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Abstract: As it is predicted that there will be a decrease in production at the oil and gas facilities that
are currently operating, it becomes necessary to start developing new oil and gas fields. This results
in changes to the state’s policy regarding the participation of private companies in the development
and implementation of oil and gas offshore exploration and production new projects. Access to
unique fields can be provided to the most socially responsible companies. The purpose of this
study is to present the author’s methodology for assessing the dynamics of corporate sustainability.
The methodology is based on the assessment of individual, well-founded indicators of sustainable
development of companies. The proposed methodology takes into account factors in areas such
as occupational health and safety, environmental protection and economic efficiency and identifies
two performance indicators. The first indicator is an aggregated index for three groups of factors
to assess company ratings relative to the performance of the best company. The second indicator is
an assessment of the dynamics within the company relative to the previous values of indicators of
corporate social responsibility. The research results obtained using the proposed methodology show
that oil and gas companies differ significantly in terms of corporate sustainability. The developed
methodology for assessing corporate sustainability is of practical importance and can be used by
companies in the analysis and planning of operating and investment activities that ensure the
achievement of goals of corporate social responsibility.

Keywords: corporate sustainability; corporate social responsibility; economic results; environmental
responsibility; social welfare; oil and gas fields

1. Introduction

At present, corporate social responsibility (CSR), a sustainable development (SD)
assessment, is a rather difficult procedure for a number of reasons. Theoretical and method-
ological approaches to measuring corporate indicators for assessing sustainability (CS)
and CSR are being actively developed, but this is happening in a somewhat haphazard
way. There are several reasons for this. First, SD is predominately studied at the global
and national levels, with CS concepts being hardly developed. Second, the relationship
between CS and CSR has not been studied thoroughly enough. Third, there is a variety
of CS assessment indicators, which is a result of various concepts underlying research
methodologies and the fact that there is no single definition of CS. It follows that the
methodology for assessing SD effectiveness requires further research and development
(Ponomarenko et al. 2020; Szewrański and Kazak 2020).

Corporate sustainability assessment methods differ in the number and composition of
indicators, the degree of aggregation, the method of calculating the resulting value, weight-
ing factors and assessing the degree of the company’s progress in corporate sustainability.
Official methods are universal and can be applied to all companies regardless of their
specifics. However, some researchers have proposed methods that take into account the
specifics of the industry but they are hardly used in practice and have not been officially
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recognized. The peculiarity of corporate sustainability assessment methods lies in the
fact that the algorithm is usually unknown for selecting the criteria, weighting factors
and calculation rules and the reliability of the procedure should be verified by disclosing
information on the approach to collecting and verifying information relevant for research.

The purpose of this study is to develop a methodology for assessing corporate sus-
tainability and changes in the field of sustainable development and benchmark oil and
gas companies using social and environmental indicators in order to reveal potential
participants in the joint development of oil and gas fields.

The article provides an analysis and systematization of corporate sustainability assess-
ment methods aimed at identifying the limitations and possibilities of using the method-
ology for assessing the level of CSR in oil and gas companies. A new methodology is
proposed for assessing corporate sustainability in order to analyze the level of and changes
in corporate sustainability taking into account target indicators. The results are given
and conclusions are made on testing the methodology using a case study of oil and gas
companies. The article discusses the limitations of the methodology for assessing the level
of CSR and reflects on how it can be developed in the future.

The structure of the article includes:
Section 1 (“Corporate sustainability: definition and assessment methods”), which

discusses some interpretations of corporate sustainability in comparison with corporate
social responsibility and sustainable development, as well as characteristics of the most
popular methods for assessing corporate sustainability.

Section 2 (“Materials and Methods”), which presents the details of the methodology
that was developed by the authors, including the set of methods for assessing, the selection
of indicators and the development of integral indicators for assessing corporate sustain-
ability. The technique, which was chosen as the main one for the further development of
the author’s technique, is analyzed. The choice of mining companies as a base for testing
the method is substantiated.

Section 3 (“Results”), which contains the details of the methodology that was devel-
oped by the authors, including the selection of indicators and the development of integral
indicators for assessing corporate sustainability at present and over time; analytical and
graphical results of assessing corporate sustainability in six Russian oil and gas companies.

Section 4 (“Discussion”) includes a study of the place that the proposed methodology
takes in the classification of methods for assessing corporate sustainability based on various
criteria and identifies the limitations of the methodology.

Section 5 (“Conclusion”) contains the key findings of the study.

