & Figge, 2015). The managerial branch of the stakeholder theory 

suggests that companies act on self interest. Qualitative disclosures therefore allow the 

author to drift from the intentions of the indicator, resulting in companies seizing the 

opportunity to direct information towards their preferred stakeholders to maximize their 

own value (Wall & Greiling, 2011). Companies can thus act in the way they deem optimal 

to meet their stakeholders demand. The result of this is the widely diverse disclosure in 

the reports, even though they are produced within the same set of instructions. Some 

literature question if sustainability reports really represent the reality of CSR or if it is 

rather a marketing tool (Diouf & Boiral, 2017; Nikolaeva & Bicho, 2010). Since such a 

large portion of the reports are qualitative they lack the uniform structure necessary to 

provide the foundation for comparability. However, the issue of non-comparability in the 

qualitative disclosure does not necessarily mean that companies are acting without moral 

interest towards their stakeholders. The G4’s comparability principle is naturally restricted 

because a lot of sustainability related issues brought up in the reports cannot be quantified, 

this because of its fuzzy, elusive and unmeasurable nature (Diouf & Boiral, 2017; Boiral 

& Henri, 2015; Camilleri, 2015; Delai & Takahashi, 2011). An example of this is EN12 

which requests impacts on biodiversity as a consequence of the companies’ actions and 

HR6 which deals with identifications of risks relating to forced or compulsory labor. If 

these indicators were to be quantified, the transparency and clarity would be diminished. 

Such issues have to be explained so that the reader may understand the entirety of it.  

The information that is of quantitative nature is much easier to distinguish and interpret. 

The information is often presented in tables, diagrams or likewise. These parts often 

consist of defined units of measurements such as absolute numbers, percentages, watts 

and joules. G4 allows companies some freedom of choice e.g. joules or multiples. 

Literature found that the measurement units where quite different and that this creates an 

issue where companies are not applying the rules similarly (Boiral & Henri, 2015; Sherman 

& Diguilio, 2010). This study find that different units only rarely occur. Such instances 

makes it tedious for the reader to translate the differences in the units, although it does 

not hinder comparability overall. What hinders comparability in relation to quantitative 

information though, is the lack of reasoning behind it. Quantitative information need to 

be understood in terms of qualitative judgments, which require the underlying 

assumptions, methodologies and calculations (Diouf & Boiral, 2017; Scerri, 2010). This 

study find that these aspects are often absent in the reports. This issue decreases the 
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credibility of the reports when parameters are not sufficiently explained (Albu et al., 2013). 

When companies do not disclose their methodologies and assumptions used to arrive at 

their disclosed information, it implies that they are acting on self-interest rather than on 

morality towards their stakeholders. Transparency in the reports is required to assure 

comparability, and by not disclosing explanatory data the desired transparency is 

diminished (Kristofik et al., 2016). Companies’ way of undermining transparency tends to 

reflect the company’s interest rather than stakeholder expectation, reasonably due to the 

opportunity to obfuscate negative aspects or to pose enhanced data in order to create an 

embellished image of the company (Diouf & Boiral, 2017; Boiral & Henri, 2015). Most 

companies that report on EN6 which treats reduction of energy consumption and EN15, 

EN16, EN17 which deals with greenhouse gas emission, fail to explain how they arrived 

at their information. G4 requests these inputs, but the companies are not disclosing them. 

Without these inputs it is difficult to understand the meaning behind the disclosed data 

(Diouf & Boiral, 2017). Financial reports do not have this issue since the calculations they 

use are standardized and consistently applied. The idea that GRI reports could function 

as a language, in a similar way to that which Graham (2013) explored for financial 

statements, falters as a result of these shortcomings.  

With the purpose to analyze the disclosed information, the extensive amount of missing 

information cannot be overlooked. The indicators are divided into parts (e.g. a, b, c), were 

each part requests different information on the subject of the indicator. The companies 

GRI indexes do not provide any statement of the level of application within the individual 

indicators. Even when an indicator has data disclosed, it is does not necessarily satisfy the 

requested information in each part of the indicator. An example of this is EN3 where all 

companies disclose data, but no company includes data on all the seven parts of the 

indicator. An assessment of the level of application is conducted based on the findings in 

appendix 4-31, see Table 6. The result show that of the 28 selected indicators, as high as 

51 % of the product responsibility indicators and 40 % of the human right indicator are 

not incorporated by the companies. 13% of the society indicators are revealed to not be 

disclosed, even though the companies state that they incorporate them in their GRI 

indexes. Of those that are included, in more or less every indicator there are companies 

that only partially disclose the information as instructed by G4. This is particularly evident 

by the environmental indicators with 75% of the indicators being partly disclosed, and by 

the social category where 64% are partly disclosed. Moreover, the indicator may be only 
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partly disclosed in each specific part of the indicator. As an example, LA1 illustrates this 

issue as it in part a) requests the total number and rate of new employees hired during the 

reporting period, by age group, gender and region. Some companies report selectively on 

those aspects; Iberdrola reports on gender and age group, while Premier Oil reports on 

region and age group, and Snam reports only on age group.  

 

 

no. % no. % no. % no. % 

EC1 1 8 9 69 1 8 2 15 
EC2 10 77 0 0 1 8 2 15 
EC9 0 0 12 92 0 0 1 8 

   Total 11 28 21 54 2 5 5 13 

EN3 0 0 13 100 0 0 0 0 
EN6 1 8 8 62 2 15 2 15 
EN12 3 23 6 46 1 8 3 23 
EN15 0 0 13 100 0 0 0 0 
EN16 0 0 13 100 0 0 0 0 
EN17 0 0 13 100 0 0 0 0 
EN19 0 0 13 100 0 0 0 0 
EN21 3 23 9 69 1 8 0 0 
EN23 0 0 10 77 1 8 2 15 
EN31 11 85 0 0 1 8 1 8 

   Total 18 14 98 75 6 5 8 6 

LA1 12 92 1 8 0 0 0 0 
LA3 2 15 7 54 1 8 3 23 
LA6 6 46 6 46 0 0 1 8 
LA9 11 85 0 0 0 0 2 15 
LA11 11 85 0 0 0 0 2 15 

  Total 42 65 14 22 1 2 8 12 

HR4 5 38 4 31 0 0 4 31 
HR6 2 15 4 31 1 8 6 46 
HR7 3 23 2 15 1 8 7 54 
HR11 0 0 9 69 0 0 4 31 

   Total 10 19 19 37 2 4 21 40 

SO3 2 15 9 69 0 0 2 15 
SO4 0 0 12 92 0 0 1 8 
SO5 2 15 4 31 5 38 2 15 

   Total 4 10 25 64 5 13 5 13 

PR1 5 38 0 0 1 8 7 54 
PR5 7 54 0 0 0 0 6 5 
PR9 6 46 0 0 0 0 7 54 

   Total 18 46 0 0 1 3 20 51 

   Total 103 28 177 49 17 5 67 18 

Table 6 Level of application of selected indicators 

 

Arguably a large inhibitor to comparability is the absence of data to actually compare with. 

There could be various reasons why companies choose not to disclose data without them 

acting outside the realm of morality towards the stakeholders. For example, companies 

might not have the expertise in the field since GRI is a relatively recent initiative. The 

companies may not necessarily be very well versed in the most recent guideline, G4 (Boiral 

& Henri, 2015).  On the other hand, due to G4 being entirely voluntary, companies are 

Fully: Indicators that are disclosed on all parts.   
Partly: Indicators that are disclosed on some 
parts but not all. 
N/A: Indicators that are stated in the GRI index 
to be included but are not. 
Not Inc.: Indicators that are not stated to be 
disclosed. 
 
Note: Information that is partially disclosed 
within a specific part of the indicator is 
accounted for as if it were fully disclosed for that 
specific part.  
 

    Fully          Partly            N/A          Not Inc. 
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not compelled to disclose. When companies are not forced to disclose data on all aspects 

of sustainability, they have incentives not to disclose on that which may be harmful to 

their reputation. Since stakeholders value companies in relation to their sustainability 

performance, the behavior of excluding negative data can be explained by the managerial 

branch of the stakeholder theory. The companies want to fulfill the stakeholder 

expectations to maximize their own value, so rather than disclosing harmful information; 

they choose to avoid it (Boiral, 2013; Mygind, 2009). 

The analysis shows that companies disclose extensive information without relevance to 

the G4 instructions. For example, in SO3 companies are requested to report operations 

assessed for risks related to corruption, but some companies (Edison, ERG and Acciona) 

rather wrote in detail about their policies instead of the total number and percentage that 

G4 instructs. Literature argues that the concept of CSR is complex and that a single system 

such as the GRI may be too simple and one-dimensional to completely portray a true 

picture of reality (Boiral & Henri, 2015; Camilleri, 2015). Companies may therefore be 

disclosing appurtenant information when they consider the guidelines instructions to be 

insufficient for them to be able to satisfy stakeholder demand. Although such information 

may be relevant for the companies’ true CSR practice, the sheer amount tends to deflate 

the distinctive value of the report.  

Stakeholders require comparability in order to judge companies in relation to other 

companies. From the company’s point of view, comparability may not be preferred if the 

effect of it is that stakeholders are going to rank it low relative to their competitors (Diouf 

& Boiral, 2017). Less than half of the sample size did not incorporate the indicator PR9 

on fines for non-compliance with law and regulation, and in HR4 only 4 companies 

disclosed on violations or significant risks of employees’ rights to exercise freedom of 

association or collective bargaining. These findings are in line with literature that 

maintains that companies emphasize positive rather than negative aspects (Diouf & 

Boiral, 2017).  This tendency occurred in the study on the GRI G3 by Boiral (2013) and 

evidently still remains in the G4. Due to the tendency of elevating information in order 

to satisfy stakeholder expectations, the reports are written with different intentions rather 

than to objectively account for their sustainability performance (Mygind, 2009). As a 

result, the diversity in the reporting weakens the comparability aspect. Almost all of the 

reports analyzed contained large amounts of images with seemingly no purpose as they 

add no informative value. This is possibly also a method to glorify the readers’ perception 
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of the company by lengthening and beautifying the report. Boiral (2013) found that this 

is commonly occurring, and concluded that companies tend to incorporate images that 

they believe stakeholders would appreciate. By artificially expanding the report the 

stakeholder will perceive the companies sustainability efforts to be greater than they really 

are.  

The outcome of the identified reasons that underlie the non-comparability issues is that 

the reports do not exhibit the qualities required to successfully be able to claim to fulfill 

G4’s comparability principle. Whether these issues are the outcome of companies’ 

rejection to complying with the comparability principle due to the possible negative 

outcomes or if it is the nature of CSR that inhibits the reports to be comparable is difficult 

to conclude. However, what is safe to say is that improvements to the GRI guidelines 

need to be applied in order for the reports to foster comparability and thus inhabit a 

greater quality and understanding. 
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5. Conclusion, Contributions and future research 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter summarizes the main findings of the analysis. Presented thereafter are the contributions of 

this study to the field of sustainability reporting, followed by the suggested areas of further research. 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

This study seeks to understand the state of implementation of GRI G4 in relation to the 

aspect of inter-firm comparability in the EU energy sector. Since the GRI guidelines are 

recurrently updated and open to individual interpretation and selective bias, the problem 

of stakeholders’ ability to compare reports occurs. The result of this study supports the 

notion established by previous research that there is a difficult task to compare 

sustainability performance (Diouf & Boiral, 2017; Boiral & Henri, 2015; Sherman & 

Diguilio, 2010). This study also adopted the moral and managerial approach of the 

stakeholder theory to further shed light on the underlying reasons why companies may 

conduct an uncomparable reporting approach.  

An issue of comparability identified in the study is the qualitative character of most 

indicators which prevent a uniform structure because of the descriptive nature. The 

indicators that are of a quantitative character also present issues of comparability since 

most companies exclude the assumptions, methods, and calculations from their reports. 

These indicators need to be explained to enable stakeholders to understand the entirety 

of their meaning. One of the most prevailing causes to non-comparability found are the 

extent of absent data, this in combination with the extensive information disclosed on 

areas not instructed by the G4 guidelines deflate the distinct value of the report, and 

distort the readers’ ability to compare. The findings of this study are in line with previous 

research except for the issue of differing measurement units, as they are identified to bear 

a minute obstruction to inter-firm comparison (Diouf & Boiral, 2017; Boiral & Henri, 

2015; Sherman & Diguilio, 2010).  

Stakeholders are continually demanding companies to provide sustainability reports of 

quality where inter-firm comparability is an important tool to be able to assess, judge and 

gain an overall understanding of the companies’ sustainability performance (Herremans 

et al., 2016). In essence, this study contributes to the field of sustainability reporting by 

demonstrating that the GRI’s G4 guidelines are inefficient as a tool in the aspect of 

enabling comparability of reports. By pointing out the guideline’s flaws in this aspect, this 
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paper can hopefully aid future improvements in the construction of new guidelines and 

help companies’ with insights in the construction of their reports.  

Given the limited number of companies and indicators, and the qualitative approach 

adopted in the study, the application of the findings are limited. The results of this study 

are in principle limited to the energy sector in the EU, and thus cannot be generalized. 

However, the results of non-comparability in previous studies on G3 in addition to the 

result of this study suggest that non-comparability is an issue that extends to other sectors 

as well. This study does not provide solutions to the issues within the G4 guidelines which 

leaves room for future researches to examine what could be possible alternative methods 

or solutions to today’s issues with diverse interpretation and reporting on sustainability 

performance. The GRI are frequently updating their guidelines and the G4 will be 

replaced by the GRI Standards in 1 July, 2018 (GRI, 2017). More comparative studies are 

therefore needed to inquire if the new standard is sufficient in inter-firm comparability 

where G4 is not. Since the results of this study are limited to the energy sector, a similar 

study of other sectors would be of interest to see if the findings concern this sector alone 

or if it can be applied to others as well.  
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Appendix 1 - G4 Economic indicators 

G4-EC1 Direct economic value generated and distributed  
a. Report the direct economic value generated and distributed (EVG&D) on an accruals basis including the basic components for 
the organization’s global operations as listed below. If data is presented on a cash basis, report the justification for this decision 
and report the basic components as listed below:  
• Direct economic value generated:  
–Revenues  
• Economic value distributed:  
–Operating costs  
–Employee wages and benefits  
–Payments to providers of capital  
–Payments to government  
–Community investments  
• Economic value retained (calculated as ‘Direct economic value generated’ less ‘Economic value distributed’)  
b. To better assess local economic impacts, report EVG&D separately at country, regional, or market levels, where significant. 
Report the criteria used for defining significance.  

G4-EC2 Financial implications and other risks and opportunities for the organization’s activities due to climate change  
a. Report risks and opportunities posed by climate change that have the potential to generate substantive changes in operations, 
revenue or expenditure, including:  
• A description of the risk or opportunity and its classification as either physical, regulatory, or other  
• A description of the impact associated with the risk or opportunity  
• The financial implications of the risk or opportunity before action is taken  
• The methods used to manage the risk or opportunity  
• The costs of actions taken to manage the risk or opportunity  

G4-EC9 Proportion of spending on local suppliers at significant locations of operation  
a. Report the percentage of the procurement budget used for significant locations of operation spent on suppliers local to that 
operation (such as percentage of products and services purchased locally).  
b. Report the organization’s geographical definition of ‘local’.  
c. Report the definition used for ‘significant locations of operation’.  

Appendix 2 - G4 Environmental indicators 

G4-EN3 Energy consumption within the organization  
a. Report total fuel consumption from non-renewable sources in joules or multiples, including fuel types used.  
b. Report total fuel consumption from renewable fuel sources in joules or multiples, including fuel types used.  
c. Report in joules, watt-hours or multiples, the total:  
• Electricity consumption   
• Heating consumption  
• Cooling consumption   
• Steam consumption   
d. Report in joules, watt-hours or multiples, the total:  
• Electricity sold  
• Heating sold  
• Cooling sold  
• Steam sold  
e. Report total energy consumption in joules or multiples.  
f. Report standards, methodologies, and assumptions used.  
g. Report the source of the conversion factors used.  

G4-EN6 Reduction of energy consumption  
a. Report the amount of reductions in energy consumption achieved as a direct result of conservation and efficiency initiatives, in 
joules or multiples.   
b. Report the types of energy included in the reductions: fuel, electricity, heating, cooling, and steam.  
c. Report the basis for calculating reductions in energy consumption such as base year or baseline, and the rationale for choosing 
it.  
d. Report standards, methodologies, and assumptions used.  
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G4-EN12 Description of significant impacts of activities, products, and services on biodiversity in protected areas and areas of 
high biodiversity value outside protected areas  
a. Report the nature of significant direct and indirect impacts on biodiversity with reference to one or more of the following:  
• Construction or use of manufacturing plants, mines, and transport infrastructure   
• Pollution (introduction of substances that do not naturally occur in the habitat from point and non-point sources)  
• Introduction of invasive species, pests, and pathogens  
• Reduction of species  
• Habitat conversion  
• Changes in ecological processes outside the natural range of variation (such as salinity or changes in groundwater level)  
b. Report significant direct and indirect positive and negative impacts with reference to the following:  
• Species affected  
• Extent of areas impacted  
• Duration of impacts  
• Reversibility or irreversibility of the impacts  

G4-EN15 Direct greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Scope 1)  
a. Report gross direct (Scope 1) GHG emissions in metric tons of CO2 equivalent, independent of any GHG trades, such as 
purchases, sales, or transfers of offsets or allowances.  
b. Report gases included in the calculation (whether CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, SF6, NF3, or all).  
c. Report biogenic CO2 emissions in metric tons of CO2 equivalent separately from the gross direct (Scope 1) GHG emissions.  
d. Report the chosen base year, the rationale for choosing the base year, emissions in the base year, and the context for any 
significant changes in emissions that triggered recalculations of base year emissions.  
e. Report standards, methodologies, and assumptions used.  
f. Report the source of the emission factors used and the global warming potential (GWP) rates used or a reference to the GWP 
source.  
g. Report the chosen consolidation approach for emissions (equity share, financial control, operational control).  

G4-EN16 Energy indirect greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Scope 2)  
a. Report gross energy indirect (Scope 2) GHG emissions in metric tons of CO2 equivalent, independent of any GHG trades, such 
as purchases, sales, or transfers of offsets or allowances.  
b. Report gases included in the calculation, if available.  
c. Report the chosen base year, the rationale for choosing the base year, emissions in the base year, and the context for any 
significant changes in emissions that triggered recalculations of base year emissions.  
d. Report standards, methodologies, and assumptions used.  
e. Report the source of the emission factors used and the global warming potential (GWP) rates used or a reference to the GWP 
source, if available.  
f. Report the chosen consolidation approach for emissions (equity share, financial control, operational control).  
 
G4-EN17 Other indirect greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Scope 3)  
a. Report gross other indirect (Scope 3) GHG emissions in metric tons of CO2 equivalent, excluding indirect emissions from the 
generation of purchased or acquired electricity, heating, cooling, and steam consumed by the organization (these indirect 
emissions are reported in Indicator G4-EN16). Exclude any GHG trades, such as purchases, sales, or transfers of offsets or 
allowances.  
b. Report gases included in the calculation, if available.  
c. Report biogenic CO2 emissions in metric tons of CO2 equivalent separately from the gross other indirect (Scope 3) GHG 
emissions.  
d. Report other indirect (Scope 3) emissions categories and activities included in the calculation.  
e. Report the chosen base year, the rationale for choosing the base year, emissions in the base year, and the context for any 
significant changes in emissions that triggered recalculations of base year emissions.  
f. Report standards, methodologies, and assumptions used.  
g. Report the source of the emission factors used and the global warming potential (GWP) rates used or a reference to the GWP 
source, if available.  
 
G4-EN19 Reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions  
a. Report the amount of GHG emissions reductions achieved as a direct result of initiatives to reduce emissions, in metric tons of 
CO2 equivalent.   
b. Report gases included in the calculation (whether CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, SF6, NF3, or all).  
c. Report the chosen base year or baseline and the rationale for choosing it.  
d. Report standards, methodologies, and assumptions used.  
e. Report whether the reductions in GHG emissions occurred in direct (Scope 1), energy indirect (Scope2), other indirect (Scope 3) 
emissions. 
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G4-EN21 NOX, SOX, and other significant air emissions  
a. Report the amount of significant air emissions, in kilograms or multiples for each of the following:  
• NOX   
• SOX  
• Persistent organic pollutants (POP)  
• Volatile organic compounds (VOC)  
• Hazardous air pollutants (HAP)  
• Particulate matter (PM)  
• Other standard categories of air emissions identified in relevant regulations  
b. Report standards, methodologies, and assumptions used.  
c. Report the source of the emission factors used.  

G4-EN23 Total weight of waste by type and disposal method  
a. Report the total weight of hazardous and non-hazardous waste, by the following disposal methods:   
• Reuse  
• Recycling  
• Composting  
• Recovery, including energy recovery  
• Incineration (mass burn)  
• Deep well injection  
• Landfill  
• On-site storage  
• Other (to be specified by the organization)  
b. Report how the waste disposal method has been determined:  
• Disposed of directly by the organization or otherwise directly confirmed  
• Information provided by the waste disposal contractor  
• Organizational defaults of the waste disposal contractor 

G4-EN31 Total environmental protection expenditures and investments by type  
a. Report total environmental protection expenditures by:  
• Waste disposal, emissions treatment, and remediation costs  
• Prevention and environmental management costs  

Appendix 3 - G4 Social indicators 

Sub-Category: Labor Practices and Decent Work   
 

G4-LA1 Total number and rates of new employee hires and employee turnover by age group, gender and region  
a. Report the total number and rate of new employee hires during the reporting period, by age group, gender and region.   
b. Report the total number and rate of employee turnover during the reporting period, by age group, gender and region. 

G4-LA3 Return to work and retention rates after parental leave, by gender  
a. Report the total number of employees that were entitled to parental leave, by gender.  
b. Report the total number of employees that took parental leave, by gender.  
c. Report the total number of employees who returned to work after parental leave ended, by gender.  
d. Report the total number of employees who returned to work after parental leave ended who were still employed twelve months 
after their return to work, by gender.   
e. Report the return to work and retention rates of employees who took parental leave, by gender. 

G4-LA6 Type of injury and rates of injury, occupational diseases, lost days, and absenteeism, and total number of work-related 
fatalities, by region and by gender  
a. Report types of injury, injury rate (IR), occupational diseases rate (ODR), lost day rate (LDR), absentee rate (AR) and work-related 
fatalities, for the total workforce (that is, total employees plus supervised workers), by:  
• Region  
• Gender  
b. Report types of injury, injury rate (IR), occupational diseases rate (ODR), lost day rate (LDR), absentee rate (AR) and work-related 
fatalities for independent contractors working on-site to whom the organization is liable for the general safety of the working 
environment, by:  
• Region  
• Gender  
c. Report the system of rules applied in recording and reporting accident statistics.  

G4-LA9 Average hours of training per year per employee by gender, and by employee category  
a. Report the average hours of training that the organization’s employees have undertaken during the reporting period, by:  
• Gender  
• Employee category  
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G4-LA11 Percentage of employees receiving regular performance and career development reviews, by gender and by employee 
category  
a. Report the percentage of total employees by gender and by employee category who received a regular performance and career 
development review during the reporting period.  
 

Sub-Category: Human Rights  
 

G4-HR4 Operations and suppliers identified in which the right to exercise freedom of association and collective bargaining may 
be violated or at significant risk, and measures taken to support these rights  
a. Report operations and suppliers in which employee rights to exercise freedom of association or collective bargaining may be 
violated or at significant risk either in terms of:  
• Type of operation (such as manufacturing plant) and supplier   
• Countries or geographical areas with operations and suppliers considered at risk  
b. Report measures taken by the organization in the reporting period intended to support rights to exercise freedom of 
association and collective bargaining.  

G4-HR6 Operations and suppliers identified as having significant risk for incidents of forced or compulsory labor, and measures 
to contribute to the elimination of all forms of forced or compulsory labor  
a. Report operations and suppliers considered to have significant risk for incidents of forced or compulsory labor either in terms 
of:  
• Type of operation (such as manufacturing plant) and supplier   
• Countries or geographical areas with operations and suppliers considered at risk  
b. Report measures taken by the organization in the reporting period intended to contribute to the elimination of all forms of 
forced or compulsory labor.  
 