1.1. Definitions of Corporate Sustainability, Corporate Social Responsibility and
Sustainable Development

Despite a geometric growth of works on this issue, there has not been a common
definition of CS for 30 years of the concept development. Many researchers confuse the
concepts of corporate social responsibility (CSR) and corporate sustainability (CS), while
others replace corporate sustainability by environmental sustainability; thus, corporate
sustainability is the most uncertain among the related categories. It results from the logical
course of the concept development: from environmental and social sustainability to CS
based on a threefold approach. The weakest theoretical points of CS are non-formalized
relations between various CS spheres and an unaccounted-for long-term nature of CS. In
the existing systems of indicators, the proportion of each sphere has no rational backing
and a long-term nature of CS is practically not counted. Apart from that, the fact that
oil and gas companies use public-owned valuable mineral resources and have a special
environmental impact (soil, air, water, biodiversity) complicates creation of a valid system
of indicators.

Theoretical and methodological approaches to measuring corporate indicators used in
CS assessment are being actively developed but they do not form a system. This is due to a
number of circumstances. First, in various studies on the issue, the relationship between
CS and CSR has not been analyzed thoroughly enough. Second, there is a variety of CS
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assessment indicators, which results from the fact that there is no universally accepted
definition of CS and the concept itself is analyzed from different points of view.

Over the past three decades, a lot of attention has been paid by academic circles to
different CS aspects.

Development of the stakeholder approach, according to the theory of E. Freeman
(Freeman 1984), is based on an expanding interest range of stakeholders and their obliga-
tions to the society (Smol et al. 2020; Tulaeva et al. 2019; Novikova 2020).

An institutional approach to CSR, development of the concepts of corporate citizen-
ship, corporate susceptibility and corporate activity as a result of expanding spheres of influ-
ence and functions of large businesses (Montiel and Delgado-Ceballos 2014; Freeman 1984).

From 1987 (Brundtland reports) until the middle of 1990 the research of CS was aimed
at identifying and formulating signs of CS; later (until mid-2000) strategic management
research was focused on finding tools and strategies of CS and maximizing the level of
CS. Then, the concept of CS became comprehensive and combined all three spheres. The
theoretical background of CS includes: a stakeholder and institutional theory, a resource-
oriented concept, a new theory of “sustaincentrism”. A stakeholder theory explains CS
drivers by satisfied respective interests of stakeholders; an institutional theory explains
evolution and diffusion of institutions into various areas of CS; a resource approach
identifies what resources a company needs for an effective CS strategy; while the new CS
theory formulates a detailed definition of CS and focuses on a shift from anthropocentric to a
“sustainable centric” approach (Drucker 1984; Berman et al. 1999; Margolis and Walsh 2003;
Johnson 2003; Halme and Laurila 2009; Blagov 2011; Nedosekin et al. 2019).

In this article, we treat corporate sustainability as a successful establishment of a
company in three traditional spheres of sustainable development (economic, social and
environmental), taking into account long-term relations of these spheres and a compre-
hensive concept of CS. When determining CS of a mining company, we should take into
account whether the corporate economic quantitative and qualitative profile complies with
environmental and social requirements, how the company responses to relevant challenges
in the long term. Thus, the idea of socially responsible business is becoming mandatory in
modern conditions.

A review of literature on the issue of sustainable development at the micro level
(corporate sustainability) shows that there has been a significant interest in this issue for
decades, which led to the emergence and development of various ideas and views. At the
same time, the variety of studies in this area stems from the fact that there is no universally
accepted definition of the basic concept of sustainable development at the micro level
(i.e., corporate sustainability), with this term being used along with similar ones, such as
corporate social responsibility, sustainable development and others.

By systemizing the approaches to defining the concept of corporate sustainability
presented in current foreign literature on the topic (Endovickij et al. 2017), the following
types were identified:

(1) corporate sustainability in relation to and in connection with corporate social
responsibility (CSR):

• corporate sustainability in the sense that is synonymous with CSR;
• corporate sustainability in the sense that is not synonymous with CSR;
• CSR as a factor ensuring corporate sustainability;

(2) a monofocal definition of corporate sustainability:

• corporate sustainability is the observance of moral standards;
• corporate sustainability is a strategy implemented by executives;

(3) umbrella approaches to defining corporate sustainability:

• corporate sustainability is determined by many indicators and characteristics of a com-
pany (economic growth, product quality, business reputation, organizational structure,
stakeholder relationships, environmental protection and others) simultaneously;

• the triune concept of corporate sustainability (based on TBL);
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• corporate sustainability as a driver of economic results;
• corporate sustainability as a consequence of achieving particular results that are

measured using instruments developed by organizations (for example, the Dow
Jones Sustainability Index, the Shanghai Stock Exchange Sustainable Development
Industry Index).