G4-HR7 Percentage of security personnel trained in the organization’s human rights policies or procedures that are relevant to 
operations  
a. Report the percentage of security personnel who have received formal training in the organization’s human rights policies or 
specific procedures and their application to security.   
b. Report whether training requirements also apply to third party organizations providing security personnel. 
 
G4-HR11 Significant actual and potential negative human rights impacts in the supply chain and actions taken  
a. Report the number of suppliers subject to human rights impact assessments.  
b. Report the number of suppliers identified as having significant actual and potential negative human rights impacts.  
c. Report the significant actual and potential negative human rights impacts identified in the supply chain.  
d. Report the percentage of suppliers identified as having significant actual and potential negative human rights impacts with 
which improvements were agreed upon as a result of assessment.   
e. Report the percentage of suppliers identified as having significant actual and potential negative human rights impacts with 
which relationships were terminated as a result of assessment, and why.  

Sub-Category: Society  
 

G4-SO3 Total number and percentage of operations assessed for risks related to corruption and the significant risks identified  
a. Report the total number and percentage of operations assessed for risks related to corruption.  
b. Report the significant risks related to corruption identified through the risk assessment.  

G4-SO4 Communication and training on anti-corruption policies and procedures  
a. Report the total number and percentage of governance body members that the organization’s anti-corruption policies and 
procedures have been communicated to, broken down by region.   
b. Report the total number and percentage of employees that the organization’s anti-corruption policies and procedures have been 
communicated to, broken down by employee category and region.  
c. Report the total number and percentage of business partners that the organization’s anti-corruption policies and procedures 
have been communicated to, broken down by type of business partner and region.   
d. Report the total number and percentage of governance body members that have received training on anti-corruption, broken 
down by region.  
e. Report the total number and percentage of employees that have received training on anti-corruption, broken down by employee 
category and region.  

G4-SO5 Confirmed incidents of corruption and actions taken  
a. Report the total number and nature of confirmed incidents of corruption.  
b. Report the total number of confirmed incidents in which employees were dismissed or disciplined for corruption.  
c. Report the total number of confirmed incidents when contracts with business partners were terminated or not renewed due to 
violations related to corruption.  
d. Report public legal cases regarding corruption brought against the organization or its employees during the reporting period and 
the outcomes of such cases.  
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Sub-Category: Product Responsibility 
   

G4-PR1 Percentage of significant product and service categories for which health and safety impacts are assessed for 
improvement  
a. Report the percentage of significant product and service categories for which health and safety impacts are assessed for 
improvement. 
 
G4-PR5 Results of surveys measuring customer satisfaction  
a. Report the results or key conclusions of customer satisfaction surveys (based on statistically relevant sample sizes) conducted 
in the reporting period relating to information about:  
• The organization as a whole   
• A major product or service category   
• Significant locations of operation  

G4-PR9 Monetary value of significant fines for non-compliance with laws and regulations concerning the provision and use of 
products and services  
a. Report the total monetary value of significant fines for non-compliance with laws and regulations concerning the provision and 
use of products and services.  
b. If the organization has not identified any non-compliance with laws or regulations, a brief statement of this fact is sufficient.  
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Appendix 4 – EC1  

 a) b) 

OMV Revenue generated: 33,612 EUR m. Distribution to stakeholders: Suppliers (Operation expense excl. 
royalties; incl. depreciation) 23,312 EUR m (69%), Governments taxes (income + excise duty + 
royalties) 11,032 EUR m (33%), Employee (wages and benefits) 1,252 EUR m (4%), Capital 
providers (interest expense) 304 EUR m (1%), Shareholders and hybrid capital holders 530 EUR m 
(2%), Society (Social spending) 19 EUR m (0.1%). 

N/A 

RWE Value added 11,391 million EUR: Net income -170 million EUR, Divided payments to shareholders 
5 million EUR, Employees (Wages, salaries, and social security contributions) 4,803 million EUR, 
Government (taxes and deductions) 2,845 million EUR, Other shareholders 454 million EUR, 
Lenders 3,454 million EUR. 

N/A 

EDISON Economic value generated by the Group 12,466 million EUR (100%): Total precedes 12,117 million 
EUR (97.20%), Financial income 349 million EUR (2.80%).  
Economic value distributed by the Group 11,194 million EUR (89.80%): Operating expense 10,303 
million EUR (82.65%), Compensation of employees 232 million EUR (1.86%), Compensation of 
lenders and shareholders 416 million EUR (3.34%), Compensation of the public administration 
authorities 240 million EUR (1.93%), Charitable contributions and sponsorship 3 million EUR 
(0.02%). Economic value retained by the Group 1,272 million EUR (10.20%): Depreciation, 
amortization and writedowns 2,194 million EUR, Provisions and reserves -922 million EUR (-
7.40%). 

N/A 

ERG Production value 958 million EUR Economic value distributed 759 million EUR: Production cost 
484 million EUR, Compensation of personnel 71 million EUR, Compensation of public 
administration 44 million EUR, Compensation of debt capital 87 million EUR, Compensation of risk 
capital 71 million EUR, Compensation of the community 1 million EUR. Economic value withheld 
by the Group 199 million EUR: Amortisation and depreciation 171 million EUR, Compensation of 
the company 28 million EUR. 

N/A 

IBERDROLA Revenue (sale and other income) 32,421 million EUR, Operating cost 20,995 million EUR, Employee 
remuneration (excl. company social security cost) 2,187 million EUR, Payments to providers of 
capital 1,545 million EUR, Payments to government 2,746 million EUR, Community investments 30 
million EUR.  
Economic value retained 4,817. 

N/A 

SNAM Added value produced (A) 2,582 million EUR.  
Added value distributed (B) 2,510 million EUR: Employees 461 million EUR, Lenders 490 million 
EUR, Bondholders 200 million EUR, Banks 290 million EUR, Shareholders 845 million EUR, 
Government 714 million EUR, Direct taxes 690 million EUR, Indirect taxes 24 million EUR. Added 
value retained by the Group (A) – (B) 72 million EUR. 

N/A 
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KMG N/A N/A 

GAMESA Direct economic value generated: 3,528,767 thousand EUR.  
Economic value distributed 3,384,629 thousand EUR: Operating cost 2,859,945 thousand EUR, 
Employee compensation and expense 341,050 thousand EUR, Payments to suppliers of divided-
capital 42,561 thousand EUR, Financial expenses 47,125 thousand EUR, Payments to public 
administration 90,180 thousand EUR, Investments to benefit the community 3,768 thousand EUR. 
Economic value retained 144,138 thousand EUR. 

N/A 

ENEL Economic value generated 27,658 (m. euro). Economic value distributed 64,686 (m. euro): Operating 
cost 53,155 (m. euro), Personal and benefit cost, 5,314 (m. euro), Payment to lenders of capital 2,848 
(m. euro), Payment to governments 3,369 (m. euro). 
Economic value obtained 10,972 (m. euro). 

N/A 

PREMIER OIL Total revenue generated directly 1,3 US billion. Economic value distributed 705 US million: 
Operating cost 324 US million, Cash tax payments 94 US million, Staff costs 132 US million, Finance 
cost 132 US million, Royalties 22 US million, Dividends 0, Community investments 0,88 US million.  
Economic value retained (capital investment and profit) 611 US million.  

Revenue by business unit: Indonesia 264 US million, Vietnam 228 US 
million, Pakistan 89 US million, UK 734 US million. Economic value 
distributed by business unit: Indonesia 131 US million, Vietnam 141 US 
million, Pakistan 40 US million, UK 393 US million. Economic value 
distributed by type: Operating expenditure by business unit (Indonesia 51 
US million, Vietnam 72 US million, Pakistan 18 US million, UK 183 US 
million), Staff costs (Indonesia 37 US million, Vietnam 14 US million, 
Pakistan 1 US million, UK 80 US million), Community investments 
(Indonesia 0,2 US million, Vietnam 0,1 US million, Pakistan 0,2 US million, 
UK 0,3 US million), Cash tax payments (Indonesia 42 US million, Vietnam 
43 US million, Pakistan 12 US million, UK 4 US million), Royalties 
(Vietnam 12, Pakistan 9 US million, UK 2 US million), Finance costs (UK 
132 US million), Dividends 0. 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Economic value generated 26,481 (4%): Operation income 26,341 (4%), Financial income 140 (2%). 
Economic value distributed 24,268 (3%): Suppliers 19,863 (4%), Public administration 1,378 (10%), 
Employees 1,050 (15%), Financial expenses 1,034 (10%), Shareholders 933 (3%), Social action10 
(18%). Change against 2014 economic value retained 2,213 (15%).  

N/A 
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Appendix 5 – EC2 
 

a) 

OMV We acknowledge that OMV, in common with the other players within the oil and gas industry, face challenges and opportunities in: • Managing the consequences of the recent 
drop in oil prices and dealing with mid- and long-term implications. • Adapting to increasing supply and sluggish demand. • Facing increased competition and operational 
challenges in accessing and securing remaining conventional reserves. • Proactively managing and protecting the environment and adapting to climate change. • Proactively 
managing and improving health and safety, and our relationships with our key stakeholders, including governments, suppliers and local communities. • Addressing regulatory 
constraints and business opportunities in developing lower-carbon energy sources, and transforming the energy market. • Proactively monitoring and managing political 
uncertainties, and protecting asset integrity and process safety in specific countries of operation. 

RWE RWE is participating in the debate going on in the public domain and climate protection is also playing an important role here. Our stakeholders, including environmental 
organizations, customers and politicians, regard the reduction of CO2 as the biggest challenge for RWE in order to become more sustainable. RWE supports the German and 
European climate targets of cutting the emission of greenhouse gases by at least 80% by 2050. The reduction of in-house CO2 emissions is an absolute priority for us. We have 
therefore defined a concrete target. By 2020, we want to have reduced our specific CO2 emissions from the current level of 0.71 mt for each megawatt hour (MWh) generated to 
0.62 mt/MWh. By decreasing the CO2 intensity of our power plant portfolio, we meet our obligations of social responsibility while at the same time bringing down the financial 
risks arising from the purchase of CO2 certificates. During the year under review, we succeeded in reducing our specific CO2 emissions by around 5%. In absolute terms, we 
reduced the CO2 emissions from our power plants by some 3% from 155.2 million mt in 2014 to 150.8 million mt in 2015. The financial risks associated with emissions trading 
are reflected in our risk management. We reduce these risks by concluding appropriate hedging transactions. At the same time as we sell a specific amount of electricity in the 
futures market, we procure the combustion fuel required and purchase any necessary emission certificates.  

EDISON Edison has developed an in-house integrated risk management model based on the international principles of Enterprise Risk Management (ERM), in particular the CoSO 
framework (Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission), whose main purpose is to adopt a systematic approach in identifying the priority risks for the 
company, which makes it possible to assess in advance their potential negative effects and to undertake the appropriate mitigating action. For this purpose, Edison has equipped 
itself with a risk mapping and risk scoring method, which assigns a relevance index to the risk in relation to the assessment of its overall impact, probability of occurrence and 
level of control, and a Business Risk Model, developed on the basis of the best sector and international practices, which includes the various types of risk characterizing the 
business in which the Group operates in an integrated framework. These aspects can be divided up into: • risks linked to the outside environment, dependent on market 
conditions and the competitive environment, as well as on the evolution of the political, legislative and regulatory context; • operating risks, linked to the business management 
processes, structures and systems, in particular with reference to the production and marketing activities; • strategic risks, relating to the definition and implementation of the 
strategic policies. 

ERG From the perspective of proper risk management and mitigation, Senior Management has defined a “Risk Management Policy” which relates the Risk Management process with 
the business strategy definition processes, assigning objectives to management and resulting in preparing and implementing operational plans. In this context, the Risk 
Management process includes: • the identification and assessment of the main strategic risks tied to the Business Plan and to extraordinary transactions, as well as the definition 
of the policies required to mitigate them; • the identification and assessment of the main risks tied to business processes, as well as the definition of the procedures to 
manage them and the control instruments; • the continuous verification of the smooth running  and effectiveness of the risk management process. 
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IBERDROL
A 

The Iberdrola Group is exposed to the various risks inherent in the different countries, sectors and markets in which it operates. Due to their significance, the following should 
be considered: effects of climate variables on production (hydroelectric and wind) and demand (temperatures); price volatility of electricity and fuel (gas, coal, CO2, etc.); 
regulatory risks in the countries in which the Company operates; exchange rate and interest rate volatility; and operational risks due to non-availability of facilities and major 
incidents on the grid. Once the risks arising from climate change have been identified and managed, these factors have minor impact in the short and medium term. In contrast, 
in terms of opportunities the Paris Agreement opens up a whole new area of possibilities, given its recognition of the need to deal with an ambitious scenario of decarbonisation, 
which means moving towards a more efficient and less carbon intensive energy model in which electricity plays a key role. 

SNAM N/A 

KMG We strive, on a daily basis, to improve the management of GHG emissions, reduce consumption of fresh water and thus improve our water management, minimize the waste 
produced and ramp up recycling rates, reduce the energy consumption in the production, transportation systems and protect biodiversity. 

GAMESA The outlook for the business is for growth in wind turbine installations in 2016-17, particularly in the emerging markets where Gamesa has a solid competitive positioning, 
underpinned by regulatory decisions and renewable commitments received in 2015 which support stable growth in demand for wind energy in the long term. During the COP 21 
held in Paris from November 30 to December 15, 2015 a global agreement was reached on limiting the increase in world temperature to 2ºC relative to pre-industrial levels, and it 
was also acknowledged that climate change constitutes an urgent ad potentially irreversible threat to society and to the planet, which requires concerted and rapid action at world 
level, with the reduction of greenhouse gases playing a key role. 

ENEL Enel recognizes a series of regulatory risks linked to climate change. The uncertainty of the political framework increases the risk linked to regulatory instability; in this sense the 
Paris agreement is an element of stability. As for the physical risk, the increase in the frequency of extreme weather conditions, such as floods alternating with long periods of 
drought, makes for a potential impact on power distribution lines and on the operation of power plants. The Group is aware of the physical risk associated with climate change 
and has started assessments in order to establish the impact of extreme weather on the level and quality of the electricity generation, distribution and supply service, in both the 
short and long term. During 2015, Enel included in its own environmental impact mapping system (MAPEC) the monitoring of extreme weather and the recording of the 
associated damage. At a European level, in order to ensure full control of the regulatory risk, Enel has further strengthened its commitment to re-establish the effective operation 
of the ETS scheme, proposing the introduction of a Market Stability Reserve. At an international level, on the other hand, at COP21 in Paris, Enel supported 
a climate agreement that can strengthen the economic drivers for global decarbonization through financing mechanisms and the role of markets, contributing to promoting joint 
action by the private sector. Among the main opportunities: decarbonization of power plants through massive investment in renewables; development of new energy efficiency 
products and services; promotion of the electricity in the transport and residential sectors. Enel’s strong commitment to reduce emissions, as witnessed by the results 
achieved  by  the  main  sustainability indicators and indices (such as the Carbon Disclosure Project and RobecoSAM), contributes to attracting a growing number of ethical 
investors, further reinforcing the credibility of the Group’s low-carbon strategy. 

PREMIER 
OIL 

Climate change has the potential to pose physical risks to our operations. Such risks might include, for example: • Heightened storm risks • Long-term sea level rises.  Premier has 
published a Carbon Strategy, which explains how we are managing the risks and opportunities associated with climate change, as well as our approach to managing carbon 
emissions. Our strategy addresses potential metocean impacts on our offshore projects and assets. It also addresses carbon- and climate-related fiscal and legislative initiatives that 
are evolving in the countries in which we operate. We are also monitoring the outcomes of the December 2015 COP216 meeting in Paris in order to help steer our future carbon 
emissions strategy.  
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GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Risks and opportunities associated with climate change in Gas Natural Fenosa are included in the company's Corporate Risk Map. The measurement of risks and opportunities 
allows them to be integrated within the corporate strategy and for targets to be set with the aim of keeping risks to a minimum and maximising opportunities. The risks and 
opportunities have been divided into four major types:• Physical parameters: Defined by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change: increase of temperature, modification 
of rainfall, rising sea level and extreme weather events.• Market: Existence of CO2 markets like the EU-ETS, and the development of other possible markets with similar 
features.• Regulatory: Development of energy policies to mitigate climate change and which revolve around fostering the use of renewable energies and promoting energy 
efficiency.• Reputational: For the categories of risk in which random scenarios have been generated taking into consideration different physical parameters, the results obtained 
correspond to the differences between the values expected and those of risk under historic conditions, with regard to the values as a result of incorporating climate change. For 
the remaining risk categories, the scopes refer to how they affect the different work scenarios with regard to the one defined as the baseline scenario. 

 

Appendix 6 – EC9 
 

a) b) c) 

OMV Spending with local suppliers accounted for more than 84% of total expenditures.  N/A N/A 

RWE Up to one third of investments in major projects remain in the region. At the moment, we are not in a position to report on 
the proportion of the purchasing budget because the data is unavailable.  

N/A N/A 

EDISON The percentage of purchases from qualified suppliers was a little over 90%, in line with last year and notwithstanding the 
physiological turnover of the group of suppliers. The total value of supplies: 374,450 €/000 (of which suppliers in Italy 
94.10%, of which foreign suppliers 5.90%, and of which orders from local sources 5.90%) 

N/A N/A 

ERG We favour as much as possible purchases from local suppliers: 89% of the companies present in the Vendor List is based in 
Italy, while most of the remainder are European.  
The impact generated by ERG on Italy and on local communities is increasing: about 32% of the companies who acquired 
orders are based in regions where the Group’s plants are located. 

Based in regions where the Group’s plants 
are located. 

N/A 

IBERDROL
A 

Acquisition or contracting of materials, equipment, works, and services from local suppliers 85%: Spain 93%, United 
Kingdom 80%, United States 98%, Mexico 61%, Brazil 100%, Other 41%.  

N/A N/A 

SNAM 93% of suppliers are Italian.   
Geographical distribution of Italian procurement: Abruzzo 4.3%, Basilicata 2.6%, Calabria 2.7% … (Campania, Emilia 
Romagna, Friuli, Lazio, Lombardy, Marche, Piedmont, Sicily, Tuscany, Veneto, Other regions).  

N/A N/A 

ACCIONA Local suppliers by business line 17,253 local (90%): Energy 2,970 (78%), Water 704 (77%), Construction 8,017 (93%), 
Industrial 20 (11%), Services 3,932 (97%), Corporate 384 (90%), Trasmediterranea 545 (91%), Other businesses 951 (94%).  

ACCIONA further strengthened its 
commitment to local suppliers in all 
countries where it operates.  

N/A 

GAMESA The degree of localization (local procurement) achieved  was 89% in China, 63% in India and 52% in Brazil. N/A N/A 

HERA The value of local supplies (headquarters in the area covered by Hera) is 526.1 million Euros (68.3% of the total 
value). Suppliers (breakdown by geographical area) 2,989 (61.2%): Bologna 582 (12%), Ferrara 169 (3.5%), Forlì-Cesena 303 
(6.2%), … Imola-Faenza, Modena, Ravenna, Rimini. 

Local suppliers have headquarters in the 
area covered by Hera 

N/A 
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ENEL Local suppliers of materials and services: Local suppliers with contracts > 1 m. euro is 1,036 m. euro, Spending on local 
suppliers with contracts > 1 m. euro is 6,821 m. euro, Concentration of spending on local suppliers is 85.0%. 

“Local suppliers” means those suppliers 
with their registered office in the country 
in which the supply contract was issued. 

N/A 

PREMIER 
OIL 

We have researched the limited data that is available to us and have concluded that it would not currently be meaningful to 
report on this basis. This is because we do not have the procedures in place to identify what is locally procured in the strict 
sense of the word, as many of our larger, more specialized purchases are made through local subsidiaries of large 
multinational companies. As such we still intend to investigate the potential application of enhanced internal reporting 
protocols to allow us to accurately report this indicator in future. 

N/A N/A 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Purchases from local suppliers - Orders made to local suppliers 80.7% of 32,869: Argentina 100% of 486, Australia 88.0% of 
183, Brazil 97.6% 1,929, …. 
Purchases from local suppliers - Purchasing budget targeted at local suppliers 92.3% of 32,869: Argentina 100% of 486, 
Australia 93.3% of 183, Brazil 99.6% of 1,929, … 

N/A N/A 

 

Appendix 7 – EN3 
 

a)  b) c) d) e) f) g) 

OMV Data may not be comparable over 
the years due to: changes in 
operations, adapted estimation and 
calculation methodologies." 

N/A N/A Purchased energy 
such as electricity 
and heat 
accounting for 
only 4% of that 
total consumption 

Our total energy 
consumption was 137.8 PJ 

N/A N/A 

RWE 407,4 TWh = 1.466,6 PJ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

EDISON Natural Gas in millions of 
Sm^3=2997,25 Natural Gas in 
thousands of Sm^3=3900,50 Diesel 
in t=6217,84 Fuel oil in t =4103 

Units in thousands 
t: Bark 59,64, Mud 
19,43, Wood chips 
72,18.  

Purchased electric 
power in MWh: 
121338,46 

N/A Energy used to produce 
electric power: 102957 
thousands of GJ. Energy 
used for ancillary 
services: Units in thousands 
t: Bark 59, 64, Mud 19, 43, 
Wood chips 72, 18. 
Purchased electric power : 
121388,46 MWh. 

N/A N/A 
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ERG Total energy consumption energy is 
from: Natural gas in TJ: 20689, and 
from other primary sources in TJ: 
810. 

N/A N/A   Energy consumption 
(primary sources) in TJ: 
21,567 

N/A N/A 

IBERDROL
A 

Fule consumption by primary 
source in % Natural Gas: 49,63, 
Uranium: 34,08, Ciak: 16,03, Fuel-
oil: 0,22, Gas-oil: 0,03. 

Fuel consumption 
by primary source 
in %: 
Biomass/WDF: 
0,01. 

N/A N/A 796,602,846 GJ Internal energy consumption, 
which includes all of the Iberdrola 
Group’s facilities, buildings and 
offices, is calculated by adding 
together the following items: – 
consumption of fuels from non-
renewable and renewable (biofuel 
and biomass) sources; – total 
consumption of electricity and 
other fuels for heating purchased 
from third parties at 
buildings/offices; – consumption 
of electricity purchased from third 
parties at generating facilities and 
subtracting: – steam sold to third 
parties 

N/A 

SNAM The energy source most used was 
natural gas, which covered 93.8% of 
the total energy needs. The other 
sources used were electricity (4.2%) 
and other fossil fuels (diesel oil, 
petrol, LPG and heat), which 
together amount to 2%. 

The total energy 
produced by 
renewable source 
plants increased 
significantly, 
740,000 kWh in 
2015 (+55%).  

N/A N/A Total energy consumption 
was around 9,658 TJ 

N/A N/A 

KMG Petromida energy basket: fuel gas: 
60%, coke on catalyst & PSA off-
gases: 19%, power: 19%. Vega 
energy basket: fuel gas: 90%, power: 
10%. Petrochemicals energy basket: 
power: 36%, power offsites: 10%. 

N/A Petromida energy 
basket: steam 2%. 
Petrochemicals 
energy basket: 
steam 54%. 

N/A   N/A N/A 

ACCIONA 55% of energy comes from Non-
renewable sources as following: Fuel 
oil for ships: 50,5%, Electricity: 
21,3%, Gas oil for ships: 11,3%, 
Natural gas: 5%, Gas oil: 10.7%, 

45% of energy 
comes from 
renewable sources 
as following: 
Biomass 76,7%, 

N/A N/A The energy consumption 
was 13,217 TJ, of which 
45% came from renewable 
sources, meaning that the 
Company’s energy intensity 

N/A N/A 
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others: 1,2%. In total this is 
1,1TJ/M€ or 0,55*13,217=7,269TJ 

Electricity: 28,9%, 
Biogas: 3,4%. In 
total this 
is 0,45*13,217=5,94
7TJ 

of fossil origin came in at 
1.1 TJ/M€, making for a 
55.3% reduction since 2009 

GAMESA Numbers in GJ, Natural gas: 69860, 
Propane: 7610, Diesel: 71210, 
Gasoline: 32057. Total: 180737 

N/A Total grid 
electricity 
consumed (GJ) 
271,812 

Has 136 MW with 
which it generates 
renewable electricity 
from wind which it 
does not use itself but 
feeds into the national 
grid for sale. This 
electricity is generated 
in the wind arms 
dedicated to R&D on 
prototypes, and in 
wind farms held for 
sale. 

Total energy consumption 
(GJ) within the 
organization: 452,549 

Energy consumption within the 
organization, which includes all 
facilities, buildings and offices 
belonging to Gamesa Group, is 
calculated by adding up the 
following items: • Direct energy 
consumption of fuels for the 
production of products and 
services • Indirect energy 
consumption of electricity bought 
from third parties for buildings/ 
offices 

N/A 

HERA N/A N/A N/A N/A 650345. (Does not state unit 
of measurement) 

N/A N/A 

ENEL Fuel consumption by primary 
source in TJ and m. toe; Coal: 
813118, Lignite: 52670, Oil: 80931, 
Natural gas: 495089, Gas oil: 56229, 
Uranium: 436893. Total: 1934930.  

Fuel consumption 
from renewable 
sources in TJ and 
M. toe; Biomass, 
biogas and waste: 
6657, Geothermal 
fluid 85955. Total: 
92612.  

2702 TJ N/A Total direct consumption: 
2027542 TJ 

N/A N/A 

PREMIER 
OIL 

A total of 6,290,024 GJ in the form 
of fuel gas (2014: 5,786,812 GJ), an 
increase of nine per cent.  
A total of 1,813,942 GJ in the form 
of diesel (2014: 2,453,431 GJ), a 
decrease of 26 per cent.  

N/A N/A N/A Our operations used 
8,103,966 GJ of energy  

N/A N/A 
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GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Non-renewable fuels in TJ: 341,051 
(Natural gas: 246,440,  Coal-fired: 
79,236, Petroleum derivatives: 
15,375) 

Renewable fuels 
in TJ: 0 

Electricity acquired 
for consumption in 
TJ: 17,718. Renewable 
electricity generated 
(not included in the 
consumption of fuels) 
21,084. 

Electricity and steam 
sold (162,081). 

The company’s overall 
energy consumption totalled 
a value of 217,773 TJ 

N/A N/A 

 

Appendix 8 – EN6 
 

a) b) c) d) 

OMV N/A N/A N/A N/A 

ERG Installed renewable energy (Wind power and Hydroelectric) resulted in 979 kt of CO2 
production avoided, 5,330 GWh of electricity produced at virtually zero CO2 emissions, 
and 61.8% of the “1st principle overall performance” index.   

Electricity, Wind 
power, and 
hydroelectric  

The energy efficiency index was 
calculated in accordance with 
the procedures laid down by 
Ministeral Decree 5 (CAR).  

N/A 

IBERDROL
A 

Primary energy savings through the production of renewable energy 118,121,437 GJ.  
Primary energy savings through hydroelectric generation 57,101,281 GJ.  
Savings through the supply of heat energy (steam) within the group (Cogeneration) 
12,855,808 GJ.  

Renewable energy, 
hydroelectric, and 
cogeneration 
(steam)  

N/A N/A 

SNAM N/A N/A N/A N/A 

KMG Petromidia energy efficiency index: 3.19 GJ/t of throughput (Fuel gas 60%, Coke on 
catalyst & PSA off-gases 19%, Power 19%, Steam 2%).  
Vega energy efficiency index: 2.83 GJ/t of throughput (Fuel gas 90%, Power 10%). 
Petrochemicals energy efficiency index; 19.2 GJ/t of throughput (Steam 54%, Power 36%, 
Power offsites 10%).  

Fuel Gas, Coke on 
catalyst & PSA off-
gases, Power, 
Steam, and Power 
offsite.  

N/A N/A 

ACCIONA More than 4,400 tonnes of CO2 were saved, in addition to 57,300 GJ and 1,420 tonnes of 
fuel oil. Optimise the routes covered in its construction sites for the procurement of 
materials, waste disposal, earth moving and worker transport, resulting in up to 3.2 million 
kms of travel avoided, providing fuel savings with an energy content of 13,500 MWh, the 
equivalent of approximately 3,600 t of CO2 not released into the atmosphere. 

Fuel oil, and energy 
due to travel 

N/A N/A 
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GAMESA Actions reducing energy consumption and increasing energy efficiency were implemented 
and carried out; Optimization of energy management enabled avoidance of consumption 
of close to 2,725,000 kWh, equivalent to 605 tons of CO2 (tCO2-e). Change to standard 
temperature in the factory (installation of thermostats, changes to the temperature ranges in 
which the system is triggered, and change to an LED lighting system in the factory) 
resulted in savings of 22,547.66 kWh in the period August to December 2015. 
Improvements to battery capacitors greatly reduced the reactive power effect in the 
production plant, leading to savings of €15,763.64 and 254.255,69 kWh with the cost of 
this improvement of €16,000. Modifications in 2015 to contracted power, as well as 
automation of central air-conditioning and vacuum cleaners saving - 938,525 kWh in 
electricity and 1,510,317 kWh in natural gas.  

Electricity and 
natural gas 

N/A N/A 

HERA Primary energy saved in the energy improvements plants, divided by type of measure; 
Measures and wastewater treatment plans and portable water treatments plants 1,084 toe, 
Revamping of district heating plants 554 toe, Measures of energy networks and regulation 
and measuring stations 263 toe, Drive system tool project to reduce fuel consumption 
rationalization of vehicle routing 253 toe, Other minor measures 24 toe, Total 2,178 toe. 
Environmental advantages of district heating include primary energy savings of 33,084 toe.  

Water cycle, Gas 
and District heating, 
and Other  

N/A N/A 

ENEL Thermoelectric production and photovoltaic in Russia resulted in saving of 9,117.6 GJ due 
to retrofitting of unit 3 and replacement of old piping and insulation and coverings of the 
boiler and turbine, saving of 11,844.4 GJ due to retrofitting of units 7 and 8 and 
replacement of old piping and insulation and covering of the boiler and turbine, saving of 
28,574.9 GJ due to repair of boilers of group 7, including the replacement of heat exchange 
surfaces and the replacement of the power generator, and savings of 27,021.6 GJ due to the 
repair of the boiler of unit 4, including the replacement of heating surfaces and the 
monitoring of the new cleaning system. Thermoelectric production and photovoltaic in 
Spain resulted in savings of 16,219 GJ mainly due to the interconnections of the cooling 
systems of the combined cycle plant and savings of 6,855 GJ due to: a) review and 
adjustment of all air-conditioning and lighting programs and procedures; b) rational use of 
space; c) changes in the MV/HV grids in order to reduce losses. 
Thermoelectric production and photovoltaic in Slovakia resulted in electricity savings of 
26,182 GJ due to self-consumption thanks to the production from photovoltaic plants and 
fossil fuel saving of around 428 thousand GJ and around 120 thousand GJ respectively for 
the Vojany and Nováky plants respectively.  

Thermoelectric 
production and 
photovoltaic. 

N/A N/A 

PREMIER 
OIL 

Operations used a total of 1,813,942 GJ in the form of diesel (a decrease of 26 per cent 
since 2014) and reflects operational changes and efficiency improvements, such as the 
boiler upgrade at Chim Sáo. 

Diesel N/A N/A 
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GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Energy efficiency (savings) of electricity generation in Spain 9,816 TJ; Repowering small 
hydro plants 2,994 TJ, Boiler change 6,672 TJ, High-efficiency cogeneration 149 TJ.  
Energy efficiency (savings) of gas and electricity transportation and distribution in Spain 
10,844 TJ; Replacements of pipes 1,235 TJ.  

Electricity and Gas These reductions are calculated 
as the difference between 
emissions from "with project" 
and "without project" scenarios.  

The "with project" scenario 
represents the real level of 
energy consumption and 
GHG emissions due to the 
implementation of the 
project. The "without 
project" baseline scenario 
represents the energy 
consumption and GHG 
emissions levels that would 
have been reached if the 
project had not been 
implemented.  

 

Appendix 9 – EN12 
 

a) b) 
OMV N/A N/A 

RWE We adopted a Biodiversity Policy for the Group. This guideline establishes how RWE intends to protect and promote 
biodiversity stewardship as the company carries out its business activities. We protect species diversity by strategic measures if 
natural habitats are destroyed by our activities. These include fish ladders at run-of-river power stations and the use of technical 
measures to protect marine species at offshore wind farms. The same approach continues as we reinstate substitute habitats or 
facilitate the repopulation of existing habitats. We also contribute to the promotion of biodiversity through the recultivation of 
mining areas. A green bridge was constructed over the German A 61 highway at a cost of € 4 million. The structure is part of 
the species protection concept for the Hambach opencast mine and helps to provide an integrated network of habitats outside 
the mining excavation area. The main reason for erecting the green bridge was as a crossing aid for the bats from Hambach 
Forest. It provides a route for these particularly shy animals to cross the motorway in the protected landscapes and nature 
conservation areas of the Erftal Valley. Bats make use of ultrasound waves for purposes of orientation and they need trees and 
bushes growing more closely together than is the case in a motorway corridor so that they can utilise this echolocation system 
effectively. The bridge helps the animals to negotiate the space without any danger. Naturally, other wild animals also benefit 
from the bridge. 

N/A 

ERG Specifically, the greatest environmental constraint for the Szydlowo Park concerned the prohibition  excavate  the 
foundations  of  the  turbines  in  the  period  between  mid-February  and mid-August, during the spawning season of some 
protected species of birds that nest in the humus of the soil. 
The  project  planning  was  designed  so  as  to  begin  all  the  work  independently  of environmental restrictions (located in 
areas not inhabited by breeding species) before mid August, to focus on building the foundations shortly thereafter (August - 
November 2015). 

By interrupting the upstream to downstream 
continuity, the barriers limit the free movement 
of fish species along the river. Therefore we are 
contributing to repopulate the rivers by means 
of periodic “fish releases” (adding certain 
quantities of species into the bodies of water).  
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IBERDROLA Before a facility is built, the potential environmental impact is analysed through a forecast and assessment, 
with  a  view  to  avoiding  placing  new  infrastructure  in  protected  areas  or  areas  with  a  high  biodiversity  value, even if 
they are not officially protected. -Outlines in detail the general impacts in each phase of a facility's lifecycle, from construction to 
decomission. 

Lists impacts caused by the company to 
different kinds of fauna, their causes and their 
plans to avoid or mitigate these impacts. 

SNAM In the gas pipeline design phase, the path is chosen from among different alternatives, seeking to avoid or reduce to the 
necessary minimum the network’s passage through areas of significant natural or cultural interest, archaeological areas, 
geologically unstable areas and man-made areas or those in which new residential developments are expected. In special cases, 
procedures and technologies are used, consistent with technical feasibility, which lessen interference with the surrounding 
environment, such as reducing the extent of the work area, minimising provisional worksite infrastructure and trenchless 
execution techniques (tunnels and micro-tunnels), as alternatives to traditional excavation. Once installation is done, accurate 
environmental restoration activity is carried out so as to return the land to its original conditions. 

N/A 

KMG Mentions use of monitoring systems they use for groundwater and air quality. For each new project the impact of the refining 
activity on biodiversity is analyzed and assessed. 

N/A 

ACCIONA ACCIONA concretely assesses the effect on natural spaces and species to prevent and correct this. It works on identifying the 
risks deriving from its activities and the capacity to mitigate them. Risk analysis is an essential aspect in the prevention of effects 
prior to executing projects. En 2015, ACCIONA protected and restored 225 hectares in the areas surrounding its projects and 
in virtually all cases the measures were verified by external professionals. The plantings carried out by ACCIONA in 2015 will 

absorb more than 3,300 metric tonnes of CO₂/year1, equivalent to the CO₂ emissions produced by the use of 1,400 cars. 
The assessment took into account the species affected, the surface area of the facility within the protected area, the duration of 
the impacts, and whether they were reversible or irreversible. Nature of the impacts: Habitat 2%, Atmosphere 5%, Land 7%, 
Landscape 4%, Fauna 38%, Vegetation 21%, Water environment 23%. 

Include information on protected areas that are 
affected by their facilities, these areas are: 
Special Area of Conservation, Special Protection 
Area for birds, Site of Community Importance, 
Biosphere Reserve, Important Bird Area, 
Natural Habitat of Community Interest, Natural 
Reserve, Park, Protected Landscape,  Natural 
Monument, Special Environmental Protection 
Plan, Natural Resource Management Plan, 
Special Physical Environment Protection Plan, 
Permanent Protection Area & Asset of Cultural 
Interest.  

HERA In the province of Ferrara, the two largest water collection plants (Pontelagoscuro and Stellata, on the Po river) are located 
within the Special ProtectionArea called “Fiume Po da Stellata a Mesola e Cavo Napoleonico”. Meanwhile, in the Province of 
Ravenna, the Marina di Ravenna treatment plant is located within the EU Conservation Area “Piallassa  Piombone” and 
disposes of the wastewater treated 215 within the “Piallassa Baiona” special protection area. At these two plants, in order to 
protect biodiversity, Hera carries out acute toxicity tests. In the 2005-2015 period, these tests showed that the water disposed of 
had no toxicity.  

N/A 
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ENEL N/A The safeguarding of species and natural habitats 
involved 146  projects, for a total investment of 
8.7 million Euros, and involved a total surface 
area of protected areas of 722,550 hectares  (the  
change in the figure for 2015 compared to 2014 
refers to a change in methodology in collecting 
data, based on the greater granularity of the 
information requested). 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Outline the Construction and operation of transport infrastructures, Atmospheric pollution, Conversion of habitats, and the 
Changes in ecological processes within their natural range of variation, this based on Low impact, medium impact, or significant 
impact in relation to electricity generated in their different activities.  

N/A 

 
 

Appendix 10 – EN15 
 

a) b) c) d) e) f) g) 
OMV The direct GHG emissions (scope 1) directly related to the 

operations amounted 11.9 mn t CO2 equivalent including 
CO2 of 10.4 mn t, CH4 of 70,741 t, and N2O of 72t. The 
other GHGs are disclosed to not be relevant for the business 
and are therefore not included. 

CO2, CH4, 
and N2O 

N/A N/A N/A Applied GWP 
according to the 
2nd IPCC 
Assessment 
Report; CH4 =21 
and N20 = 310.  

N/A 

RWE Co2 emissions (scope 1) 152.3 million mt N/A Specific CO2 emissions 
0.708 mt/MWh (no 
indication that it is 
included under Scope 1)  

N/A Scope 1 is the direct CO2 
emissions from in-house sources 
(gas transmission and electricity 
generation).  
Specific CO2 emissions where 
calculated on the basis of 
electricity production without 
emissions form biogenic fuels.  

N/A 

N/A 
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EDISON Scope 1: CO2 from production of electric power and thermal 
energy 5,955,017 t, Hydrocarbon sector  CO2 128,377 t,  CO2 
emissions from pipelines leaks 1,634.6 t of CO2 eq. Also 
included in Scope 1 are direct emissions due to other activities 
(Scope I); Natural gas 6,650 t of CO2 eq, Diesel 21,848 t of 
CO2 eq, Fuel oil 4,380 t of CO2 eq. Additionally, CO2 emitted 
by company cars 682 t of CO2 eq are disclosed under Scope 
1.   

SF6 410 t 
of CO2 eq.  

Specific CO2 emissions: 
Thermoelectric and 
thermal energy g/Kwh 
gross 352.3, Electric 
power and thermal energy 
(includes Renewables) 
g/Kwh gross 276.1, 
Electric power (includes 
Renewables) g/Kwh net 
319. (no indication that it 
is inc. under Scope 1) 

N/A N/A N/A 

N/A 

ERG The emission indicators (that correlate the emissions to unit of 
output – MWheq) show the following values: Direct Co2 
emissions 1,230 kt (CO2 index 0.39 kt/GWheq), NOX 
emissions 386 t (NOX index 0.11 t/GWheq), SO2 emissions 
46 t (SO2 index t/GWheq), Particulate emissions 5 t 
(particulate index 0.002 t/GWheq), SF contained in 
switchboards 13.1 t. (Do not referee to neither direct nor 
scope 1 with regards to NOX, SO2, Particulate or SF) 

CO2, 
NOX, 
CO2, and 
SF 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

N/A 

IBERDROL
A 

Total CO2 emissions 31,587,793 t.  
Other Scope 1 emissions: Emissions associated with the 
consumption of diesel at nuclear plants 6.7 ktCO2 e (source of 
emission is Magrama), Fugitive emissions (CH4) (Gas 
warehousing and transport) 6.3 ktCO2 e (source of emission is 
IPPC), Fugitive emissions (SF6) (Electric power distribution) 
27.9 ktCO2 e (source of emission is IPPC), Emissions at 
buildings (fuels consumption) 7 ktCO2 e (source of emission 
are Magrama in Spain, Defra in UK, and EPA in US), 
Emissions from fuel combustion (fleet vehicles) 29 ktCO2 e 
(source of emission is Defra). 

CH4 and 
SF6 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

N/A 



 

 48 

SNAM Direct CO2eq emissions were approximately 1.91 million 
tonnes (t). Direct CO2 emissions from combustion stood at 
approximately 0.52 million tonnes, while CO2eq emissions 
deriving from methane emissions were approximately 1.39 
million tonnes. 
Scope 1: Natural gas transportation - CO2eq emissions 
883,826 t, Liquefied natural gas regasification - CO2eq 
emissions 38,659 t, Natural gas storage - CO2eq emissions 
450,162 t, Natural gas distribution - CO2eq emissions 534,192 
t.  

Natural gas 
emissions 
were 78.5 
Mm3.  

N/A N/A Calculation CO” emissions was 
updated to take into account the 
information provided in the most 
recent scientific study conducted 
by the IPCC, “fifth Assessment 
Report IPCC”, which assigned 
methane a GWP of 28, as well as 
the updating of distribution 
network gas emissions indices.  
Distribution emission indices were 
updated based on specific research 
conducted by leading international 
company, which took into 
consideration the new technology 
used in the network in recent 
years (materials, equipment and 
junction technologies).   

Methan was 
assigned a GWP 
of 28.  

N/A 

KMG GHG emissions reduction Petromidia Refinery registered a 
70,677-ton cut in emissions from 883,963 tons to 813,286 
tons, while Petrochemicals saw a reduction by 7,644 tons, 
from 41,514 tons down to 33,870 tons. (No reference to direct 
or Scope 1).  
Petromidia Refinery (refining and petrochemical production 
units) saw a reduction from 275 tons down to 269 tons for 
SO2 and from 399 tons to 363 tons for NOx respectively.(No 
reference to direct or Scope 1) 

S02 and 
NOx (No 
reference to 
direct or 
Scope 1) 

N/A N/A Petromidia Refinery registered a 
major performance in 2015, when 
the implementation of the project 
“Electrostatic Precipitator – ESP” 
took place. The scope of the 
project was to reduce particulates 
emissions at the stack in the FCC 
Unit, in order to comply with the 
BAT/BREF requirements 
(Decision no. 2014/738/EU). In 
May, an ESP Performance test 
was carried out and the recorded 
values for dust were below LEV 
requirements. 

N/A N/A 

ACCIONA Scope 1 amounted to 427 thousands of tonnes of CO2. N/A Biogenic emissions 
amounted to 418,296 t of 
CO2.   

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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GAMESA Direct greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Scope 1) 12,079 
tCO2eq: Combustion (Natural gas 3,917.3 tCO2eq, Propane 
484.1 tCO2eq, Diesel fuel 838.8 tCO2eq, Dry ice 138.9 
tCO2eq) Vehicles (Diesel fuel 4,374.6 tCO2eq, Gasoline 
2,267.5 tCO2eq), Coolant gases (R404A 0, R22 0, R407C 57.6 
tCO2eq, R410A 0, R417A 0, R422D 0, R134A 0, and R401A), 
Dielectric (SF6 0). 
Direct greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Scope 1, by 
geographical area): EMEA 8,914 tCo2eq, USA 995 tCo2eq, 
China and APAC 116 tCo2eq, India 227 tCo2eq, LATAM 
(incl. Brazil) 751 tCo2eq.   

Combustio
n: Natural 
gas, 
Propane, 
Diesel fuel, 
and Dry ice 
Coolant 
gases,  
Dielectric; 
SF6  

N/A N/A N/A GWP-100y over 
the life cycle of 
Gamesa wind 
turbines; G90 (78 
m) 9.82 g CO2e / 
kWh, G114 (80m) 
9.27 g CO2e / 
kWh, G114 … 

N/A 

HERA The carbon dioxide emissions increased 19% to 184,137 t and 
the Total GHG emissions of plants amounted to 1021,127 t 
(waste to energy plants 511,715 t, Plants authorized under the 
Emission Trading Directive 184,137 t, Landfills 325,275 t). (no 
indication that it is inc. under Scope 1) 

CO2 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

N/A 

ENEL Direct emissions of GHG (Scope 1) 119.51 m. t eq; Emissions 
of CO2 from electricity production and heat 119.25 m. t, 
Direct emissions due to other activities 0.26 m. t eq. 
Specific emissions compared to total net production; SO2 1.07 
g/kWh, NOx 0.78 g/kWh, Particulates 0.26 g/kWh. (Not 
referred to Scope 1)  

CO2, SO2, 
and Nox 

Specific emissions: Of 
CO2 of the total net 
production 409 kg/MWh, 
Of CO2 of the net 
production from fossil 
fuels divided on Simple 
768 kg/MWh, and 
cogeneration 668 
kg/MWh. (Disclosed 
under G4-EN15) 

N/A N/A 23,500 - GWP 

N/A 

PREMIER 
OIL 

Total Scope 1 (i.e. direct) GHG emissions from operated 
facilities amounted to 822,330 tonnes.  

N/A N/A N/A GHG i.e. combustion emissions; 
flaring and venting; significant 
stationary sources; and significant 
mobile sources. 

N/A 

N/A 
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GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Direct GHG emissions (referee to scope 1 and G4-EN15): 
Electricity generation 20,335.2 ktCO2 e (Co2 20,297.2 ktCO2 
e, CH4 7.2 ktCO2 e, N20 29.7 ktCO2 e, SF6 0.0, HFC 1.1 
ktCO2 e, PFC 0.0), Gas distribution 1,485.3 ktCO2 e (Co2 
77.5 ktCO2 e, CH4 1,407.7 ktCO2 e, N20 0.1 ktCO2 e, SF6 
0.0, HFC 0.0, PFC 0.0), Gas (infrastructures) 574.3 ktCO2 e 
(Co2 569.1 ktCO2 e, CH4 3.2 ktCO2 e, N20 2.0 ktCO2 e, SF6 
0.0, HFC 0.0, PFC 0.0), Electricity distribution 26.0 ktCO2 e 
(Co2 2.5 ktCO2 e, CH4 0.0, N20 0.0, SF6 26.0 ktCO2 e, HFC 
0.0, PFC 0.0), Mining 2.5 ktCO2 e (Co2 2.5 ktCO2 e, CH4 0.0, 
N20 0.0, SF6 0.0, HFC 0.0, PFC 0.0), Total 22,423.4 ktCO2 e 
(Co2 20,946.3 ktCO2 e, CH4 1,418.1 ktCO2 e, N20 31.8 
ktCO2 e, SF6 26.0 ktCO2 e, HFC 1.1 ktCO2 e, PFC 0.0). 

CO2, HC4, 
N20, SF6, 
HFC, and 
PFC 

Specific CO2 emission 
445 gr CO2/KWh 
generated.  

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

Appendix 11 – EN16 

 a) b) c) d) e) f) 

OMV Indirect GHG emissions (Scope 2), which relate to 
purchased electricity and heat, accounted for only 0.3% of 
our total GHG emissions. GHG (indirect, Scope 2) 0.4 mn t 
CO2 equivalent.  

N/A N/A GHG Scope 2 – Energy indirect emissions result from the 
generation of purchased or acquired electricity, heating, cooling or 
steam.  

Applied GWP 
according to the 2nd 
IPCC Assessment 
Report; CH4 =21 
and N20 = 310.  

N/A 

RWE CO2 emissions Scope 1.3 million mt N/A N/A Scope 2: indirect CO2 emissions from the transmission and 
distribution of electricity purchased from third parties. 

N/A N/A 

EDISON Scope II - Emissions attributable to consumption of 
purchased electric power 53,789 t.  

N/A N/A Emissions attributable to consumption of purchased electric power 
(Conversion factors published by ISPRA) 

N/A N/A 

ERG CO2 emissions (SCOPE 2) 11 kt N/A N/A The data related to SCOPE 2 emissions pertaining to the Group’s 
entire scope were extracted from the technical reports for plant 
purchases (power and wind energy), invoices from the distributor 
for the energy consumption of the office space, and reports supplied 
by the property administrators for consumption generated by the 
centralised heating and cooling services.  