A closer look at these interpretations shows that there is some confusion between
corporate sustainability and CSR, but attempts are made to identify the specific features
of corporate sustainability; the emphasis is placed on the activity (both strategic and
operational) aimed at achieving sustainability, its long-term nature and the creation of
different values at the company level. The most important task is to identify the range of
issues discussed within the framework of corporate sustainability, relationships between
them and their significance. Two approaches can be distinguished here.

Proponents of the first approach understand by corporate sustainability the company’s
economic sustainability which manifests itself in its long-term economic performance
(Epstein and Roy 2003), sustaining its competitive advantages, profitability, a high market
capitalization, highly priced stocks and successful risk management. This approach gen-
erally corresponds with strategic management but even though it is long-term oriented,
its focus is on economic performance. It is known that today’s strategic and operational
management takes into account the combination of goals and tools for achieving them in
the economic, environmental and social spheres (Klimova et al. 2018). In the approach dis-
cussed above, environmental and social factors become boundaries and they are not equal
to economic factors in terms of their importance. At the same time, quantitative research
proves that there is a relationship between companies’ performance indicators and the im-
plementation of corporate sustainability practices (see, for example, (Ivashkovskaya 2009)
I.V. Ivashkovskaya puts emphasis on the influence of environmental and social factors on
the value of a company).

In the second approach, corporate sustainability is understood as a holistic view of
the company in the context of achieving economic, environmental and social goals. This
raises the issue of developing a balanced assessment system covering different types of the
company’s activities, including those in the economic, social and environmental spheres,
giving an overall assessment and solving all management problems in the context of
corporate sustainability at both the strategic and operational levels.

Analysis of scientific publications and official materials (GOST R ISO 9004 2010;
GOST R ISO 20121 2014; GOST R 54598.1 2015) of organizations engaged in methodological
guidance of SD showed that all methods differ in the number and set of assessment indica-
tors, degree of their aggregation, methods for value calculation, proportion of indicators
and assessment of corporate progress degree in CS. Official methods have a universal
nature and can be applied to all companies without regard to their type of business. At the
same time, methods of individual researchers have little practical application and are not
officially recognized, although many of them are industry-specific and, therefore, show a
certain progress in the scientific understanding of CS. What is distinct about CS assessing
methods is that the algorithm for selecting the criteria, proportions of indicators and rules
of calculations is unknown, so consistency and reliability of assessing procedures must
be confirmed by explaining the approach to collection of reasonable information and a
verification system.

Analysis of CSR and CS assessment methods showed that according to the target
orientation and selection of key indicators or the main indicator (index), they can be divided
into the following groups: (1) methods focused on collection of environmental information;
(2) methods focused on assessment of social welfare, calculation of social indicators and
indicators of social efficiency; (3) methods based on a comprehensive assessment of CSR;
(4) methods of assessing corporate sustainability with a comprehensive assessment of
corporate activities in environmental, social and economic areas (Table 1).
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Table 1. The development of CSR concepts. Source: compiled by the authors. (Ponomarenko et al. 2020; Szewrański and
Kazak 2020; Smol et al. 2020; Tulaeva et al. 2019; Novikova 2020; Montiel and Delgado-Ceballos 2014; Freeman 1984; Drucker
1984; Berman et al. 1999; Margolis and Walsh 2003; Johnson 2003; Halme and Laurila 2009; Blagov 2011; Nedosekin et al.
2019; Endovickij et al. 2017; Epstein and Roy 2003; Klimova et al. 2018; Ivashkovskaya 2009).

Attributes Stakeholder Theory Corporate Social Performance Corporate Citizenship

Object The relationships between the
company and its key stakeholders

The company’s activities in relation
to its stakeholders

The relationship between the
company and society

Essence

Identifying and taking into
account the interests of parties
involved, i.e., those who can
influence the company’s activities
or be influenced by the side effects
of the company’s main activities

The company’s ability to
understand its impact on society
and respond to the needs of
stakeholders in the economic, social
and environmental spheres

An integrated approach that
includes not only legal rights and
obligations but also additional
responsibilities that lie beyond the
company’s boundaries and exist in
the economic, social and
environmental dimensions

Principles

The corporation is involved in
resource mobilization in order to
create well-being for its
stakeholders and competitive
advantages for itself

The underlying links between the
principles of corporate social
responsibility, corporate social
performance and corporate strategy:
1. risk minimization,
2. profit maximization,
3. accountability to and
responsibility for stakeholders

Companies take the position of a
social institution and, having
become a “good corporate citizen”,
share a number of social functions
with the government.
They contribute to sustainable
development at the regional or even
global level.