N/A N/A 
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IBERDROL
A 

Scope 2 - Expanded boundary: Emissions associated with the 
consumption of power at offices 56.76 kt CO2 eq, Emissions 
from consumption at standby and pumping 908.16 kt CO2 
eq.  

N/A N/A Indirect emissions are those that arise from the Company’s activities 
but are generated by other entities. These include emissions from 
the generation of electricity acquired and consumed by the 
Company. These emissions are: – Emissions associated with the 
consumption of electricity in buildings. – Emissions associated with 
the consumption of suspended standby energy at the renewable, 
thermal, and nuclear plants and pumping at the hydroelectric plants. 
The emission factor of the generation mix of the respective country 
is used to calculate CO2. Source: CO2 Emissions per kWh from 
Electricity and Heat Generation from the report CO2 Emissions 
from Fuel Combustion 2015 Edition by the International Energy 
Agency. 

N/A N/A 

SNAM Total GHG emissions 2,371 103 t CO2eq were indirect 
emissions (Scope 2) was 1.3%. Indirect CO2eq emissions 
arise from the use of electricity made up approximately 
31,150 103 t.  
Snam increased the number of plants supplying it with 
electricity generated from renewable sources, including: the 
Messina and Terranuova Bracciolini compression stations 
(Snam Rete Gas); the gas storage concession in Brugherio 
(Stogit); and the regasification plant in Panigaglia (GNL 
Italia). This operation, as well as the use of photovoltaic 
panels for power generation, enabled the avoidance of 
approximately 7,560 tonnes of CO2eq equal to roughly 25% 
of the Snam Group’s total indirect emissions (scope 2). 

N/A N/A N/A Methan was 
assigned a GWP of 
28 

N/A 

KMG GHG emissions reduction Petromidia Refinery registered a 
70,677-ton cut in emissions from 883,963 tons to 813,286 
tons, while Petrochemicals saw a reduction by 7,644 tons, 
from 41,514 tons down to 33,870 tons. (No reference to 
indirect or Scope 2) 

N/A N/A Petromidia Refinery registered a major performance in 2015, when 
the implementation of the project “Electrostatic Precipitator – ESP” 
took place. The scope of the project was to reduce particulates 
emissions at the stack in the FCC Unit, in order to comply with the 
BAT/BREF requirements (Decision no. 2014/738/EU). In May, an 
ESP Performance test was carried out and the recorded values for 
dust were below LEV requirements. 

N/A N/A 

ACCIONA Scope 2 emissions came in at 178,343 t CO2, (178,343 t CO2 
Scope 2 market based vs 326,861 t CO2 Scope 2 location 
based). 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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GAMESA Indirect GHG emissions (Scope 2) by geographic area; Total 
24,776 tCO2-eq, EMEA 14,924 tCO2-eq, USA 995 tCO2-eq, 
China and APAC 3,321 tCO2-eq, India 5,313 tCO2-eq, 
LATAM (incl. Brazil) 223 tCO2-eq. 

N/A N/A Indirect emissions are any emissions produced by the activity, but 
which are generated by other organizations, such as emissions from 
the energy consumption of buildings and equipments through 
electricity consumption. 

GWP-100y over the 
life cycle of Gamesa 
wind turbines; G90 
(78 m) 9.82 g CO2e 
/ kWh, G114 … 

N/A 

HERA Indirect emissions from electricity consumption came to 
221,103 tonnes. (Does not indicate Scope 2) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

ENEL Scope 2 emissions 0.65 million t eq and rose by around 3% 
Indirect emissions of greenhouse gases (Scope 2): Total 0.418 
m. t eq,, Fuel deposit and movement 0.002 m. t eq, 
Electricity distribution 0.164 m. t eq, Property management 
0.069 m. t eq, Mining 0.001 m. t eq, From electricity acquired 
from the grid (hydroelectric plant) 0.418 m. t eq.  

N/A N/A Scope 2 emissions concern indirect emissions arising from the 
generation of the electricity purchased and consumed by the 
Company. Scope 2 includes the emissions of CO2 associated with 
the consumption of electricity purchased on the grid for civilian uses 
and for pumping in hydroelectric plant, since it is not possible to 
precisely confirm the producer and so they cannot be classified 
differently.  
Scope 2 emissions: the estimate of the indirect emissions of CO2 
due to the consumption of electricity for electricity distribution, 
moving fuel, extracting coal, property management and, since 2013, 
also the electricity purchased from the grid from hydroelectric plant, 
is the product of the electricity consumption, including grid losses, 
multiplied by the respective weighted specific emission coefficients 
of the whole generation mix of the countries where the Enel Group 
operates.  

N/A N/A 

PREMIER 
OIL 

Indirect emissions (Scope 2) (i.e. indirect GHG emissions 
from consumption of purchased electricity, heat or steam) 
were 1,000 tonnes from office energy consumption.  

N/A N/A Scope 2 (i.e. indirect emissions from the generation of purchased 
energy) calculations are based on emission factors supplied by the 
UK Department of Energy & Climate Change (DECC), the UK 
Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs (Defra) and 
International Energy Agency guidance. A different factor is used for 
each country, and is applied to the total energy consumption in our 
onshore facilities (offices and warehouses). Emission factors are 
used to give an estimate of CO2 equivalent. 

N/A N/A 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Fixed sources - Indirect CO2 emissions (Scope 2): 1,460 
KtCO2 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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Appendix 12 – EN17 
 

a) b) c) d) e) f) g) 

OMV GHG (indirect, Scope 3) 112 mn t CO2 
equivalent, Total GHG intensity (Scope 3) of 
purchased goods and services capital goods 1.49 
mn t CO2 equivalent, and Total GHG intensity 
(Scope 3) of product portfolio 111 mn t CO2 
equivalent.  

N/A N/A Scope 3 is related to 
product, service and 
capital goods 
purchased outside 
the company.  

N/A Discloses GHG Scope 3 as other indirect emissions 
that occur outside the organization. GHG scope 3 is 
related to the total product sales volumes, and 
purchased goods and materials of all our fully 
consolidated companies. Not all Scope 3 emissions 
(such as emissions related to employee business 
travel and logistics) are material. Scope 3 emissions 
from purchased goods and services and capital 
goods have been also included. Scope 3 includes 
total sales amounts from companies under 
operational or financial control of OMV; pure 
“trading margin” sales as well as intercompany sales 
are excluded. 

Applied GWP 
according to 
the 2nd IPCC 
Assessment 
Report; CH4 
=21 and N20 
= 310.  

RWE Scope 3 emissions 93.9 million Mt N/A N/A From the production 
and consumption of 
gas sold to 
customers.  

N/A Scope 3 s defined as emissions that don’t fall under 
scope 1 and 2, produced through the generation of 
electricity procured from third parties, from the 
transmission and distribution I electricity in third-
party networks, from the production and from the 
consumption of gas sold to customers.  

N/A 

EDISON Scope III; From Business travel 2,316 t of CO2 
eq. , From waste disposal 7,585 t of CO2 eq. .  

N/A N/A Business travels and 
waste disposal 

N/A N/A N/A 

ERG CO2 emissions Scope 3 1,1 kt  N/A N/A Travel by employees N/A Scope 3 emissions are referred to other indirect 
GHG emissions according to international GHG 
protocol classification. The final data was produced 
thanks to reports provided by the travel agency and 
relate to travel by employees (calculated according to 
a certified methodology).  

N/A 
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IBERDROLA CO2 emissions associated with employee travel, 
expanded boundary: Air 8,749 t, Car 11,019 t, 
Train 292t. CO2 emissions associated with the 
transport of fuel in Spain and the United 
Kingdom, expanded boundary: Roadway 22,300 
t, Train 77,933 t, Ship 289,170 t. Emissions 
associated with the energy purchased from other 
generators and distributed by the networks of 
Iberdrola Group amount to a total of 27,350 kt 
of CO2. Emissions associated with the supply 
chain; 113 kt CO2 (Spain), 165 kt CO2 (United 
Kingdom), 33 kt CO2 (United States), 17 kt 
(Mexico), 39 kt CO2 (Brazil). (Referee to G4-
EN17) 

N/A N/A Employee travel (e.g. 
hire vehicle, planes, 
trains), transport 
fuel, distribution of 
energy from other 
generators, and the 
supply chain.  

N/A Al indirect emissions are those which result from the 
activities of the company, but occur in sources that 
are not owned or controlled by it.  
 

N/A 

SNAM CO2eq emissions were approximately 433,000 
103 tonnes (19.3% of total GHG including 3 
scopes); Supply chain 430 103 t CO2eq (0.8% of 
scope 3), Business travel 3,47 103 t CO2eq 
(99.2% of scope 3).  

N/A N/A Supply chain and 
Business travel 

N/A Indirect emissions (Scope 3) refer to CO2eq 
emissions related to the supply chain (Goods, labor 
and service) and business travel (business trips, 
journeys by employees as part of their working 
activities). 

Methane was 
assigned a 
GWP of 28 

KMG GHG emissions reduction Petromidia Refinery 
registered a 70,677-ton cut in emissions from 
883,963 tons to 813,286 tons, while 
Petrochemicals saw a reduction by 7,644 tons, 
from 41,514 tons down to 33,870 tons. (No 
reference to indirect or Scope 3).  

N/A N/A N/A   Petromidia Refinery registered a major performance 
in 2015, when the implementation of the project 
“Electrostatic Precipitator – ESP” took place. The 
scope of the project was to reduce particulates 
emissions at the stack in the FCC Unit, in order to 
comply with the BAT/BREF requirements 
(Decision no. 2014/738/EU). In May, an ESP 
Performance test was carried out and the recorded 
values for dust were below LEV requirements. 

N/A 
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ACCIONA Scope 3 emissions of external energy 
consumption 2,042,474 r CO2: Assets leased to 
the organisation 144,587 t CO2, Assets leased 
by the organisation Incorporated in Scopes 1 
and 2 t CO2, Employee commutes to work 0, 
Business trips 0, Waste of the organisation 
14,859 t CO2, Waste arising from products sold 
by the organisation 870 t CO2, Use of products 
sold by the organization 1,666 t CO2, Suppliers 
100% of purchases of goods and services from 
28,000 suppliers comprising the supply chain 
(Products, services and raw materials 957,207t 
CO2, Capital assets 347,264 t CO2, Fuel 
consumption and Electricity consumption 
104,145 t CO2, Transport 472,056 t CO2).  

N/A Biogenic 
emissions 
amounted 
to 418,296 
t of CO2. 
(Not 
connected 
to a scope 
3) 

Assessed leased by 
the company, 
employee 
communication to 
work, business trips, 
waste generated by 
the company and 
derive from the 
products it sells and 
suppliers-purchased 
goods and services.  

N/A N/A N/A 

GAMESA Other indirect GHG emissions (Scope 3) 
245,727 tCO2-eq: Land transport 4,384 tCO2-
eq, Sea transport 241,343 tCO2-eq. 

N/A N/A Sea transport and 
land transport 

N/A N/A GWP-100y 
over the life 
cycle of 
Gamesa wind 
turbines; G90 
(78 m) 9.82 g 
CO2e / kWh, 
G114 (80m) 
9.27 g CO2e / 
kWh, … 

HERA Indirect emissions from electricity consumption 
came to 221,103 tonnes. (Do not indicate scope 
3) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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ENEL Other indirect emissions of greenhouse gases 
(Scope 3) 8.139 m. t eq; Coal mining 6.740 m. t 
eq, Transport of coal by sea 0.980 m. t eq, 
Transport of coal by train 0.377 m. t eq, 
Transport of fuel (gas oil, biomass, WDF) 0.010 
m. t eq, Transport of raw materials and waste 
0.032 m. t eq 

N/A N/A Scope 3 includes 
figurative emissions 
of methane from 
coal mines (not 
owned by the 
company) and those 
generated by 
transport of fuel and 
waste.  

N/A The estimate of indirect emissions (scope 3) of CO2 
and arising from the transport of coal by sea is 
calculated starting from the quantity transported 
(equivalent to 71.2% of the total coal used), taking 
into consideration Panamax ships with a 67,600 ton 
capacity, which cover average distances of 700 
nautical miles in 22 days, consuming 35 tons of oil a 
day, and an emission coefficient of 3.2 kg of CO2 
per liter of oil consumed, considering also three days 
stopover for unloading, to which consumption of 5 
tons of oil is associated. The estimate of the indirect 
emissions of CO2 from rail transport of coal is 
calculated starting from the quantity transported 
(equivalent to 28.8% of the coal used) and taking 
into consideration trains with a capacity of 1,100 
tons, which cover average distances of 1,400 km 
with consumption of 6.9 kWh/t for each 100 km 
transported and an average emission coefficient of 
Enel worldwide. The estimate of the indirect 
emissions of CO2 from the transport of consumable 
materials, oil, gas oil, solid biomass, WDF and waste 
is calculated, starting from the quantities of raw 
materials transported, taking into consideration 
trucks with capacity of 28 tons, which cover average 
(return) distances of 75 km with consumption of 1 
liter of gas oil for each 3 km travelled and an 
emission coefficient of 3 kg of CO2 for each liter of 
gas oil consumed. The figure is a rough estimate of 
the fugitive emissions of methane (CH4) from the 
coal which is imported and used by the Enel Group 
for thermoelectric production. The figure does not 
take into account the emissions due to the transport 
of lignite.  

N/A 
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PREMIER OIL Indirect emissions (Scope 3): 16,379 tonnes 
from global business travel.  

N/A N/A Travel N/A The Scope 3 (i.e. other indirect emissions, such as 
transport-related activities) calculations are based on 
Defra guidelines and the emission factors they 
supply are used to calculate a CO2 equivalent figure 
based on kilometers travelled. Emissions associated 
with end-use are not included as this is beyond our 
control. 

N/A 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Indirect CO2 emissions (scope 3): From natural 
gas sold to third parties 3 109,885 KtCO2, 
From coal extracted from the Kangra mine 
4,445 KtCO2.  

N/A N/A Gas sold from third 
parties and coal 
extracted from 
Kangra mine.  

N/A The reductions are calculated as the difference 
between emissions form “within project” and 
“without project” scenarios. The "with project" 
scenario represents the real level of energy 
consumption and GHG emissions due to the 
implementation of the project. The "without 
project" baseline scenario represents the energy 
consumption and GHG emissions levels that would 
have been reached if the project had not been 
implemented.  

N/A 

 

Appendix 13 – EN19 
 

a) b) c) d) e) 
OMV In 2007 we have decided to use energy efficiency 

improvements to drive a reduction of our direct GHG 
emissions (Scope 1) from Upstream and Downstream by 1 mn 
t CO2eq until 2015. We have nearly achieved this target with 
savings of 0.956 mn t CO2eq. 

CO2eq  N/A N/A Data from a) concerns 
Scope 1. In 2015, our 
Scope 2 emissions, which 
relate to purchased 
electricity and heat, 
accounted for only 0.3% 
of our total GHG 
emissions. In 2015, our 
Scope 3 missions were 
around 112 mn t CO2 
equivalent (2014: 112 mn 
t CO2 equivalent) and are 
related to the total 
product sales volumes, 
and purchased goods and 
materials of all our fully 
consolidated companies. 
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RWE  In absolute terms, we reduced the CO2 emissions from our 
power plants by some 3% from 155.2 million mt in 2014 to 
150.8 million mt in 2015. CO2 emissions: (1)Specific emissions 
in mt/MWh; 2010: 0,732, 2015: 0,708. (2)Scope 1 emissions in 
million mt; 2010: 167,1, 2015: 152,3. (3)Scope 2 emissions in 
million mt; 2010: 3,1, 2015: 1,3. (4)Scope 3 emissions in 
million mt; 2010: 135,7, 2015: 93,9. 

CO2 N/A (1) Calculated on the basis of electricity production, without 
emissions from biogenic fuels. (2) Scope 1: direct CO2 
emissions from in-house sources (gas transmission & 
electricity generation) (3) Scope 2: indirect CO2 emissions 
from the transmission and distribution of electricity 
purchased from third parties. (4) Scope 3: indirect 
CO2emissions that do not fall under Scope 1 or Scope 2, 
produced through the generation of electricity procured 
from third parties, from the transmission and distribution of 
electricity in third-party networks, from the production and 
from the consumption of gas sold to customers. 

See a) 

EDISON CO2 emissions from pipeline leaks in t of CO2 eq.; 2013: 
1734,3, 2015: 1634,6. Emissions attributable to consumption 
of purchased electric power (Conversion factors published by 
ISPRA) in t; 2013: 55139, 2015: 39268. 

t of CO2 
eq. 

N/A   N/A 

ERG Wind - environment and community. CO2 avoided in kt; 
2013: 959, 2015: 979. 

CO2 N/A N/A N/A 

IBERDROLA Initiatives to reduce emissions are undertaken through a broad 
range of products and services promoting energy efficiency 
and savings. In total, the emission of 19,269,373 tonnes of 
CO2 was avoided, equal to the amount of CO2 absorbed by 
nearly one billion trees over the course of a year. 

CO2 N/A N/A N/A 

SNAM In 2015, the Group’s natural gas emissions decreased 
compared with 2014, from 95 Mm3 to 78.5 Mm3 (Scope 1). 
Natural gas recovered out of total potential emissions from 
maintenance activities: 35%. Indirect CO2eq emissions arise 
from the use of electricity; in 2015 they made up 
approximately 31,150 tonnes (-1% compared with 2014)(Scope 
2). In 2015, CO2eq emissions were approximately 433,000 
tonnes (+30% compared with 2014)(Scope 3). 

GHG 
emitted into 
the 
atmosphere 
by the 
activities of 
Snam are 
carbon 
CO2 and 
CH4, the 
main 
component 
of natural 
gas.  

N/A N/A See a) 
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KMG The actual amount of CO2 emissions amounted to 5.75 mln 
tons (5,84 mln. tons in 2014). Despite the increase in 
production across the company, there has been an overall 
reduction of CO2 emissions. 

CO2 N/A N/A N/A 

ACCIONA ACCIONA avoided the emission of 17.2 million tonnes of 

CO₂, mainly as a result of its generation of energy from 
renewable sources. The figure assumes an improvement of 
nearly 6% with respect to last year’s figure. ACCIONA 
develops specific actions to reduce and offset CO2 emissions 
associated both with the Company’s own events and customer 
services.  
Since 2011, almost 71,000 tCO2 have been offset through 
these mechanisms by using carbon credits that contribute to 
the fight against climate change. In 2015, emissions were offset 
for 11 customer events, 13 of the Company’s own events and 
2 activities connected with Company employees totaling 
66,456 t of offset CO2. 

CO2 N/A N/A N/A 

GAMESA A direct result of having placed on the market more than 34.5 
GW of cumulative installed wind energy capacity, which 
prevents the emission into the atmosphere of approximately 
52 million tons of CO2 each year. The optimization of energy 
management, which enabled us to avoid the consumption of 
close to 2,725,000 kWh, equivalent to 605 tons of CO2 (tCO2-
e). A table outlines 3 plants and their efforts to mitigate GHG, 
totaling in 606 tCO2-e avoided. 

CO2 N/A N/A N/A 

HERA The carbon dioxide emissions for 2015 increased 19% to 
184,137 compared to 2014 (154,864) due to a particularly hot 
season and to longer scheduled stops for the Casalegno 
(Imola) plant. For these plants, the emission cap set by the EU 
ETS system for 2015 was 50,693 tonnes while the free 
allowance came to 38,832 tonnes. There are also the emissions 
coming from gas network leaks and motor vehicles, which are 
estimated at 443,000 tonnes. Considering also these emissions, 
the increase, at comparable area of operations, is of 14% 
compared to 2014.  

CO2 N/A The following components were considered in order 
to  quantify GHG quantities: •landfills: methane contained 
in the biogas given off by the landfill matter, plus carbon 
dioxide from the combustion of tapped biogas, from which 
the portion of biodegradable substances was removed; 
•Waste-to-energy plants: carbon dioxide from the 
combustion of waste, from which the portion corresponding 
to biodegradable substances was removed; •district heating: 
carbon dioxide from the combustion of natural gas; •losses 
in the gas network: estimated as the difference between the 
natural  as fed into •motor vehicles: carbon dioxide from the 
use of fuels.  

N/A 
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ENEL The direct emissions of CO2 equivalent (Scope 1) of 
119.5 million tons rose by 3.5% compared to 2014, which was 
expected owing to the fall in hydroelectric energy production 
which was temporarily offset by thermoelectric 
production. Scope 2 emissions rose by around 3%. Scope 3: 
the value was around 8.14 million t eq, up by around 7% 
compared to 2014 due to the increase in thermoelectric 
generation and consequently the volume of fuel used. 

Enel’s 
industrial 
activities 
contribute 
to the 
emission of 
CO2, SF6 
and CH4. 

N/A Enel records the emission of ozone depleting substances in 
accordance with the Montreal Protocol, including CFC, 
HCFC, halon and methyl bromide. 

See a) 

PREMIER OIL Our operated production assets achieved a GHG emissions 
intensity of 218 tonnes per thousand tonnes of production 
(2014: 242 tonnes), beating our SMART 2015 target of 220 
tonnes per thousand tonnes of production. Scope 2 (i.e. 
indirect GHG emissions from consumption of purchased 
electricity, heat or steam): 1,000 tonnes from office energy 
consumption (2014: 979 tonnes) Scope 3 (i.e. other indirect 
emissions, such as transport-related activities): 16,379 tonnes 
from global business travel (2014: 4,592 tonnes). This increase 
is related to the charter flights that were made to the Falkland 
Islands throughout the year, as a result of our drilling 
campaign. 

CO2 N/A N/A N/A 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Emissions prevented in ktCO2e for 2015: 15407. For 2014: 
14506. 

CO2 N/A These reductions are calculated as the difference between 
emissions from "with project" and "without project" 
scenarios. The "with project" scenario represents the real 
level of energy consumption and GHG emissions due to the 
implementation of the project. The "without project" 
baseline scenario represents the energy consumption and 
GHG emissions levels that would have been reached if the 
project had not been implemented. 

N/A 

 

Appendix 14 – EN21 

 a) b) c) 

OMV Other air emissions: SO2 2,918 t, NOx 12,951 t, NM-VOC7 11,585 t, Particulate emissions 
155 t, Ozone-depleting substances 0.4 t.  

N/A N/A 

RWE Development of specific pollutant emissions: Specific NOX emissions 0.54 g/kWh, Specific 
SO2 emissions 0.25 g/kWh, Specific particulate emissions 0.017 g/kWh.  

 Since 2015 including power plants not owned by RWE 
that we can deploy at our discretion on the basis of long-
term agreements 

N/A 
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EDISON Emission into the atmosphere; Electric power sector (NOx 2,312 t, SOx 7 t, Particulate 2 t, 
CO 1,160 t), Hydrocarbon sector (NOx 325 t, SOx 171 t, Particulate 6 t, CO 69 t), Total 
emissions (NOx 2,637 t, SOx 177 t, Particulate 7 t, CO 1,229 t).   

N/A Electrical & 
Hydrocarbon sector 

ERG NOX emissions 386 t, SO2 Emissions 46 t, Particulate emissions 5 t, SF6 contained in 
switchboards 13.1 t.  

Only fully operational plants are considered. Thermal power 
plants  

IBERDROLA Emissions of NOx 32,306 t: Generating plants 26,230 t, Cogeneration 6,076 t. Emissions of 
NOx: Specific emissions from global mix 0.230 kg/MWh 
Emissions of SO2 17,592 t: Generating plants 17,415 t, Cogeneration 177 t. SO2 emissions: 
Specific emissions from global mix 0.125 kg/MWh 
Particulate emissions 1,515 t: Generating plants 1,416 t, Cogeneration 99 t. Particulate 
emissions: Specific emissions from global mix 0.011 kg/MWh 
Emissions of mercury (Hg) and other compounds 167 kg of hg was emitted of which 129 kg 
and 38kg corresponded to the thermal power plants, and 569 t of volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) and 8.77 kg of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs).  

N/A The burning of 
fossil fuels in 
generation plants 
and in cogeneration. 
Thermal power 
plants. 

SNAM Total emissions of Nox were 433 tonnes.  NOx arise from the combustion of natural gas in the gas 
turbines installed in the compression station.  

Natural gas from 
gas turbine 

KMG Petromidia emissions; NOX 363 tones, SO2 269 tones, PM 19.2 tones.  N/A N/A 

ACCIONA Other emissions: NOx came to 9,590 tonnes, SOx to 2,237 tonnes and PM10 to 641 tonnes. 
SF6 emissions were estimated at 0.44 tonnes. The biogenic emissions amounted to 418,296 t 
of CO2. 

SF6 emitted was estimated based on the inventory taken of 
the Company's equipment that contains this type of 
compound.  

N/A 

GAMESA Other significant atmospheric emissions; CO 2.97 t, NOx 2.53 t, SOx 1.96 t, VOC 1.44 t, 
Particles 0.36 t, HCx 0.00,Total organic carbon (TOC) 4.76 t.  

The 21 is obtained by adding the emissions values of each 
of the parameters and sources. In order to do so, qualitative 
measurements were conducted at each source by an 
authorized control entity and the total emission factor was 
applied by considering each source´s throughput and hours 
of operation. This table excludes emissions from factories 
in china, as the emission parameters subject to control at 
these plants are different according to prevailing Chinese 
regulations.  

N/A 

HERA N/A N/A N/A 
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ENEL The biggest atmospheric pollutants associated with thermoelectric production are sulfur 
oxides (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx ), and particulate matter. 
Specific emissions compared to total net production: SO2 1.07 g/kWh, NOx 0.78 g/kWh, 
Particulate matter 0.26 g/kWh. 
Specific emissions compared to net thermoelectric production: SO2 1.93 g/kWh, NOx 1.41 
g/kWh, Particulate matter 0.47 g/kWh.   
Specific emissions compared to net geo-thermoelectric production: H2 S 0.90 g/kWh. Other 
atmospheric emissions; SO2 312,121 t, NOx 227,520 t, H2S 5,606 t, Particulate matter 
75,443 t. Nuclear emissions into atmosphere: Noble gases 11.03 GBq per Unit, Lodine 4.43 
MBq per Unit, Aerosol 0.05 GBq per Unit, Other radioactive 0.38 MBq per Unit.  

N/A Thermoelectric 
production and the 
combined 
production of 
electricity and heat, 
simple thermal and 
nuclear production 
and the combined 
production of 
electricity and heat. 

PREMIER OIL Key discharges to air: N2O 10 t, CH4 3,754 t, VOCs 17 t, NOX 1,374 t, SOX 83 t. NOx, VOx, and SOx have been calculated on the basis of 
standard emission factors from UKOOA EEMS guidelines 
for the compilation of atmospheric emissions inventory, 
2002. These are applied to diesel and fuel gas use from 
production and drilling operations. The company do not 
emit significant amount of persistent organic pollutant, 
hazardous air pollutions and particulate matter.   

Diesel and fuel gas 
used from 
production and 
drilling. 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Compliance with total atmospheric emissions targets: SO2 24,7 kt, NOX 37,3 kt, Particles 
2,1 kt 
Compliance with total specific atmospheric emissions targets: SO2 0,55 g/kWh, NOX 0,83 
g/kWh, Particles 0,05 g/kWh 

N/A N/A 

 
 

Appendix 15 – EN23 
 

a) b) 

OMV Total waste in t: 832017 of which is Non-hazardous waste: 493285 and hazardous waste: 338731. Our activities generate solid and liquid wastes including oily sludge, 
waste chemicals and construction debris.  

N/A 

EDISON Total waste in t: 65539 of which is non-hazardous waste: 61047, and hazardous waste: 4492. Of the total waste generated, 61% was recycled, 39% sent to landfill. N/A 

ERG Total waste in kt: 1,8 of which is non hazardous waste: 1,7, and hazardous waste: 0,1. Of the total waste generated, 39% was sent for recycling. N/A 

IBERDROLA N/A N/A 

KMG Total waste in kt: 271 of which is non-hazardous waste: 36,4, and hazardous waste: 234,6. Management of non-hazardous waste: Debris: 72% landfill, 25% recycling, 3% 
reuse. Wood 9% landfill, 61% recycling, 30% reuse. Metals: 2% landfill, 96% recycling, 2% reuse. Plastics: 23% landfill, 70% recycling, 7% reuse. Land: 62% landfill, 0% 
recycling, 38% reuse. Ash: 0% landfill, 100% recycling, 0% reuse. Slag: 0% landfill, 100% recycling, 0% reuse. Dehydrated slug, 19% landfill, 7% recycling, 74% reuse. 

N/A 
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ACCIONA Non-hazardous waste, in t: Energy 31640, Water 415856, Construction (Land and debris) 8203040, Construction (Other) 44661, Services 31640, Trasmediterranea 4830, 
Hijos de Antonio Barceló 14251.  
Hazardous waste, in t: Energy 2157, Water 95, Construction 724, Services 59, Trasmediterranea 6853, Hijos de Antonio Barceló 1.  
Management of non-hazardous waste: Debris: 72% landfill, 25% recycling, 3% reuse. Wood 9% landfill, 61% recycling, 30% reuse. Metals: 2% landfill, 96% recycling, 
2% reuse. Plastics: 23% landfill, 70% recycling, 7% reuse. Land: 62% landfill, 0% recycling, 38% reuse. Ash: 0% landfill, 100% recycling, 0% reuse. Slag: 0% landfill, 
100% recycling, 0% reuse. Dehydrated slug, 19% landfill, 7% recycling, 74% reuse. 

N/A 

GAMESA The volume of waste mounted to 11,552 tons, 6% more than in the previous year, with a ratio of hazardous to non-hazardous waste generation of close to 1:8. Total 
hazardous waste 1,316t, Total non-hazardous waste 10,236t. Approximately 37% of the hazardous waste is destined to recovery, reuse or recycling, almost 6 percentage 
points more than in the preceding year. For its part, this percentage destined to taking advantage of used materials reached 6% in the case of non-hazardous waste. Non-
hazardous waste: recovery 45,57%, disposal 16,65%, reuse 5,67%, recycling 32,11%. Hazardous waste: recovery 3,3%, disposal 61,95%, reuse 10,23%, recycling 24,52%. 

N/A 

HERA Excluding AcegasApsAmga, the Group produced around 2.3 million tonnes of waste. The 10 waste-to-energy plants operated by the Group for the disposal of 
municipal waste produced 56,024 tonnes of waste, equal to 29% of the waste treated at these plants. 82% of the waste produced was recovered while the remaining 
17.7%   was disposed of at landfills.    

N/A 

ENEL Total waste in t: 10642698 of which is Non-hazardous waste: 10239844 and hazardous waste: 402854 (of which waste containing PCB: 179). Total waste sent to 
recycling: 27,6%. Hazardous waste by means of disposal in t: recycling 20509, landfill 382345. Non-hazardous waste by means of disposal: recycling (including recovery 
of energy) in t: 2915443, landfill 7324402.  

N/A 

PREMIER OIL We collected 6,377 tonnes of waste materials (2014: 3,441 tonnes of waste materials) from our global drilling and production operations, and returned it to shore for 
disposal. Of this: •A total of 3,683 tonnes was hazardous waste (2014: 1,844 tonnes of hazardous waste) A total of 1,128 tonnes of waste deemed hazardous under the 
Basel Convention (Annex I, II, III and VIII), constituting 31 per cent of total hazardous waste produced, was transported across international borders. This waste was 
sent to external contractors for treatment •A total of 2,694 tonnes was non-hazardous waste (2014: 1,597 tonnes of non-hazardous waste). 

N/A 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Total waste in t: 1494785 of which is non-hazardous waste: 1486706, and hazardous waste: 8079. Generated ashes in t: 461281 of what was recycled: 183640. 
Compliance with total atmospheric emissions targets (25%): 40% in recycled ashes. Compliance with hazardous waste management targets (50%): Recycled and energy 
recovery58%, incineration and landfill 42%. 

N/A 

 

Appendix 16 – EN31 

 a) 

OMV Environmental related investments 106 mn EUR.  
Environmental expenditures; Environmental protection expenditures (excluding depreciation) 210 mn EUR, Environmental related investments 106 mn EUR.  

EDISON Environmental accounting: Protection of air and climate 586 €/000, Water management (The values include the water use fees for the hydroelectric concessions.) 31,777 €/000, 
Waste management 3,142 €/000, Protection of soil, subsoil and aquifers 3,493 €/000, Protection of habitats and landscape and remediation projects 2,407 €/000, Exploration 
and development 95 €/000, Other environmental protection activities 4,017 €/000, Noise, vibrations, CEM reduction 169 €/000, Total outlays 44,446 €/000  (of which 
investments 1,930 €/000, of which operating expenses 42,515 €/000).  

ERG Total HSE (health, safety, environment) expenditure 11 million EUR of which investments 3 million EUR and of which current expenses 8 million EUR.  
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IBERDROLA Expenses and investments of an environmental nature made to preserve the environment of the area in which it operates are set forth in the following tables: Environmental 
expenses 669,225 € thousands (Emissions treatment 145,109 € thousands, Waste treatment 172,632 € thousands, Environmental impact remediation 34,260 € thousands, 
Environmental prevention 186,870 € thousands, Environmental management 130,354 € thousands), Environmental investments 1,014,173 € thousands (Emissions treatment 
17,345 € thousands, Waste treatment 0, Environmental impact remediation 3,832 € thousands, Environmental prevention 984,440 € thousands, Environmental management 
8,556 € thousands). The “green cent” and the net balance from the purchase and sale of CO2 emission rights have been included as environmental expenses. 

SNAM Environmental expenses amounted to € 164.1 million (€ 147.7 million for investments and € 16.4 million for management costs). Environmental expenses by type: Air and 
Climate protection 40.7 %, Landscape and biodiversity protection 41.5 %, Soil and subsoil protection 4.0 %, Waste and water management 3.4 %, Noise abatement 1.8 %, Other 
environmental protection activities 8.6%.  

KMG N/A 

ACCIONA Investment and environmental cost: 382 million EUR were allocated to environmental investments and expenses with environmental expenses of 266 million EUR and 
environmental investments of 116 million EUR.  The greatest efforts went into waste water purification and environmental prevention areas and minimize environmental 
impact.  
Environmental figures by business line:  Industrial 0.1%, Service 3.1%, Water 49.5%, Consultation 8.8%, Other 1.0%.  

GAMESA Total environmental protection expenditure and investments by type: Facility refurbishment 51,015 Euros-€, Analyses 5,909 Euros-€, Safety advisor 2,135 Euros-€, Consultancy 
/Counseling 475 Euros-€, Waste management 708,288 Euros-€, Environmental monitoring plan 0, Environmental management system 43,850 Euros-€, Training 301,875 Euros-
€, Others 0, Total environmental expenditure 1,113,547 Euros-€.  

HERA Environmental investment (waste management) 192.5 million EUR and environmental cost 470.9 million EUR were made. Total operating investments 345.9 million EURO: 
Gas area 87.3 million EURO, Electricity area 27.6 million EURO, Integrated Water Cycle Area 127.2 million EURO, Waste Management Area 35.2 million EURO, Other 
services Area 15.3 million EURO, Central Structure 53.3 million EURO. Whit financial investments of 0.5 million EURO the total gross investment amount to 346.4 million 
EUR, and with capital grants of 22.1 million EUR (13.7 million EUR of which for FONI) the total net investment amount to332.7 million EUR. 

ENEL Total environmental protection 808 million euro: Current expenses 495 (for waste disposal, emission treatment and environmental restoration 326 m. euro, for environmental 
prevention and management 169 m. euro, excluding 33% share spent to buy emission certificates (168 million euro), concerned, among other things, air and climate protection 
(20%), waste management (15%) and other activities for the environment undertaken at Group worksites), Investments 313 m. euro (for waste disposal, emission treatment and 
environmental restoration 196 m. euro, for environmental prevention and management 117 m. euro).  
Current environmental expenses (excluding emission certificate costs) 327 m euro: Air and climate protection 19,6%, Effluents management 5,6%, Waste management 15,3%, 
Protection and restoration of soil, subsoil water and surface water 8,1%, Noise and vibration abatement 0,4%, Protection of biodiversity and countryside 4,4%, Protection from 
radiation 7,4%, Research and development for environmental protection 1,9%, Other environmental protection activities 37,3%.  

PREMIER OIL Spent 5.5 million US dollar on identifiable environmental management measures. 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Environmental costs; Environmental investment 72% (General expenses 59%, Specific expenses 13%), Environmental expenditure 28%. Environmental investments; 
Atmosphere-Non-GHG emissions 22,3% (Water 21,6%, Waste 21,6%, Atmosphere-GHG emissions 16,1%, Biodiversity 5,1%, Environmental studies/environmental vigilance 
5,1%, Soil 2,8%, Environmental Management systems 2,3%, Environmental emergencies 1,8%, Other investments 1,3%) Environmental expenditure; General expenses 82% 
(Taxes, charges and fees 38.2%, R&D&I activities 27.2%, Personnel costs 15.2%, Other general expenses 1.6%), Specific expenses 18% (Atmosphere-GHG emissions 4.5%, 
Environmental studies/environmental vigilance 4.1%, Waste 3.3%, Atmosphere-Non-GHG emissions 1.7%, Environmental emergencies 1.1%, Water 0.8%, Environmental 
management system 0.8%, Other specific expenses 1.4%) 
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Appendix 17 – LA1 

 a) b) 

OMV New recruitments – Total: 920, Austria 102 (72 male, 30 female), Romania/ Rest of Europe 684 
(456 male, 228 female), Middle East/ Africa 104 (76 male, 28 female), Rest of the World 30 (18 
male, 12 female). 
New recruitments – Region and age: • <30 Austria 42 (28 male, 14 female), Romania/ Rest of 
Europe 191 (98 male, 93 female), Middle East/ Africa 47 (32 male, 15 female), Rest of the 
World 8 (6 male, 2 female) • 30-50 Austria 39 (39 male, 14 female), Romania/ Rest of Europe 
408 (285 male, 123 female), Middle East/ Africa 47 (32 male, 15 female), Rest of the World 8 (6 
male, 2 female) • >50 Austria 7 (5 male, 2 female), Romania/ Rest of Europe 85 (73 male, 12 
female), Middle East/ Africa 3 (3 male, 0 female), Rest of the World 5 (5 male, 0 female). 
- The percentage is also disclose together with the total amount of employees.  
 

Contract terminations - Total: 2,230, Austria 164 (131 male, 33 female), 
Romania/ Rest of Europe 1,704 (1,339 male, 302 female), Middle East/ Africa 
310 (250 male, 60 female), Rest of the World 52 (33 male, 19 female). 
Contract terminations – Region and age: • <30 Austria 10 (10 male, 0 female), 
Romania/ Rest of Europe 80 (48 male, 32 female), Middle East/ Africa 45 (30 
male, 15 female), Rest of the World 14 (10 male, 4 female) • 30-50 53 Austria 
(35 male, 18 female), Romania/ Rest of Europe 824 (682 male, 142 female), 
Middle East/ Africa 217 (177 male, 40 female), Rest of the World 33 (21 male, 
12 female) • >50 Austria 101 (86 male, 15 female), Romania/ Rest of Europe 
737 (609 male, 128 female), Middle East/ Africa 48 (43 male, 5 female), Rest of 
the World 5 (3 male, 2 female).  

RWE Employees (converted to full-time positions) 59,762 and a Fluctuation rate of 11.2%.  N/A 

EDISON Hires by age; younger than 35 60, between 36 and 45 17, older than 45 10. Hires by gender: 
Woman 37, men 50. Hires by geography: Italy 57, other countries 30. 

Leaves by reason: Resignation 41, Retirement 49, Death 3, Redundancy 1, 
Other 28. Leaves by age: Younger than 35 24, Between 35 and 45 21, Older 
than 45 77. Leaves by gender: Woman 25, Men 97.By geography: Italy 78, 
Other countries 44.  
Employee turnover (resignation) by age: Younger than 35 37%, Between 35 and 
45 32 %, Older than 45 32 %.By gender: Woman 27 %, Men 73 %. Employee 
turnover (resignation) by geography: Italy 78 %, Other countries 22 %.  

ERG Inbound turnover: 118 people (103 men, 15 women), Headquarters (Terni 90, Rome 1, Genoa 
6, Siracusa 3, Abroad 9, Other 9,  

Outbound turnover: 56 people (33 men, 23 woman), Headquarters (Genoa 33, 
Siracusa 15, Rome 5, Other 3. 
Turnover 12.8% (the data relating to turnover do not take into account 
employees that joined/left the Group following company acquisitions sales: this 
is in order to present the actual change in the workforce that took place during 
the year) and the breakdown by age of the incoming and outgoing turnover will 
be available starting from 2016 reporting. 

IBERDROLA Total number of new hires (1,076 men, 389 women). New hires by age: Up to 30 years old (610 
men, 172 women), Between 31 and 50 years old (415 men, 196 women), Over 50 years old men, 
21 women).   
Total percentage of new hires (4.89% men, 5.68% women). New hires by age: Up to 30 years 
old (22.83% men, 22.43% women), Between 31 and 50 years old (3.61% men, 4.68% women), 
Over 50 years old (0.65% men, 1.11% women).   

Total number personnel leaving the company (1,441  men, 473 women). 
Personnel leaving the company by age: Up to 30 years old (228 men, 90 
women), Between 31 and 50 years old (516 men, 224 women), Over 50 years 
old (697 men, 159 women).  
Total percentage personnel leaving the company (6.54% men, 6.88% women). 
Personnel leaving the company by age: Up to 30 years old (8.53 % men, 11.73% 
women), Between 31 and 50 years old (4.49% men, 5.35% women), Over 50 
years old (8.88% men, 8.39% women).  
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SNAM New hires by age: < 25 (74), 25-29 (78), 30-34 (58), 35-39 (22), 40-44 (10), 45-49 (5), 50-54 (7), 
55-60 (16), < 60 (3). 

New departures by age: < 25 (4), 25-29 (9), 30-34 (33), 35-39 (2), 40-44 (2), 45-
49 (4), 50-54 (12), 55-60 (37), < 60 (61). 

KMG New hires by gender: Romania 165 W / 300 M France & Spain 68 W / 63 M, Georgia 3 W / 
279 M. 
New hires by age group: <18 (Romania 0, France & Spain 0, Georgia 1, Bulgaria -), 18-25 
(Romania 113, France & Spain 47, Georgia 174, Bulgaria -), 26-35 (Romania 175, France & 
Spain 48, Georgia 92, Bulgaria -), 36-45 (Romania 98, France & Spain 21, Georgia 65, Bulgaria -
), 46-60 (Romania 74, France & Spain 14, Georgia 46, Bulgaria -), >60 (Romania 5, France & 
Spain 1, Georgia 4, Bulgaria -). 
Return to work rate: Women 0.78%, Men 0.04%. Retention rate: Women 0.71%, Men 0.04%. 

Employee turnover by gender: Romania 590 W / 986 M, France & Spain 64 W 
/ 58 M, Georgia 6 W / 374 M, Bulgaria 5 W / 5 M. 
Employee turnover by age group: <18 (Romania 0, France & Spain 0, Georgia 
0, Bulgaria 0), 18-25 (Romania 197, France & Spain 42, Georgia 144, Bulgaria 
0), 26-35 (Romania 585, France & Spain 43, Georgia 124, Bulgaria 3), 36-45 
(Romania 377, France & Spain 17, Georgia 52, Bulgaria 6), 46-60 (Romania 
371, France & Spain 14, Georgia 53, Bulgaria 0), >60 (Romania 64, France & 
Spain 6, Georgia 7, Bulgaria 1). 

ACCIONA Total new hire 11,141 (7,457 men, 3,684 women).  Total turnover 5.15%, Voluntary turnover 4.66%. Turnover by gender: Men 
turnover 4.51%, Women turnover 5.01%.  Turnover by age: People under 30 
11.52%, People 30 to 50 6.55%, People over 50 4.48. Turnover by workplace: 
People working in Spain 1.4%, People working outside of Spain 5.62%  

GAMESA Total new hires 1586 (1419 men, 167 woman). New hires by age: < 25 years 426 (403 men, 
woman), 25-30 years 581 (517 men, 64 woman), 31-35 years 305 (267 men, 38 woman), 36-40 
years 155 (125 men, 30 woman). New hires by region: Europe and the rest of the world 274 
(228 men, 46 woman), United States 96 (88 men, 8 woman), China 163 (140 men, 23 woman), 
India 724 (704 men, 20 woman), Brazil 265 (222 men, 43 woman), Mexico 64 (37 men, 27 
woman).  
New hires by age: < 25 years 27%, 25-30 years 37%, 31-35 years 19%, 36-40 years 10%. New 
hires by region: Europe and the rest of the world 17%, United States 6%, China 10%, India 
46%, Brazil 17%, Mexico 4%. 

Voluntary resignation by gender: (422 men, 38 woman).Voluntary resignation 
by groups: Director (0 men, 0 woman), Managers (56 men, 6 woman), 
specialists (176 men, 18 Woman), supervisor (13 man, 0 woman), technicians 
(177 men, 14 woman), others (0 men, 0 woman). Voluntary resignation by age 
group: 25 – 30 years (157 men, 10 woman), 31-35 years (91 men, 14 woman), 
36-40 years (47 men, 4 woman), >40 years (39 men, 5 woman). Voluntary 
resignation by region: Europe & ROW (81 men, 15 woman), United States (57 
men, 3 woman), China (83 men, 11 woman), India (186 men, 3 woman), Brazil 
(9 men, 3 woman), Mexico (6 men, 3 woman).  

HERA Turnover - personnel hired by position: Manager 1, Middle manager 2, White-collar worker 151, 
Blue-collar worker 103, Open-ended contract employee 257, Fixed-term contract workers 257, 
Staff leasing contracts 53, Job training and entrance contracts 0, Project based and freelance 
contract workers 7, Seasonal workers and apprentices 3, Non-open-ended contract employee 
320. Turnover - open-ended contract leaving by reason: Resignation 80, Retirement 195, Death 
12, Dismissal 9, Inability 54, Transferee to other companies/ deconsolidation 12, Total 362. 
Turnover - career progress during the year by position: Total 664, Managers 5, Middle managers 
39, white-collar workers 416, Blue-collar workers 204.  

Turnover rate - open-ended contract workers by gender: Average 4.2 %, 4.6% 
men, 2.8% woman.  
Turnover rate - open-ended contract workers by age: Average 4.2%, Under 30 
years of age 2.0%, Between 30 and 50 years of age 0.9%, Over 50 8.0%. 
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ENEL New recruits by gender: 2605 (2074 men, 620 woman).  
New recruits by age range: Up to 30 844, From 30 to 50 1622, Over 50 228, Total 2695.   
New recruits by geographical area: Italy 125, Peninsula 370, Slovakia 381, …  
New recruits by gender: (77.0%, men, 23.0%. woman).  
New recruits by age range: Up to 30 31.3%, From 30 to 50 60.2%, Over 50 8.5%.  
New recruits by geographical area: Italy 4.6%, Peninsula 13.7%, Slovakia 14.1%, … 

Terminations by gender: 4011 (2909 men, 1102 woman). Terminations by age 
range: Up to 30 262, From 30 to 50 1694, Over 50 1691, Total 
4011.Terminations by geographical area: Italy 754, Peninsula 856, Slovakia 454, 
… Terminations causes: Voluntary termination 846, Incentivized termination 
1422, Pension and other 1743.  
Terminations by gender (72.5%, men, 27.5% woman). Terminations by age 
range: Up to 30 15.6%, From 30 to 50 42.2%, Over 50 42.2%.  
Terminations by geographical area: Italy 18.8%, Peninsula 21.3%, Slovakia 
11.3%, … Turnover rate 5.9%. Turnover rate by gender: (25 men, 21 
woman).Turnover rate by age: Under 30 2%, 30 to 50 10%, Over 50 30%.  

PREMIER 
OIL 

Employee recruitment - New requites: Indonesia 22, Norway 1, Pakistan 1, …  
Employee recruitment - New requites by gender: leavers (87 man, 32 female), starters (25 men, 
11 females).   

119 employees exited the company on either a voluntary or involuntary basis. 
Of the 119 staff that exited the company, 39 were redundancies. They had a 
turnover rate of 14% and a redundancy rate of 5%.  
Employee recruitment- Turnover: Indonesia 39, Norway 6, Pakistan 1, …  

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

New recruitments by gender and age: 18-35 years 1106 (720 men, 286 woman), 36-50 years 459 
(327 men, 132 woman), over 50 years of age 73 (68 men, 5 woman).  

Rotation index (number of layoffs/average staff) 7.9%: Age range 18-35 (2.4% 
man, 0.8% woman), Age range 36-50 (2.3% man, 0.7% woman), Age range >50 
(1.5% man, 0.3% woman). Rotation index: Argentina 3.5%, Australia 32.5%, 
Brazil 4.4 %, …  
Voluntary rotation index (number of voluntary layoffs/average staff) 3.5%: Age 
range 18-35 (1.4% man, 0.5% woman), Age range 36-50 (0.9% man, 0.3% 
woman), Age range >50 (0.4% man, 0.0% woman). Voluntary rotation index: 
Argentina 1.8%, Australia 32.5%, Brazil 1.3%, … 

 
 

Appendix 18 – LA3 

Company a) b) c) d) e) 

OMV Male: 17090. Female 5698. Male: 112. Female: 312 N/A N/A N/A 

EDISON Male: 1676. Female: 545. Male: 8. Female: 67. Male: 0. Female: 27. N/A Return to work rate Male: 0%. Female: 40%. 

ERG N/A Male: 5. Female: 39. Male: 5. Female: 39. Male: 5. Female:  34. Not stated in report but can be computed by 
the reader as Return to work rate Male: 
5/5*100=100%. Female: 34/39*100=87,17%. 

IBERDROLA Male: 22287. Female: 6769. Male: 474. Female: 424 N/A N/A N/A 

SNAM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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KMG N/A KMG only has 
information on its 
Romanian staff: Male: 9, 
Female: 84. 

KMG only has information 
on its Romanian staff: 
Male: 2, Female: 37. 

KMG only has 
information on its 
Romanian staff: 
Male: 2, Female: 34. 

The return to work rate is therefore 0.82 per 
cent and retention rate of employees who took 
parental leave 0.75 per cent. Thus, retention 
rates are lower than return to work rates. 

ACCIONA Male: 513. Female: 298. Male: 513. Female: 298. Male: 513. Female: 299. Male: 492. Female: 
295. 

Retention ratio Male: 96%. Female: 99%. 

GAMESA Male: 5725. Female: 1546. Male: 224. Female: 140. N/A N/A N/A 

HERA N/A Male: 247. Female: 39. Female: 39. N/A N/A 

PREMIER OIL A total of 21 employees took parental leave 
during the reporting period (including 15 
women and six men), representing 50 per cent 
of those entitled to take such leave.  

Male: 6. Female: 15. All such individuals are still 
employed by Premier, and 
either returned to work in 
2015 or indicated plans to 
do so in 2016. 

N/A N/A 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Male: 348. Female: 305. Male: 298. Female: 299. Male: 298-4=294. 
Female: 299-16=283. 

Male: 95,52%. 
Female: 84,68%. 

Not stated in report but can be computed by 
the reader as Return to work rate Male: 
294/298*100=98,66%. Female: 
283/299*100=94,65%. 

 

Appendix 19 – LA6 

 a) b) c) 

OMW OMV employees: Lost-time injury rate (LTIR) per mn hours worked 0.26%, Total 
recordable injury rate (TRIR) per mn hours worked 0.73%, Fatality rate (FAR) per 
100 mn hours worked 2.20%, Lost-time injury severity (LTIS) per mn hours 
worked 15.20%, Fatalities number 1, Lost workday injuries 11, Fatal commuting 
accidents r 0, Commuting accidents 6.   
Total (OMV employees and contractors); Lost-time injury rate (LTIR) per mn 
hours worked 0.27%, Fatality Rate (FAR) per 100 mn hours worked 1.40%, Total 
recordable injury rate (TRIR) per mn hours worked 0.73%.  

Contractors: Lost-time injury rate 
(LTIR) per mn hours worked 
0.28%, Total recordable injury 
rate (TRIR) per mn hours 
worked 0.79%, Fatality rate 
(FAR) per 100 mn hours worked 
1.03%, Lost-time injury severity 
(LTIS) per mn hours worked 
12.95%, Fatalities 1, Lost 
workday injuries 26, Fatal 
commuting accidents 0, 
Commuting accidents 4 

Lost workday injury: any work related injury other than 
a fatality which results in a person being unfit for work 
on any day during the reporting years.  
Commuting accidents: accidents which occur on the 
usual, direct job-related route from the private.  
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RWE Lost time incident frequency (LTIF): Fatal occupational accidents 4, Occupational 
and commuting accidents 2.2.   
Health and safety index (H&S Index) 71.5 

N/A Fatal occupational accidents: including reports known 
to us submitted by employees of partner companies 
(subcontractors). 
Occupational and commuting accidents: lost time 
incidents frequency, number of accidents whit at least 
one day of absence from work for each 1 million hours 
worked (including reports known to us submitted by 
employees of partner companies (subcontractors). 

EDISON Missed hours of work: Illness 110,317 (of which foreign 19,446), accidents 6,696 
(of which foreign 3,368), maternity 53,003 (of which foreign 8,968), strike 0, (of 
which foreign 0), employee assembly 0 (of which foreign 0), paid leaves 51599 (of 
which foreign 8,878), unpaid leave 14,123 (of which foreign 0), other 98,530 (of 
which foreign 360), total 334,268 (of which foreign 41,019). Industrial accidents: 
Accidents to group employees (>1 workday lost, excluding in-transit accidents) 10 
(1 woman, 0 foreign). Days lost per accident (excluding in-transit accidents) 305 (10 
woman, 26 foreign). Fatal accidents 0. Instances of occupational illnesses 0 
Group injury incidence rate (for one million working hours) 1.19: Woman injury 
incidence rate 1.00, Injury incidence rate of employees abroad 0.00, Total injury 
incidence rate (group + contractors) 2.10, Group serious accident incidence rate 
(per thousand working hours) 0.06, Women serious accident incidence rate 0.01, 
Serious accident incidence rate of employees abroad 0.04. Total serious accident 
incidence rate (Group + contractors) 0.11: Occupational illness rate 0.00, Women 
occupational illness rate 0.00, Occupational illness rate of employees abroad 0.00, 
Average of workdays lost (for each accident) 30.5.  

Industrial accidents for 
contractors: Accidents to 
contractor employees (>1 
workday lost) 5, Hours worked 
2,072,334, Workdays lost due to 
accidents 483, Fatal accidents to 
contractor employees 1,  Injury 
incidence rate for contractors 
2.40, Lost workday incidence rate 
for contractors 0.23.  

Industrial accidents for contractors does not include 
employees of foreign contractors. 

ERG Safety injuries: Total (3 men, 0 woman), Genoa (0 men, 0 woman), Syracuse (0 
men, 0 woman), Rome (0 men, 0 woman), Terni (0 men, 0 woman), abroad (0 men, 
0 woman), other locations (3 men, 0 woman). 
Frequency index (no. of accidents per million hours worked) 2.90. Severity index 
total days lost per thousand hours worked 0.12. Working days lost 121. Work-
related deaths 0.  

Third-party company injuries 0. 
Frequency index (third-party 
companies) 0. Severity index 
(third-party companies 0.3. Man 
days lost worked by third-party 
companies 57,168.  

N/A 
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IBERDROLA Accident rates among group personnel – basic boundary:  Accidents 366 (whit 
fatality 0, whit leave 61, and whiteout leave 306), Lost days 4,629, Injury with leave 
rate (IR) 0.25, Occupational disease rate (ODR) 0.02, Lost day rate (LDR) 
18.68.  Accident rates among group personnel – Expanded boundary:  Accidents 
386, number of facilities 0, number of lost days 4,877), Injury with leave day (IR) 
0.28, Lost day rate (LDR) 18.14, Injury with leave rate (IR) 0.28, Occupational 
disease rate (ODR) 0.02, Lost day rate (LDR) 18.14. Absenteeism among group 
personnel – basic boundary: Personnel absent per year 12,035 (7,913 man, 4,122 
woman), Lost days 176,775 (119,053 man, 57.722 woman), Person equivalents 
484,31 (326,17 man, 158,14 woman), Absenteeism rate (AR) 
6,122,87.  Absenteeism among group personnel – Expanded boundary: Missed 
days per year 13,992, Lost days 184,648, Person equivalents 505,88, Absenteeism 
rate (AR) 5,880,08.  

Injuries and absenteeism among 
subcontracted personnel – Basic 
boundary: Number of accidents 
369 (With fatality 1, With leave 
140, Without leave 228), Number 
of fatalities 1, Number of lost 
days 5,197.  
Injuries and absenteeism among 
subcontracted personnel – 
Expanded boundary: Number of 
accidents 372, Number of 
fatalities 1, Number of lost days 
5,314.  

Methodology for calculating the indicators (per GRI 
standard): IR = number of injuries with missed 
(absentee) days*200,000/hours worked – ODR = 
(number of occupational diseases cases/hours 
worked)*200,000 – LDR = (working days lost per 
accident/hours worked)*200,000 – AR = (missed 
absentee days/ days worked)*200,000 

SNAM Employee workplace accidents: Total 22, Frequency 2.14, Severity 0.01.  
Case of employee accidents; general risk 46%, road accidents at work 36%, 
professional risk 18%.  Absenteeism; 5,4%.  
“ZERO ACCIDENTS” groupings that completed 365 days with no accidents in 
2015. 

Contractors workplace accidents: 
Total 12, Contractor workplace 
accidents; Frequency 1,38, 
Severity 0,11.  

Frequency = number of non-commuting accidents, 
resulting in at least one day of work, per one million 
hours worked.  
Severity = number of working days lost, as a result of 
non-commuting accidents leading to at least one day 
(calendar days) off work, per one thousand hours 
worked. Data do not include fatal accidents. 
Absenteeism rate = (hours absent/workable 
hours)*100 

ACCIONA Frequency rate – employees: contractors 4.11, corporation 0.00, energy 1.64, 
construction 1.56, service 5.22, industrial 9.07, other businesses 2.86, total 3.94. 
Accident rate indicators for employees - Severity R: Corporation 0.0, Construction 
37.4, Water 92.3, Energy 39.8, Service 156.4, Other businesses 138.9, Industrial 
92.9. Accident rate indicators for employees - Frequency R; Corporation 0.0, 
Construction 1.6, Water 4.1, Energy 1.6, Service 5.2, Other businesses 1.8, 
industrial 9.1. Employee absenteeism by rate business line (own personnel): 
corporation 368.8, water 640.2, energy 41.6, construction 474.6, service 850.8, 
industrial 181.6, other businesses 1,087.6, Evaluation of fatal accidents at national 
level: 0. Evaluation of fatal accidents at an international level (own employee): 0. 
(OHS-FR)* frequency rate among own employee (globally); 3,9. (OHS-
FR)*severity rate among employees (globally); 114,5. 

Frequency rate – contractors: 
Contractors 0.28, Corporation 
0.00, Energy 1.61, Construction 
2.86, Service 2.14, Industrial 1.42, 
Other businesses 0.00, Total 
1.71.  

OHS-FR = (no. accidents with work loss/hours 
worked)*200,000. OOHS-Severity R = (no. working 
days lost due to work accidents/hours 
worked)*200,000. OHS-Frequency R = (no. accidents 
with work loss/hours worked)*200,000.  
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GAMESA Frequency rate (FR) of accidents involving sick leave: EMEA 3.12, USA 0, China 
and APAC 2.16, India 0.48, Brazil 0.00.  
Frequency rate (ref. 200,000 hrs): Total 0.22, MEA 0.62, USA 0.00, China and 
APAC 0.43, INDIA 0.09, Brazil 0.00.  
Accidents severity rate (SR): Total 0.023, EMEA 0.085, USA 0.000, China and 
APAC 0.006, India 0.001, Brazil 0.000.  
Incident rate (IR): Total 2.20, EMEA 2.61, USA 0.00, China and APAC 3.25, India 
0.64, Brazil 0.00.Hazard rate (HR): Total 13.14, EMEA 37.46, USA 33.48, China 
and APAC 9.72, India 3.84, Brazil 7.18.Accident lost day rate (LDR): Total 4.58, 
EMEA 17.02, USA 0.00, China and APAC 1.29, India 0.19, Brazil 
0.00.Occupational disease rate (ODR): Total 0.054, EMEA 0.170, USA 0.000, 
China and APAC 0.000, India 0.096, Brazil 0.000.Absenteeism rate: EMEA 5.11%, 
USA 0, China and APAC 0.94%, India 0.42%, Brazil 0.62%. 

Accident rates for external 
personnel: Construction and 
project personnel (FR 3.32, FR 
(per 200,000 hours) 0.66, SR 
0.09), Maintains personnel (FR 
2.35, FR (per 200,000 hours) 
0.47, SR 0.04).  

Frequency rate (FT) of accidents with sick leave = 
(Total number of accidents with sick leave / Total 
hours exposure) x 1,000,000; which represents the total 
number of accidents with sick leave per million hours 
worked. The conversion to 200,000 hours is used to 
bring it into line with other references used 
internationally. The 200,000 factor derives from 50 
forty-hour working weeks for 100 employees. Severity 
rate (SR) = (Number of days lost per accident with sick 
leave / Total hours exposure) x 1,000; which 
represents the number of days lost per thousand hours 
worked. Incidence rate (IR) of accidents with sick leave 
= (Total number of accidents with sick leave / Total 
number of workers) x 1,000; equivalent to the number 
of accidents with sick leave for every thousand persons 
exposed. Hazard rate (HR) = (Total number of 
accidents with sick leave + work related illnesses + first 
aid (FA) + medical treatment (MT) + restricted work 
(RW) ) / total hours exposure) x 1,000,000. Days lost 
index (IDR) = (No. of days lost / Total hours lost) x 
200,000. Occupational disease rate (ODR) = (number 
of cases of occupational disease / Total hours 
exposure) x 200,000 

HERA Accident indices; FR 20.6 (of which for ongoing accidents 0.4), Severity index 28, 
Rate index 3.2, Average accident duration (days) 62.1, Number of accidents 264 (of 
which ongoing accidents 52). FR was equal to 1.28, Net of the 7,500 days of 
standard accidents attributable to this accident, the index was equal to 0.7.  
Accident FR (by function); total 39.0 (of which service 28.1 and waste management 
service 53.3).  
Accident indexes of some subsidiaries; AcegasApsAmga (FR index 21.8, SF index 
0.9, Rate index 3.6, workforce1,563), Herambiente Group (FR index 22.3, SF index 
0.5, Rate index 2.5, workforce 801), Marche Multiservizi (FR index 46.7, SF index 
1.9, Rate index 7.5, workforce 583), Hera Comm (FR index 18.7, SF index 0.4, Rate 
index 2.4, workforce 665), Uniflotte (FR index 9.6, SF index 0.04, Rate index 1.3, 
workforce 155), Hera Luce (FR index 18.4, SF index 0.5, Rate index 3.1, workforce 
65).   

N/A Frequency index is the number of accidents per million 
hours worked. The Severity index is the number of 
days of absence per accident divided by thousands of 
hours worked. The rate index is obtained by dividing 
the number of accidents by the number of workers, 
multiple by 100. The data refereeing to accidents 
reported to INAIL, which lasted more then 3 days 
were considered.  
The trend of near misses is monitored on a monthly 
basis to check compliance with the specific objectives 
assigned to the various departments in terms of 
capacity to collect these data.  
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ENEL Occupational injuries to employees; Fatal 4 (3 man, 1 woman), Severe 3 (2 men, 1 
woman). 
Injuries at work to employees: Total 156 (140 men, 16 women) Severe and fatal 7 
(5 men, 2 women), Other injuries not severe 149 (135 men, 14 woman). 
Frequency rate of injuries at work to employees: 4 (1 man, 27 women). 
Lost-time injuries frequency rate (i): Total 0, 25 (0, 28 men, 0, 15 women), Italy, 
0.27 (0.27 men, 0.28 women), Russia 0.08 (0.05 men, 0.15 woman), Slovakia 0.03 (- 
men, 0.18 woman), …(Romania, Greece, Peru, Brazil, Chile, Argentina, Colombia, 
North America, Latin America, Europe and North Africa) 
Lost day rate (i) of seriousness of injuries: Total 9.44 (10.81 men, 3.16 woman), 
Italy 10.73 (11.40 men, 6.91 woman), Liberia 6.94 (8.65 men, - woman), Russia 2.17 
(1.58 men, 3.80 woman), …(Slovakia, Romania, Greece, Peru, Brazil, Chile, 
Argentina, Colombia, North America, Latin America, Europe and North Africa)  
Work-related illnesses - Occupational disease rate Enel (ODR) 0.03 (-50.4%).  
Absentee Rate (i) 5,836 (25.8%) 

Injuries to contractors: Fatal 9 (9 
men, 0 woman), Severe 24 (22 
men, 2 women).  
Injuries to contractors: Total 351 
(329 men, 22 women), Severe 
and fatal 33 (31 men, 2 women), 
Other injuries non severe 318 
(298 men, 20 women).  
LTIFR for contractors: Total 
0.30, Italy 0.47, Europe 0.23, 
North America and Latin 
America 0.3.  
LDR for contractors: Total 
10.89, Italy 29.59, Europe 9.25, 
North America and Latin 
America 6.99.  

N/A 

PREMIER OIL Key safety parameters and indicators: Man hours worked 7.1 million, Fatalities 0, 
Lost work day cases (LWDC) 3, Restricted work day cases (RWDC) 2, Medical 
treatment cases (MTC) 4.  
Key performance indicators: Target recordable injury rate per million hours worked 
1.75, Total recordable injury rate (TRIR) 1.27.  
TRIR benchmarking: OOGP offshore advantage 2.1, IGOP overall average (not 
disclosed 2015).  
Total Recordable Injury Rate (TRIR) by region – Employee: Falklands 0, Indonesia 
0.90, Norway 0, Pakistan 0, UK 1.01, Vietnam 0. Total Recordable Injury Rate 
(TRIR) by region – overall workforce: Falklands 1.57, Indonesia 0.37, Norway 5.71, 
Pakistan 0, UK 1.48, Vietnam 1.33. 
Breakdown of recordable injuries by gender and employment type: UK (2 male and 
1 female contractor, “explanation injury”), Vietnam (1 male contractor, 
“explanation injury”), Norway (1 male contractor, “explanation injury”), Falkland 
(1 male contractor, “explanation injury”) Indonesia (1 male contractor, 
“explanation injury”).  
High potential incident rate (HIPOR), key indicator for major accidents and serious 
injuries: Target 1.5, Total per million man hour worked 1.13 (fr 8 identified 
HIPOR events)  
High potential incidents data per million hours worked: HIPOS 8, Target HIPOS 
20, Total HIPOR 1.13. The HIPOS included; 1 relation to commission, 1 relating 
to drilling, 5 relating to production, 1 relating to office maintains. 

TRIR by region – Contractor: 
Falklands 2.25, Indonesia 0, 
Norway 14.86, Pakistan 0, UK 
1.75, Vietnam 1.81.  

N/A 
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GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Accident indicators (employees): Accidents require medical leave (number of 
accidents in the workplace leading the employee to take medical leave 125 (109 
men, 16 woman), Days lost 3,674 (2,639 men, 1,035 woman), Mortalities 1 (1 men, 
1 woman), FR 3.08 (3.72 men, 1.41 woman), SR 0.09 (0.09 men, 0.09 woman), 
Incidence rate 6.33 (7.66 men, 2.90 woman), Absenteeism rate 2.02. Accident 
indicators by country (employees): Accidents requiring medical leave (Argentina 13, 
Brazil 1, Chile 45, …), Days lost (Argentina 403, Brazil 86, Chile 790, …), 
Mortalities (Argentina 0, Brazil 0, Chile 0, …), Frequency rate (Argentina 7.78, 
Brazil 1.01, Chile 3.94, …), Severity rate (Argentina 0.24, Brazil 0.09, Chile 0.07, …, 
Incident rate (Argentina 16.45, Brazil 1.92, Chile 8.66, …), Absenteeism rate 
(Argentina 4.45, Brazil 1.48, Chile 0, …) 

N/A Accident requiring medical leave: number of accidents 
in the workplace leading the employee to take medical 
leave. Days lost: days not worked due to medical leave 
caused by accidents at work. Calculated from the day 
following the day the medical leave.   

 

Appendix 20 – LA9 
 

a) 

OMV Number of training participants: 11188. Money spent on training per region (EUR): 7910820. Hours per category: 340737. Average hours of training in categories by position: 
Senior management: 1305, Management: 47416, Experts: 116888, Project managers: 6300, Technicians: 164236, Administrators: 4593. 

EDISON Average hours per employee: Male: 31, Female: 34. Average hours per level: Excecutives: 31, middle managers: 32, office staff: 34, production staff: 26. 

ERG 3448 working days of training provided. 5,7 man days index of average training. 342 management training program participants. 

IBERDROLA Average hours per employee: Male: 42,18, Female: 24,41. Average hours per trained employee in: management team: men: 34,03, women: 35,80. Middle managers and skilled 
technicians: men: 37,05, women: 25,02. Skilled workers and support personnel: men: 44,92, women: 22,05. 

SNAM Health and safety training, hours delivered: 20722, participants: 3629. Executives, middle managers and office workers: hours provided: 4768, participants: 639. High flyers, 
experts, managers: hours provided: 2990, participants: 284. Recent graduates hired by the Group in 2015: hours provided: 2748, participants: 187. Technical operating office and 
manual worker population: hours provided: 91641, participants: 5180. Excecutives, managers, office workers and technical specialists: hours provided: 13424, participants: 453. 
In 2015, 3,025 hours of training were also provided to 1,920 people on matters relating to the code of ethics, model 231 and anti-corruption.  

KMG At KMG International level, the average number of training hours, per employee, was 11.7. Female employees benefited, in average, of 12.9 hours of training, while male 
employees benefited, in average, of 11.1 hours. Managers benefited, in average, of 13.6 hours of training, while Execution level employees benefited, in average, of 11.4 hours. 

ACCIONA Training hours employee/year excecutives: men, 39,92, women: 33,55. Managers, men: 39,21, women: 46,16. Technical staff, men: 33,99, women: 40,74. Support, men: 25,08, 
women: 26,34. Workers/operators, men: 10,10, women: 3,25. 

GAMESA Hours of training, men: 149,930 women: 25,352, total: 175,282. Of that stood for, executives: 0,6%, managers: 7,5%, specialists: 27,4%, supervisors: 15,9%, technicians and 
experts: 48,6%. Average number of hours of training per year per employee, men: 28,42, women: 16,99. 

HERA Training hours average per capita: Managers: 51,3, middle managers: 53,6, white collar workers: 30,3, blue collar workers: 28,8, project based contract workers and workers with 
staff leasing contracts: 27,8. Average  training  per  capita  in  female  workers amounted to 28.7 hours (+9.5%) against 32.3 average hours in male workers (+13%).  

ENEL Training hours per capita, men: 37,3, women: 37. By level: managers: 59,5, middle managers: 47, white collar workers: 27, blue collar workers: 49,4. 
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GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Total course hours, men: 627984, women: 204159. Training hours per employee, management team: 97,4, middle managers: 95,6, technicians: 56,8, operators: 42,3. 

 
 

Appendix 21 – LA11 
 

a) 

OMV The performance and development conversation are not mandatory for all employee categories, they were held with 49.9% of all employees, including 34.1% of the female 
employees.  

EDISON Employees subject to an annual feedback interview: Executive 101%, Middle manager 86%, Office staff 57%, Production staff 48%, Total 68%, Total number woman 72%.  

ERG The process involved the entire Group through a process of “internal assessment”, mainly done with the collaboration of the first and second lines reporting to top management. 
The main objective was to compare the level of expertise “expected” for each role from the “real” level assessed for people in different roles. 

IBERDROLA Performance and development review - Basic boundary: Number of employees 26,975 (20,700 men, 6,278 women), Employees with performance reviews 81.04% (81.71% men, 
78.83% women).  
Performance and development review - Expended boundary: Number of employees 29,056, Employees with performance reviews 81.05% 

SNAM Targets assigned to sustainability issues and percentage achieved: Executives 114 (90%), Managers 114 (92%), Other personnel 310 (94%).  
All job positions are subject to appraisal based on complexity, responsibility, experience and autonomy (C.R.E.A) and in 2015 324 CREA appraisals were approved.  All 
evaluation processes involve feedback sessions.   

KMG Started a process of evaluating all employees from the performance point of view and receiving regular performance and career development reviews in 2015.  
Split by employee category 100 per cent of France, Spain and Georgia and over 90 per cent of the senior active employees in Management and Execution positions received 
regular performance and career development reviews. Split by gender, from the employee population who received regular performance and career development reviews, 32.93 
per cent were females and 67.07 per cent males. The Group organizes an annual Internship program that proves successful. For instance, out of 129 persons enrolled in the 
Internship program, 45 were hired as full-time employees.  

ACCIONA Employees subject to performance evaluation by gender and professional category: Executives 286 (100%) (252 (100%) men, 34 (100%) women), Managers 1,524 (95%) (1,226 
(94%) men, 288 (98%) women), Technical staff 4,604 (96%) (3,021 (95%) men, 1,583 (99%) women), Support 289 (68%)(70 (55%) men, 219 (73%) women), Workers/operators 
961 (80%) (865 (80%) men, 96 (82%) women).  

GAMESA Personnel subject to performance evaluation: Total personnel 4,336 (60%) 
Personnel subject to performance evaluation by gender: Total 7,271 (5,725 men, 1,546 women), Subject to performance evaluations 60% (73% men, 27% women).  

HERA The assessment of the objectives to employees and the assessment of their achievements take place through a clearly defined process which is based on the decisions of top 
management for the individual balance scorecard of the directors and managers and of directors for the individual balance scorecards of the middle managers. The balance 
scorecard system involves 89 % middle managers and managers.  

ENEL Assessment by gender: 28.2% (80.3% woman, 19.7% man). Assessment by level: Middle manager’s 4,065, White-collar workers 13,821, Blue-collar workers 1,898.  
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PREMIER 
OIL 

All employees have annual individual performance contracts (IPCs) setting out their goals and key performance indicators for the year, and are subject to ongoing performance 
management and appraisal. 99% of employees recited performance reviews against their IPCs, and were given an online performance rating by their managers. The results of this 
online rating were compared against Groupwide data to guide salary adjustments and bounces received.  

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Performance management and management by objectives indicators: Total (men, women), Management team (men, women), Middle managers (men, women), Technicians (men, 
women), Operators (men, women). 

 

Appendix 22 – HR4 

 a) b) 

OMV No significant human rights impact or violations 
were detected and we were notified the 26 human 
rights grievances or incidents in relation to our 
business activities or supply chain were registered 
and solved in the reporting period (e.g. delay in 
rent payment, damage to property).   

Human Right Matrix clearly defines our responsibilities and our due diligence process ensures the active management of risks.  

ERG N/A By means of the qualification process, we control matters related to the health and safety of persons working on behalf of the 
company, and environment issues, to manage risk on an overall and all-round basis, to maximize value creation. ERG carries 
out its activities at national/ European level where such aspects are protected by the law.  

IBERDROLA 39 locations of operation in countries where some 
of these risks may exist have been identified, 
representing 30 % of the total number of locations 
of operations of the Group. Suppliers; No 
recorded violations of any kind in the supply 
chain. (Part of HR 10 and 11)  In addition, there 
are 24 other locations in the United States, a 
country that has not yet ratified several of such 
conventions, but given the socio-political 
characteristics of that country, Iberdrola does not 
believe there are risks of violation of these rights 
for the Group’s workers.  

The company performed a study to identify the significant locations of operations at which there might be some risk of 
violating of such rights. The report of the international Labor Organization entitles Report of the Committee of Experts of 
the Application of Conventions and Recommendations was taken as a reference for that purpose.  
Suppliers; New suppliers are evaluated according to the “Supplier Human Rights Assessment” approach, and their significant 
risk regarding human rights is managed through the quality process and procedures implemented and through periodic audits. 
If noncompliance is detected and corrective plans and is not adopted, the company reserves the rights to cancel the contracts. 
(Part of HR 10 and 11)   
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KMG Freedom of association and collective bargaining; 
We did not identify any operations and suppliers 
in which the right to exercise freedom of 
association and collective bargaining may be 
violated or at significant risk.  

Nevertheless, KMG International acknowledges employees’ legal rights to adhere to labor unions and/or trade unions and 
join any other third-party organizations without fear of coercion wherever the Group is present. 

ACCIONA N/A The number of questions 37 mandatory and 17 optional questions, keeping the structure of the four basic building blocks: 
transparency and business ethics, human rights and social action, safety and health, and quality and environment. In the case 
of the Kathu project in South Africa, ACCIONA Industrial has incorporated the Black Economic Empowerment (BEE) 
programme in addition to the ethical clauses. This is a set of affirmative action policies, laws and actions designed to favour 
the South African black community (Blacks, Coloureds, Chinese and Indians). 
Suppliers; The average risk rating of suppliers is –A (Variable “CR and Sustainability”. The questionnaire was sent via 
PROCUR-e to 4,815 suppliers of whom 4,004 are domestic and the rest international, obtaining a rating in corporate 
responsibility and sustainability for 2,457, from which their risk map was generated. The Company strives to communicate, 
inform and educate the small supplier especially (fewer than 50 employees), since this group represents 62% of suppliers with 
a risk map in PROCUR-e (of a total of 2,457).Thus, in 2015 it carried out more than 259,000 communications to suppliers via 
orders, contracts, bidding documents, newsletters and training courses. The inclusion of these clauses pursues the termination 
of contracts with suppliers that do not incorporate into their activity corporate responsibility and sustainability criteria in line 
with ACCIONA standards. More than 137,000 orders and contracts incorporated these ethical clauses in 2015. 

GAMESA N/A Gamesa and the companies forming Gamesa Group work to eliminate child labor or compulsory labor performed by school-
age children in the countries concerned, and any kind of work under coercion. To do so it has put in place the policies, 
commitments, procedures and measures necessary to minimize this risk. The importance attached to this fundamental labor 
right is set out in the Company's Code of Conduct. In China, Gamesa is coordinating with the national trade union on all the 
initiatives aimed at making this proposal's evolution possible. In this process, Gamesa covers the activities that would usually 
be offered by the unions to the Company's employees, such as the development of social activities, canteen and 
transportation to the work center. In India, Gamesa in India is not opposed to the formation of a union, nor is there any oral 
or written condition to workers restricting a labor union, and of course it rejects any form of reprisal against workers for 
belonging to a union. At present, workers' representatives at the nacelles and blades plants in India form part of the 
committees set up to deal with aspects such as canteen, social benefits and security. In the USA, despite the fact that ILO 
conventions C087 and C098 on freedom to join unions and the right to collective bargaining have not been ratified, given the 
socio-political characteristics of the country, Gamesa considers that there is no risk of violation of these rights for the 
Group's workers. 

ENEL N/A The principles of the Policy on Human Rights; Labor practices (1. Rejection of forced or compulsory labor and child labor, 2. 
Respect for diversity and non-discrimination, 3. Freedom of association and collective bargaining, 4. Health and safety, 5. Just 
and favorable working conditions), Relationships with communities (6. Respecting the rights of communities, 7. Integrity: 
zero tolerance of corruption, 8. Privacy and communications).  
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PREMIER 
OIL 

We have not identified any of our operations as 
presenting risks to workers’ rights to exercise 
freedom of association and collective bargaining. 
Likewise, there were no reported incidents of 
discrimination at our operations in 2015. As our 
operations are offshore, the potential for our 
activities to impact negatively on the human rights 
of local community members is limited. There 
were no reported violations of our Human Rights 
Policy during the reporting period, and no 
incidents of human rights abuse. No security-
related incidents with human rights implications 
were recorded.  

We respect the right of all employees to: • Join a legitimate trade union, and we comply with all local legislation regarding 
collective bargaining • Be free from discrimination within the workplace The Policy is supported by five processes and 
procedures, prescribing how to: • Embed human rights • Conduct risk assessments • Develop action plans • Carry out 
implementation and monitoring • Audit and review compliance and performance. We are continuing to evaluate a 
quantitative tool (that uses third party country risk data) to screen our high level, human rights risks. This assesses: • Our 
operated production operations, exploration projects and development projects • Non-operated joint venture assets • Major 
service contractors and suppliers. We currently offer (via our centralised BMS) a scenario-based training module focused on 
security and human rights. The procedure, which will be available to our employees and contractors, those working in our 
supply chain and community members (amongst others), will enable us to: • Identify and address any alleged negative human 
rights impacts linked to Premier, its activities and its business relationships • Better understand our ongoing human rights 
performance • Help identify and manage potential issues early, before they develop into actual negative impacts Under the 
procedure, users will be able to raise complaints through the following means: • Via a free, 24-hour, confidential and 
multilingual telephone hotline, run by third party service provider Safecall • By writing to Premier via email or letter • By 
lodging a complaint in person via our business unit managers 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

There had been a total of 66,117 visits, enquiries 
and downloads of “Employment Information” on 
Naturalnet across the group, and 10,854 enquiries, 
incidents and requests through the Employee 
Attention Service, dealt with directly by the service 
or through Labour Relations. 

The willingness to negotiate, and the respect and protection of the fundamental right to join a union and the freedom of 
association represent fundamental pillars in the actions of Gas Natural Fenosa in every country where it has a presence. 
Particularly noteworthy are the negotiation procedures undertaken in the international arena, such as salaries, settlement 
issues, pension schemes, the introduction of equality plans, and work conditions in different environments and societies. 
Among others, in Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, France, Italy, Morocco, Mexico, Moldova and Panama, which in 2015 
totalled 45 negotiations with unions. In addition, in Spain, the negotiating table was set up for the 2nd Collective Bargaining 
Agreement of Employees of Gas Natural Fenosa, which affects close to 5,500 workers in 23 societies. Within the sphere of 
all societies in which Gas Natural Fenosa operates, a total of 68 organisations had representation in all spheres of action, 
seven in Spain and 61 in the international business. In Spain, there were 433 union representatives freely elected at 96 work 
centres and 25 companies. 

 
 

Appendix 23 – HR6 
 

a) b) 

ERG The Company has analysed the issue in its business and economic influence environment: we believe that the issue 
of human rights is not currently a concern. 

ERG, in accordance with 
all  laws,  regulations  and  company  policies in force, 
pledges to:•  select, hire, pay, train and assess 
people according  to  merit  and  professional expertise, 
without any political, trade union, religious, racial, language 
or sexual discrimination;•  [... ]. (ERG Group Code of 
Ethics) 
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IBERDROLA The Company performed a study to identify the significant locations of operation at which there might be some  
risk  of  violation  of  such  rights.  The  2015  report  of  the  International  Labour  Organization  entitled  Report 
of the Committee of Experts on the Application of Conventions and Recommendations was taken as a reference 
for that purpose. Those countries that have not ratified the conventions on forced labour (C029, C105), trade union 
freedom and collective bargaining (C087, C098), and child labour (C138, C182) were deemed to be countries at risk, 
as were countries where, while they had ratified such conventions, findings were made that show weak points in the 
application of any of such conventions. According to this standard, 39 locations of operation in countries where 
some of these risks may exist have  been  identified,  representing  30%  of  the  total  number  of  locations  of  
operation  of  the  Group. In addition, there are 24 other locations in the United States, a country that has not yet 
ratified several of such conventions, but given the socio-political characteristics of that country, Iberdrola does not 
believe there are risks of violation of these rights for the Group’s workers.  

N/A 

KMG N/A N/A 

ACCIONA In 2015, the Self Declaration of Responsibility document for Suppliers of the ACCIONA Group was incorporated 
into PROCUR-e. This document expressly refers to the Global Compact and includes links to the Ethical Principles 
and Code of Conduct, in addition to incorporating the minimum ACCIONA standards on Integrity, Quality and 
Environment. Any supplier that does not accept this form cannot work with ACCIONA.  

N/A 

GAMESA As a preventive measure, and with a global scope for all Gamesa centers, we have negotiated and agreed the 
Gamesa Global Labor Agreement with the major Spanish labor unions (UGT, CCOO and ELA) and the 
IndustriALL Global Union. It was officially signed in 2015. 
With regard to the prevention of forced labor, this agreement centers on compliance with Conventions 29 of 1930 
and 105 of 1957 on forced labor. 

N/A 

ENEL In order to enact the United Nations Guidelines on Business and Human Rights, in 2013 the Board of Directors of 
Enel SpA approved the Policy on Human Rights and subsequently extended it to all the subsidiaries of the Group. 
The policy sets out the commitments and responsibilities in regard to human rights entered into by employees of 
Enel SpA and of its subsidiaries, whether they are directors or employees in whatever form of such companies. In 
addition, with this formal commitment, Enel openly becomes the promoter of the respect of such rights by 
contractors, suppliers and commercial partners in its business relationships. 

N/A 

PREMIER 
OIL 

We have not identified any of our operations as presenting risks to workers’ rights to exercise freedom of 
association and collective bargaining. Likewise, there were no reported incidents of discrimination at our operations 
in 2015. 

We are evaluating a new questionnaire-based third party 
screening system that will address a range of issues including 
business ethics and labour rights (p20). Once implemented, 
this online system will ‘red flag’ potential issues of concern, 
triggering (where relevant) a full due diligence process 
tailored to Premier’s specific needs. By monitoring these 
risks on an ongoing basis, we will be in a position to identify 
and address any material shifts in the risks posed by our 
service contractors and suppliers as they happen. The 
system will potentially be applied to all new service 
contractors and supplier contracts.  
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Appendix 24 – HR7 
 

a) b) 

OMV We employ a transparent, standardized process when managing private and 
public security contractors at OMV operating sites. In high-risk countries, 
effective community engagement ensures the continued consent of the local 
population and is a crucial factor in maintaining the stability of the local 
security environment. All OMV security personnel and sub-contractors are 
trained and conversant in OMV Human Rights policies and procedures. Sadly, 
the spectre of kidnapping remains a very real threat and the department 
provides Kidnap and Response training packages to help employees and 
families mitigate this danger. 

N/A 

ERG N/A N/A 

IBERDROLA At  the  end  of  financial  year  2015,  Iberdrola  has  110  persons  in  its  
workforce  to  carry  out  security  activities; 100 of them, i.e. 90.91%, have 
received human rights training. 

Iberdrola also draws on the services of specialised firms, which are responsible for providing the 
specific training required by its professionals to carry out the work entrusted to them. In financial 
year 2015, 1,121 subcontracted persons did this type of work, of which 792 (70.65%) received 
human rights training.  

GAMESA Responsibility for contracting and managing security services lies with the 
corporate security department, which provides security staff with the 
instructions and training needed to perform their duties, particularly with 
respect to human rights. Proof of this is the fact that all security personnel 
(both our own and subcontracted) have been informed about Gamesa Code of 
Conduct, as set forth in internal operating procedure ISI-1-0011, and that such 
personnel undergo continuous auditing by the corporate security department. 

N/A 

PREMIER 
OIL 

Premier is a member of the Voluntary Principles on Security and Human 
Rights (VPs). Premier is committed to the application of the VPs at all its 
operated assets. 
We do not normally employ or contract security personnel, apart from those 
provided by landlords at our office locations. Should we require any security 
services beyond this, we would require the service provider to comply with 
security and human rights standards that are aligned with our Human Rights 
Policy.  

In exceptional cases, we contract private security contractors to accompany individuals travelling 
to high-risk exploration and/or business locations.  
Our suppliers in this regard: • Are members of the International Code of Conduct for Private 
Security Service Providers. • Apply the VPs. • Apply standards of conduct, codes of ethics and 
human rights policies that commit them to respecting human rights in all their activities, as well 
as relevant supporting practices such as training, risk assessment, monitoring, internal 
whistleblowing processes and grievance procedures 
No security-related incidents with human rights implications were recorded in 2015. 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Regarding training and fulfilling the contractual article concerning the updating 
of knowledge and forms of action in respect of human rights, in 2015, 467 
security guards (59.9%) participated in courses of this nature, totalling 2,143 
hours.  

Training on human rights focuses on the characteristics of each of the countries in which Gas 
Natural Fenosa has contracted the services of security guards and the activities performed by the 
company in each of them, allowing a more specific and effective training. 
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Appendix 25 – HR11 
 

a) b) c) d) e) 

OMV N/A No significant human rights 
impact or violations were 
detected and we were notified 
the 26 human rights grievances 
or incidents in relation to our 
business activities or supply 
chain were registered and 
solved in the reporting period 
(e.g. delay in rent payment, 
damage to property).  

N/A N/A N/A 

RWE 3,3562 suppliers were assessed on occupational safety.  When any problem occur in 
the course of a business 
relationship, they address the 
matter with the supplier and 
work together with them to 
achieve improvements jointly.  

N/A N/A N/A 

IBERDROLA N/A N/A They have not recorded through its ethics 
channels violations of this kind in its supply 
chain.  

N/A N/A 

SNAM Supplier sustainability analysis - Goods; Qualified 
suppliers (Human rights* 100%), Suppliers qualified 
during the year (Human rights 100%).  
Supplier sustainability analysis – Works; Qualified 
suppliers (Human rights 100%), Suppliers qualified 
during the year (Human rights 100%). Supplier 
sustainability analysis – Services; Qualified suppliers 
(Human rights 100%), Suppliers qualified during the 
year (Human rights 100%) *Human rights are aspects 
relating to ethics regularity of social security 
contributions, Law 231, child labour, forced labour, 
etc. 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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ACCIONA Acciona calculated the risk map PROCURE-E of a 
total of 2,457 suppliers. The average supplier risk 
rating remains A-.  

Risk map in PROCUR-E 
VERSION (suppliers with a 
contracted amount higher than 
100,000 euros); high risk 17%, 
medium risk 33%, low risk 
50%.  

Risk distribution for each of the variables that 
make up the new risk map (588 suppliers with 
contract volume > 100,000 euros); country (no 
information) 0, (High risk) 14, (medium risk) 1, 
(low risk) 573, CR and Sust. (no information) 0, 
(high risk) 9, (medium risk) 129, (low risk) 450, 
solvency (no information) 0, (high risk) 79, 
(medium risk) 0, (low risk) 401, dependency (no 
information) 0, (high risk) 0, (medium risk) 32, 
(low risk) 551, occupational health and safety 
(OHS) (no information) 0, (high risk) o, 
(medium risk) 52, (low risk) 537, 
environmental/CO2 (no information) 0, (high 
risk) 0, (medium risk) 41, (low risk 531, legal 
doc. (no information) 290, (high risk) 3, 
(medium risk) 3, (low risk) 292, ISO Situation 
(no information) 393, (high risk) 0, (medium 
risk) 22, (low risk) 173, assessment (no 
information) 469, (high risk) 0, (medium risk) 2, 
(low risk) 117.  

N/A 79 suppliers 
have been 
penalized due 
to higher risk 
observed in 
their 
economic 
solvency.  

GAMESA Screen processes were conducted in 66 new suppliers. 
These processes included an assessment of the 
environmental criteria defined in the internal 
procedure. Additionally, quality assurance unit carries 
out quarterly evaluations of the top 100 supplier’s 
quality management systems and their results, as well 
as of their care of the environment and whether they 
hold certification of their health and safety at work 
systems. This process was applied to 111 existing 
suppliers.  

If the company detects any 
non-compliance and corrective 
action is not taken, it reserves 
the right to terminate the 
contract. Ganesa is not aware 
of any non-compliance of this 
nature in the supply chain.  

N/A N/A N/A 

ENEL suppliers that signed a new contract in 2015 was 
37,347 with 3,739 suppliers assessed under vendor 
rating system with an ongoing contract.  

591 notification of critical 
situations of suppliers assessed 
under vendor rating with 
ongoing contracts in 2015. 

N/A 98% of suppliers 
assessed with a 
corrective action 
plan whose esg 
perfromance 
improved 
following the 
action plan.  

N/A 



 

 82 

PREMIER OIL We do not currently carry out formal assessments of 
our suppliers' human rights impacts beyond the 
piloting of our Human Rights and Business Ethics 
Screening Tool. However, no negative impacts were 
otherwise identified during 2015. 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Assessed 6,997 suppliers based on environmental, 
social and employment practice criteria, during the 
official approval and/or procurement practices. 3,221 
suppliers were subject to impact assessments on the 
environmental, labor practice human rights and 
society.  The company conducted 1,000 supplier 
performance assessments by sending 2,000 surveys to 
the user units and was therefore able to assess 600 
suppliers which accounted for more than 650 
contracts in 8 countries.  

N/A N/A N/A None of the 
suppliers 
were excluded 
from the 
process 
through 
failure to 
comply with 
the criteria’s.  

 

Appendix 26 – SO3 
 

a) b) 

OMV Our Internal Audit Department carried out 48 compliance audits across the full range of business ethics issues. Risk-related audits, including fraud and 
corruption issues, form an integral part of the 
Corporate Internal Audit.  

RWE We use a two-stage process to identify and assess compliance risks which arise for the RWE Group in the area of corruption. 
After we had established the risk profiles for the Group companies reporting directly to RWE AG in 2012, we moved onto a 
second stage in 2013 which focused on developing detailed corruption risk scenarios. In 2015, other companies were included 
in the detailed analysis, and risk workshops were carried out for this purpose in the individual Group companies. The analysis 
is being continued in 2016.  

N/A 
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EDISON In the anti-corruption sphere, Edison’s Board of Directors adopted, in May 2015, specific “Anti-corruption Guidelines”: 
thanks to the introduction of this instrument, Edison wishes to strengthen the prevention of risks related to corruption 
offences within the sphere of the operations of the foreign subsidiaries, for which the adoption of Model 231 is not 
envisaged. The Guidelines fall within the more extensive policy of Edison which proposes to highlight a position of total 
refusal of any type of corruption and opposition against any type of similar conduct, with particular regard to the activities 
carried out abroad. With regard to the companies operating in Italy, in fact, the Guidelines supplement Model 231. The Anti-
corruption Guidelines, like the Code of Ethics and the general section of Model 231, are published on the company website: 
they contribute towards providing both to Edison employees and those who, in any role, contribute towards the company 
objectives, a systematic framework of the principles and the norms which must always be observed for the purpose of 
preventing acts of corruption in the areas withgreater exposure to risk. 

N/A 

ERG In order to further emphasise how all aspects of our business are carried out in strict 
compliance  with  national  and  international  laws  and  regulations,  that  concern,  among  others, anti-corruption matters 
and as further proof of our respect for the values stated above, we decided to adopt the Anti-corruption Guidelines in 
addition to our Code of Ethics. Whereas 
for  all  companies  under  Italian  law  Model  231  also  concerns  the  checks  done  to  prevent corrupt behaviour, those 
same checks are contained in the Anti-corruption Guidelines that all our companies under foreign law must adopt. 

N/A 

IBERDROLA Purchases by Iberdrola in countries presenting a risk of corruption were reviewed following the publication of Transparency 
International’s Corruption Perception Index 2015 (TI CPI 2015); % of purchases in countries on the CPI Index 2015; Low 
corruption risk: 61,7, Medium corruption risk: 28,1, High corruption risk: 10,2. 

N/A 

SNAM In 2015, more than 2,000 reputational checks were carried out on suppliers, subcontractors and potential suppliers of the 
Snam Group. The checks covered: subcontract authorizations (1,083), supplier qualification processes (1,000) and 
participation in calls to tender (79). The checks revealed 461 reputational alerts. As a result of the checks carried out on 
reputational alerts by the assessment team, 76 disciplinary measures were adopted. 

N/A 

ACCIONA The Company’s commitment to fighting corruption and bribery can be seen both in the establishment of anti-bribery and 
anticorruption measures in the Code of Conduct and in its Anticorruption Policy. On an operational level, we have the Crime 
Prevention and Anticorruption Model. This model establishes the general control environment of the Group, following the 
best international practices; carries out an inventory of the possible crimes which ACCIONA faces in its different activities 
that may entail criminal responsibility for the Group; and contains a comprehensive list of all of the criminal risks that are 
susceptible to affecting each Department and Managerial group, as well as the existing controls that make it possible to 
prevent or detect these crimes.  

N/A 
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GAMESA During 2015 crime risk maps were produced, including the risk of corruption, in Gamesa's main operations (Spain, Italy, 
USA, Mexico, China, India and Brazil) as a basis for updating and enhancing the prevention/mitigation controls on such risks, 
which are described in the special section of the crime prevention and anti-fraud Manuals. (This represents 69% of all centers 
and 97% of the workforce covered by these centers). 

Among the internal regulations constituting such 
controls and revised periodically are those 
relating to:corporate governance and business 
risk policies; direct and indirect purchase of 
investments and services; approval of material 
and component suppliers; approval and 
monitoring of subcontractors; investment in 
tangible and intangible fixed assets; accounting 
policies and principles; approval of contracts; 
organization of the legal-corporate structure and 
of the governing bodies and delegated powers of 
Gamesa; management of travel, advances, petty 
cash and credit cards; protection of Gamesa’s 
technological assets, know-how and intellectual 
property; security of information; protection of 
data of a personal nature; use of communication 
resources; occupational health and safety; 
environmental protection and general conditions 
of contracts. They encompass and affect all 
areas and business and corporate units in any 
location of the company, and therefore, it can be 
affirmed that all of them are the object of the 
analysis and control activity regarding 
risksrelating to corruption. 

ENEL The “Organizational and Management Model ex Legislative Decree no. 231/2001” aims to prevent the risk of the crimes 
envisaged by the Decree being committed, including the crimes of public and private corruption, manslaughter and serious or 
very serious bodily harm committed in violation of the laws on safeguarding health and safety in the workplace, as well as 
environmental crimes. The principles set out in the Model are extended to the Group’s foreign subsidiaries through the 
adoption of specific guidelines. In 2015 specific reviews were started in order to incorporate the new types of crime envisaged 
in the development of the law. 

N/A 

PREMIER OIL Our legal function analyses all business units for risks relating to violations of the Code, including corruption. Potential 
higher-risk activities may, depending on the local context, include procurement, facilities management, logistics and the 
obtaining of permits. The legal function also carries out screening to identify politically exposed persons, the application of 
sanctions and other relevant information.  

N/A 
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GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

122 internal audit projects were carried out, 83 of which corresponded to the review of processes associated with the main 
operational, corruption, fraud and legal risks of the corporate and business divisions. The analysis carried out extended to 
100% of the departments and placed special emphasis on those with greater probabilities of these risks materialising. In turn, 
23 internal audit projects were carried out in Chile,  11 of which corresponded to the review of processes associated with the 
main operational, corruption, fraud and legal risks. In the projects performed, no significant risks related to fraud and 
corruption have been detected. 

N/A 

 
 

Appendix 27 – SO4 

 a) b) c) d) e) 

OMV 41 compliance experts ensure OMW standards are consistently met across the Group 1,060 
Employees were trained on business ethics. 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

RWE Members of the workforce are able to take part of a wide range of training sessions (risk of 
corruption) through a web-based training program and at presentation events. Participation 
is obligatory. They were able to deliver training at face-to-face events to around 2,800 
employees in Germany and around 50o employees in other regions where operate.  

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

EDISON The Anti-corruption Guidelines (e.g. code of ethics and Model 231) are published on the 
company website.  

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

ERG 27 group companies approved an updated Model 231 which were followed by employee 
training (lased around 1.5 hours). 375 hours of the training of Code of Ethics and Model  
231, 250 employees attended the training.  
In addition to e-training on Model 231 issues, a course entirely devoted to the Code of 
Ethics was implemented. All employees were asked to complete the online training (each 
session lasted about an hour) and to pass the final test.  
Newly requited employees (in addition to the online training on Code of Ethics) must 
complete a training module of Model 231 of the company to which they belong.  
  

Model 321 training where held 
for all members of the board of 
director of the ERG group 
companies. 33 hours of training 
for the board members with 100 
% of the board members 
attended the training.  

N/A N/A N/A 

IBERDROLA No specific reportage of number or percentage. Include information of policies and 
initiatives taken against anti-corruption.  

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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SNAM Anti-corruption; 3,025 training hours were conducted dedicated to the Code of Conduct and 
anti-corruption with 1,920 people taking part in the training. Over 420 participants 
(personnel and suppliers) took part in the workshop “quality and transparency in corporate-
supplier relations” with a part dedicated to transparency and anti-corruption, also attended 
by the senior managers. In order to formalize the reciprocity, the suppliers were asked to sign 
up to an Ethics and Integrity Agreement (with power to intertwine in the event of 
noncompliance or breach).    

N/A Over 420 participants (personnel 
and suppliers) took part in the 
workshop “quality and 
transparency in corporate-
supplier relations” with a part 
dedicated to transparency and 
anti-corruption, also attended by 
the senior managers. In order to 
formalize the reciprocity, the 
suppliers were asked to sign up 
to an Ethics and Integrity 
Agreement (with power to 
intertwine in the event of 
noncompliance or breach).    

N/A N/A 

KMG The Anti-Bribery and Anti-Corruption Policy is communicated and applicable to all Group 
entities, employees and business units, collaborators (lawyers, consultants and experts, 
contracted personnel, persons engaged under a management and/or civil contract), third 
parties, or any other person associated with the Group.  Training on anti-corruption issues is 
delivered to all employees (including governance body members) and all entities (regions) on 
a regular basis while the Anti-Bribery and Anti-Corruption Policy is communicated to all 
Group entities, and any associated third parties.  
While the report adequately discusses managerial approach, policies and mechanisms to 
report and address these issues, the report narrative is lacking in terms of specific 
information on items such as G4-S03, G4-S04 and G4-S05.  

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

ACCIONA 6,825 employees were called to receive online training on the subject of Code of Conduct 
(Inc. anti-corruption).  

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

GAMESA Specific training (anti-corruption) has been provided to more than 3,000 people, to specific 
key groups and in different geographical areas through the Ethics and Compliance Division 
by means of on-site training.  
Information about policies, practice and mechanism for fighting corruption covers the whole 
workforce and is incorporated into the regular communication processes with employees, 
intranet and induction process.  

In Mexico, the entire workforce 
(75 participants) received training 
on the Code of Conduct (Inc. 
and/or cases of corruption 
and/or bribery). In Brazil the 
entire workforce was handed the 
Code of Conduct in Portuguese.  

N/A N/A N/A 

HERA Defines specific protocols to be followed in carrying out certain activities and made the 
consequent information flow available on a periodic basis. These protocols are circulated to 
the entire workforce through the corporate internet.  

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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PREMIER 
OIL 

Al new employees received introduction training on the Code of Conduct, no existing 
employee received refreshing training.  

They carried out a review of 
Pakistan´s, UK´s, and Norway’s 
business units, as well as 
exploration activities in Brazil and 
corporate office in London. 
These found that all employees 
had a clear understanding of, and 
were complying with the Code.  

N/A N/A N/A 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

No specific reportage of number or percentage. Include information of policies and 
initiatives taken against anti-corruption.  

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

 
Appendix 28 – SO5 

Company a) b) c) d) 

OMV No fines or sanctions were 
imposed on OMV in 
connection with the violation 
of anti-bribery and corruption 
regulations. 

N/A N/A Two cases were pending regarding anti-competitive behavior.  

EDISON Episodes of corruption 
reported: 0. Reports filed due 
to absence or untruthfullness 
of elements: 0. 

Reports that led 
to submitting 
employees to 
diciplinary 
measures: 0 

N/A Reports that involved legal actions: 0 

ERG N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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IBERDROLA The Compliance Unit has not 
been advised, through the 
established ethics channels, of 
any court decisions relating to 
cases of corruption during the 
reporting period.  

See a) There were no incidents reported through 
the  channels  established  for  such  
purpose  resulting  in  the  cancellation  of 
orders  or  of  contracts  with  Group 
suppliers. 

The Integrity Vice Presidency (“INT”) of the World Bank approved the 
negotiated resolution agreement signed by Iberdrola Ingeniería y Construcción 
and Iberdrola S.A. (the“Agreement”) ending the proceeding stemming from the 
omission by Iberdrola Ingeniería y Construcción of the information relating to a 
commercial agent in two bids submitted in 2004 and 2005 for projects in 
Albania, which constitutes a fraudulent practice under World Bank regulations. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  Agreement,  Iberdrola  Ingeniería  y  Construcción  
and  its  subsidiaries  (the  “Sanctioned Subsidiaries”) are disqualified from 
participating in projects of the World Bank Group for a 12-month period, until 
26 May 2016. Upon expiration of the disqualification period, Iberdrola Ingeniería 
Construcción  and  the  Sanctioned  Subsidiaries  will  conditionally  become 
non-disqualified  entities  for  a  further  6-month  period.  During  such  period,  
Iberdrola  Ingeniería  y  Construcción  and  the  Sanctioned  Subsidiaries may 
once again enter into agreements with World Bank Group entities, provided the 
terms of the negotiated resolution agreement are observed. 

KMG N/A N/A N/A N/A 

ACCIONA N/A N/A N/A N/A 

GAMESA No cases of corruption were 
confirmed, so it was not 
necessary to take any measures 
in this respect. 

See a) See a) See a) 

HERA N/A N/A N/A N/A 

ENEL Conflict of 
interest/corruption: 10. 
Undue appropriation: 9. Work 
practices: 7. Community and 
society: -.  Human rights: -. 
Other reasons: 6. Actions 
taken in responce to episodes 
of conflict of 
interest/corruption: 10. 

N/A N/A N/A 

PREMIER 
OIL 

•   Was not subject to any 
fines or non-monetary 
sanctions for legal or 
regulatory breaches. 

N/A N/A N/A 
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GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

•   Was not subject to any legal 
actions relating to business 
ethics, corruption or anti-
competitive behaviour. 

N/A N/A N/A 

 
 

Appendix 29 – PR1 
 

a) 

IBERDROLA The processes required for the supply of electricity and gas at all stages, described in the management approach above, ensure that such products arrive at the consumer with an 
appropriate level of assurance for their health and safety. There are differences in the practices relating to this issue in the various countries in which the Company does business: 
In Spain, two reports are prepared regarding electric and magnetic fields at facilities, which are audited by Aenor. In 2015, all facilities emitted electric and magnetic fields below 
the maximum limits established by law. In the United Kingdom and the United States, the facilities comply with applicable regulations and measurements are not taken at the 
facilities unless requested by the customer; during 2015, the Company received 63 such requests in the United Kingdom, and in 46 of the cases the emissions were verified and 
more information was provided in that regard. In Brazil, there are measurements of electromagnetic fields to check compliance with the benchmark figures under current law, and 
no nonconformity was detected in 2015. 

KMG N/A 

GAMESA The operation and maintenance (O&M) service, with 21 years of experience, expertise and global presence, has a large team of people (own and outsourced), logistics network and 
central, regional and in wind farm warehouses, with an inventory of spare parts that ensures maximum availability of materials in the shortest possible time. The technical offices 
have all kinds of specialists who study and analyze the performance of our products and carry out the modifications and adaptations necessary to maximize the results for the 
customer, as well as out-of-warranty service contracts adapted to customer requirements and at competitive prices. 
The countries where Gamesa operates have extensive environmental and labor legislation to ensure that such risks as exist for people's health and safety are kept within regulated 
limits. The Group provides the necessary training and information for checking that in the construction, operation and maintenance of the equipment and in the provision of 
services the functional conditions provided in the regulations and in the technical specifications are maintained. 

HERA Hera reports on water quality tests and gas distribution and service safety and continuity: A total of 347,518 analyses were performed by the Group laboratories on drinking water, 
amounting to approximately 950 per day. Of these, 58% were carried out on samples collected in the distribution networks. 
The controls are carried out by the water service manager and the Local Health Authorities at the source sampling points, at the water treatment and accumulation plants, and 
along the adduction and distribution networks. The Hera Group manages the gas distribution service with the objective of ensuring high safety and service continuity levels.  

ENEL The  following  environmental  aspects  are  monitored:  atmospheric  emissions  (polluting  gases,  greenhouse  gases,  particulates,  vapors,  aerosols);  discharges  to  surface  
water;  waste  production,  recycling,  reuse  and  disposal; land contamination; physical agents (noise, vibrations, dust, etc.); impacts following accidents and emergencies; 
biological impacts and impacts on ecosystems (biodiversity, etc.). 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Gas Natural Forenca motivates exclusion of this indicator: The impact on consumers' health and safety caused by the company's most significant products and services are not 
shown, as it has been determined that they do not have any impact of this kind on consumers. 
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Appendix 30 – PR5 
 

a) 

RWE RWE has conducted customer loyalty surveys. These surveys ask customers whether they want to remain as customers of the relevant RWE company in the future, whether 
customers would recommend RWE to other consumers and whether customers can also imagine sourcing other such products from RWE.  
Loyalty is rated as low for scores of 70 or less, moderate for scores of 70 to 79 and high for scores above 80. During the year under review, we achieved a rating of 76 for the 
Customer Loyalty Index in Germany and this means we retain the score gained in the previous year. The score for the Customer Loyalty Index for Essent in the Netherlands was 
77, slightly higher than in 2014 (76). The loyalty of our customers in the Czech Republic remained stable and it is currently at an index score of 71. Our score for the Customer 
Loyalty Index in Poland was 80.  
The Customer Satisfaction Index for retail electricity customers of RWE Germany was 77. Customer satisfaction in the Netherlands with a score of 85 was marginally higher than 
in 2014, while it is 63 in the United Kingdom. Customer satisfaction in Belgium improved to 86. In the Czech Republic, the segment average was around 65. The customer 
satisfaction for our business and residential customers in Hungary was rather higher in 2015 than in 2014. In Poland, customer satisfaction achieved a score of 79. 

IBERDROLA In Spain, an annual study measuring general satisfaction with the service received by the customer show that the average global satisfaction of customers analysed went from 6.67 
(out of 10) in 2014 to 6.76 in 2015, and positive engagement (recommendation of Iberdrola to other prospective customers) went from 43.25% of customers in 2014 to 44.6% in 
2015.  
There is an increase in residential customers’ global satisfaction with the service, from 7.1 out of 10 in 2014 to 7.4 in 2015. There are also satisfaction studies of new applicants for 
service, the results of which were in line with those of the previous year, with a favourable rating of 3.4 out of 5.  
In the United States, the customer satisfaction results show that the companies are among the 5 leading companies of the Northeast in the 3 indices based on the 20 questions 
asked: customer satisfaction index, distributed energy index, and customer interaction index.  
In Brazil, the first analysis of up to 46 customer satisfaction attributes distributed among areas such as customer service, image, and price, among others, obtained an 80.6% score 
in Elektro while the affiliates, Celpe, Cosern, and Coelba, obtained 70.2%, 84.4%, and 77.9% respectively in what is called the Satisfaction and Perceived Quality Index.  In the 
second survey based on 40 attributes and with a sample of 450 customers of the distributors called the Customer Satisfaction Index, Elektro obtained 57%, while the affiliates 
Celpe, Cosern, and Coelba, obtained 57.43%, 59.36%, and 55.47%, respectively. 

KMG KMG International obtained comprehensive knowledge on Customer Satisfaction in the countries where Retail operations are in place - in Romania, Bulgaria, Georgia and 
Moldova - through strategic studies: dedicated Customer Satisfaction studies or Usage & Attitudes where Customer Satisfaction Chapters were included. For each business 
segment and each country, the measurement is done yearly. Romania is the main asset of the group, therefore overall Customer Satisfaction is measured in details, looking in the 
following way: Clients - residential consumers: 86%, Clients - retail business consumers: 85%, Clients - wholesale business consumers: 83%, Employees - satisfaction & 
engagement: 84%.  
The average monthly fuel consumption increased by 14% and the Efix brand awareness grew by 7%. The popularity of the Fill&Go service among customers almost doubled, 
together with a 15% increase of spontaneous awareness of Rompetrol as a successful brand. 

GAMESA "Every two years, Gamesa carries out the customer satisfaction project (CSP), a personalized survey of the main customers which allows it to establish direct communication and 
to measure the quality of its products and services. In this survey, issues linked with the development, construction and operations phases of the projects are evaluated, obtaining 
a satisfaction index for each of these phases, as well as a general perception of the Company. In the last CSP, carried out in 2014, 71 customers in 17 different countries took part, 
giving arepresentativeness of 81% (based on the % of MW sold/contracted in the period assessed). In all the phases assessed in the 2014 CSP, Gamesa obtained levels that 
indicate that its customers are satisfied, the construction and global phases being the most highly valued. 
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HERA Since  2005  the  quality  of  our  services  has  been  assessed  with  annual  customer satisfaction  surveys  aimed  at  defining  improvement  actions.   
Assessment of overall satisfaction of residential customers CSI (from 0 to 100): Service satisfaction index (Services CSI) 75, Overall satisfaction index (CSI) 370, Global 
satisfaction 73, Satisfaction with respect to expectations 68, Satisfaction with respect to the ideal 67. 
The overall satisfaction of residential customers has restabilised at 70, a high level of satisfaction.  Global  satisfaction  and  satisfaction  with  respect  to  expectations  have  
improved  by  a  point. The excellent level of satisfaction with the services provided was confirmed: 75 points.   
All  services  exceed  the  threshold  of  70  points,  which  indicates a high level of satisfaction, and  are  up  compared  with  2014:  gas  at  79 points,  electricity  at  78 points, 
water service at 75 points and waste management at 70 points.   
The  contact  channels  show  a  high  level  of  customer satisfaction.  Branches,  call centres  and  online  branches,  with  assessments  of  77,  74  and  76  respectively,  
demonstrate the effectiveness  of  the  internal  procedures  and  the  expertise  of  the operators. The Group’s image is stable at 70 points.  

ENEL The excellent results of previous years were confirmed, as set out in the customer satisfaction index (CSI) recorded by Enel with a score of 92.6 for the regulated market and 92.4 
for the free market, out of a maximum of 100. 
The judgment which is requested concerns in particular the following aspects: courtesy of the operator, ability to solve the problem, ability to understand customer needs, the 
clarity and completeness of the responses, waiting time. A score was achieved of 98% for the service level of the call center both for mass market customers and for business 
customers.  
In Iberia “customer satisfaction” is constantly monitored through telephone interviews and via email. In Romania every six months “customer satisfaction” surveys are 
undertaken, from which there emerged a general level of satisfaction of 84.8% for the free market, while for the regulated market it was 77.4%. In Latin America the main survey 
was undertaken in Brazil, and it certified Coelce as the best distributor in the North-East of the country, with a rating of 85.8%. In Chile, some interesting elements for analysis 
emerged from the investigation undertaken, which revealed a general satisfaction level of 81%.  
Customer satisfaction: Regulated market (Customer satisfaction Index recorded by the AEEG 92.6, Frequency of surveys by AEEG 2, Written complaints and information 
requests 99 100, Response time to written complaints 16.5 d), Free market (Customer satisfaction Index recorded by the AEEG 92.4, Frequency of surveys by the AEEG 2, 
Written complaints and information requests 74 100, Response time to written complaints 16.6 d).  
Electricity market Romania: Commercial structure (Agencies 15, Indirect channel 39), Call Center service level regulated market 93.7%, Customer satisfaction (Regulated market - 
Customer satisfaction Index 77.4, Free market - Customer satisfaction Index 84.8, Free and regulated markets - Written complaints and information requests commercial area 23 
100 and Response time to written complaints commercial area 7d) – The same information is disclosed about the electricity market un Spain.  
Gas market Italy: Customer satisfaction Gas (Written complaints and information requests 38 700, Response time to written complaints 14.0 d) – The same information is 
disclosed about the gas market in Spain. 

GAS 
NATURAL 
FENOSA 

Gas Natural Fenosa constantly measures customer satisfaction throughout the year, using different channels of contact, such as telephone, interactive voice response (IVR), SMS 
and email. This allows us to interact with a large number of customers, so that their opinion and experience can be collected and analysed. Once again this year, Gas Natural 
Fenosa  
continued to spearhead satisfaction in the retail segment in Spain, where the global satisfaction index (on a scale of 0-10) was 6.92, in the residential sphere; and 6.56 at SMEs. 
This represents a positive difference with regard to the average of our rivals, which was 6.13 and 5.95, respectively. Meanwhile, in the wholesale segment, the global satisfaction 
index stood at 6.79, while the average for its rivals was 6.44. Wholesale customers ranked the commercial manager at 8.32, with this being the most valued attribute in customer 
relations. 
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Appendix 31 – PR9 
 

a) b) 

OMV Monetary value of fines for non-compliance concerning provision and use of products in EUR: 0. Reported only the fines above EUR 10,000, paid in 2015. The other 
fines, for which OMV started a lawsuit in the Court, are not reported. 

See a) 

IBERDROLA Fines imposed for distribution and retail sale of electricity and gas (€), Total amount of fines imposed: 2,128,552. A breakdown by geographic area of the total amount of 
fines imposed is as follows: Brazil, 1,968,674 euros; Spain, 155,373 euros; United States, 4,502 euros; and United Kingdom, 2.75 euros. The fines at Celpe (Brazil), 
regarding quality of the service, voltage level, and other technical violations, are noteworthy due to the significance thereof 

See a) 

KMG Fines applied to KMG International entities are as follows: 
• Rompetrol Rafinare S.A.,On November 19, 2015, the local tax audit conducted by Navodari City Hall for the 2012-2014 interval was completed. As a result, the 
assessment team  considered  that  the  building  re-evaluation  was  made  without  following  accounting  regulations  and,  as  a  consequence,  assessed  an  additional  
tax  on  buildings  and  related  penalties  in  total  amount  of  RON 20.4 million, of which the principal was RON 11.2 million while the penalties and accessories 
reached RON 9.2 million. The Tax Assessment Decision  was  challenged  by  Rompetrol  Rafinare  in  court,  along  with  the  action  requesting  partial  annulment  of  
Navodari  Local  Decision  no.  435/2015.  Both  cases  are  currently  pending  court  investigation  proceedings. Rompetrol Rafinare obtained the suspension of the 
effects of the Tax Assessment Decision. 
• Romoil S.A., As  a  result  of  a  local  tax  audit,  local  authorities  considered  that  building  reevaluation was made without following accounting regulations and, as a 
consequence, assessed an additional tax on buildings and related penalties in  total  amount  of  RON  1.4  mil,  of  which  the  principal  was  RON  0.6  million  while 
penalties and accessories reached RON 0.8 million. Romoil challenged the  Tax  Assessment  Decision  with  regard  to  the  penalties  in  Court  and  obtained the 
annulment thereof on January 27, 2016. 
• Oilfield Exploration Business Solutions S.A. (formerly Rompetrol S.A.), Oilfield  Exploration  Business  Solutions  S.A  appealed  the  enforcement  arising  from  
Report  no.314/SU1/01.04.2015  (enforceable  title  issues  regarding   Libya   Receivable   Case   File),   challenging   the   calculation   method  of  the  interest  
(consisting  of  RON  80,150,953.46  accounted  as  legal  interest  and  RON  664,373,706.80  accounted  as  remunerative  and  penalty  legal  interest).  Oilfield 
Exploration Business Solutions S.A obtained the reduction of the payment obligation to RON 298.676.752. However,  the  decision  was  challenged  and  currently  
awaits  another  court decision. 

See a) 

GAMESA There is no record of any significant fines or sanctions relating to noncompliance with product and services health and safety requirements, or to non-compliance 
regarding product related information. Nor are there records of any penalties relating to marketing communications, including advertising and promotion. There is no 
record of penalties relating to non-compliance with contractual conditions, nor therefore of administrative or judicial rulings that have resulted in penalty for such cause. 

See a) 
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HERA 158 administrative sanctions were inflicted, primarily for environmental violations. These violation disputes, raised by the supervisory bodies, refer to  violations  of  
requirements  laid down  by  Legislative  Decree  152/2006,  the  Consolidated Environmental Law, pertaining essentially to the integrated water service and in particular 
the running of the plants and the exceeding of the tabular limits. These violation disputes are administrative and defence briefs have been filed in relation to the same, 
with the principal aim of revoking the measures adopted by means  of archiving 
the  proceedings  and,  subordinately,  the  payment  of  the  fine  to  the  minimum  extent envisaged  by  sector  regulations.  Overall, the amount of this type of fines 
came to around Euro 180 thousand. In November 2015 the Italian Antitrust Authority ordered Hera Comm to pay a fine of Euro  366,000 
for  breaches  of  the  Consumer Code regarding  the  procedures  used  to conclude contracts  with 
customers.  According  to  the  Authority,  Hera  Comm,  along  with other companies in the sector, entered into some contracts without the express consent  of  the 
consumer  or  using  methods  that were  detrimental  to  the  consumer's freedom  of  choice,  due  to  not  providing  sufficient 
information  about  the  offers  and  232 on  the  details of  the  contracts.  In  particular,  the  fine concerns  some contracts concluded over the phone and via sales 
agents, accused of pressuring consumers and preventing  them  from  making an  informed  and  unconditioned  choice.  During the 
proceedings   the   companies   affected   advanced   proposals   for   improving   the  procedures, which  consist  for  example  in 
making  the  contractual  documentation available  to  the  consumer 
before  the  customer  is  committed  and  making  a  second  phone  call  to  check  the  consumer's consent.  Also, Hera Comm has taken steps to challenge the 
sanction measure at the Regional Administrative Court of Lazio. 

See a) 

PREMIER 
OIL 

Premier: •   Was not subject to any fines or non-monetary sanctions for legal or regulatory breaches •   Was not subject to any legal actions relating to business ethics, 
corruption or anti-competitive behaviour •   Did not identify any material non-compliances with the Code 

See a) 

 
 