Implementation
methods

It is not required to meet the
social interests of all the
company’s stakeholders. The
management should not pay too
much attention to minor
stakeholders who cannot
influence the company’s
sustainability in the mid-term

Three strategies of stakeholder
communication: information
strategy, response strategy and
involvement strategy

Identification of socially anchored
competences, elimination of
contradictions between the interests
of the company and society in terms
of social, environmental, ethical and
economic aspects

Principal
authors

Freeman R.E., S. Ramakrishna
Velamuri, Brian Moriarty, Preston
L., Post J.

Sethi S. P., Wood D.J., Carroll A. B. Logsdon J.M., Wood D.J., Carroll A.
B., Matten D., Crane A., Chapple W.

The methodology proposed by the authors for assessing corporate sustainability
in mining companies was developed taking into account the essence, principles and
methods of stakeholder theory, corporate social performance and corporate citizenship.
The principles of stakeholder theory that was used includes resource mobilization, creating
competitive advantages and creating stakeholders’ well-being. According to the principles
of corporate social performance, three aspects of interaction are assessed—economic,
environmental and social—along with “inputs” (resource consumption) and “outputs”
(impact). The concept of corporate citizenship takes into account the link between the
regional and national levels of sustainable development, which was reflected in the choice
of indicators that can be aggregated starting from the corporate level.

1.2. Methods Focused on Collection of Environmental Information and Calculation of
Environmental Indicators

Such methods exist due to the fact that for several decades the environmental approach
to SD assessment had dominated, with its close relations to the stakeholder theory, popular
and clear definition of many environmental indicators. However, such methods are only
aimed at the environmental side of activities of the companies (Larsena et al. 2018). An
example of this is Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) (CDP 2015), an independent non-
profit organization that maintains the world’s largest climate change database. CDP is
the author of disclosure guidelines, as well as several environmental ratings (Carbon
Disclosure Leaders Index—CDLI and Carbon Performance Leaders Index—CPLI). The
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world’s largest companies measure and publish climate change and gas emission data
using a CDP survey-based method in order to set emission-reducing goals as part of their
CS strategies. International principles for assessing social consequences and results (IAIA,
International Association for Impact Assessment).

Of course, the issue of greenhouse gas emissions is one of the key environmental
problems, it is very grave for companies in the mineral, oil and gas industry and allows us
to assess the company’s contribution to reduction of hydrocarbon emissions at a global
level; however, this method does not allow consideration of the SD of companies in social
and economic aspects.

1.3. Methods Focused on Assessment of Social Welfare, Calculation of Social Indicators and
Indicators of Social Efficiency

Such methods are focused solely on social results that can be assessed by such param-
eters as demography, health and income, poverty level, educational level, migration, etc.
“A high aggregation of social parameters makes them universal and allows adapting them
to a particular country, collecting and summarizing a large array of statistical information”
(Kanaeva 2018). One of the challenges for using such methods is a constant complication
of social indicators (index). For example, introduction of such indicators as “degree of
vulnerability”, “social insecurity”, “level of material and social inequality” and “level of
public resilience to weather and climate anomalies” require a new justification of criteria,
methods for their calculation and possible modification. Apart from that, existing systems
of social indicators used at the global level sometimes cannot objectively assess social
results at national levels, since they do not take into account geographical and climatic
features of the countries and related national, traditional and cultural characteristics of
natural resources consumption, need for social benefits, etc.

Methods focused on assessment of public welfare, calculation of social indicators and
indicators of social efficiency include (Prokopov and Feoktistova 2008):

1. Social Impact Assessment (SIA), which is a method for considering social impacts and
a way to assess the impact of certain projects on society (roads, industrial facilities,
mines, dams, ports, airports and others);

2. Among methods for assessing social effectiveness, based mainly on a qualitative data
analysis, it is worth noting SRA (Social Return Assessment);

3. The LBG model allows assessing the value and achievements of corporate investment
into the community, as well as properly report to stakeholders. This model presents a
matrix, which can be used to summarize and obtain quantitative information on the
results of work with local communities. Dividing corporate activity into elements,
the matrix offers a detailed study of various types of resource inputs, determines
immediate or intermediate results/products (outputs) and, ultimately, presents the
nature and degree of environment impacts (LBG Model 2017).

1.4. Methods Based on a Comprehensive Assessment of CSR

1. The SROI (Social Return on Investment) is based on the SCBA method and allows
calculation of social efficiency of investments (social return on investment) (Emerson
et al. 2000; Lingane and Olsen 2004). Social results are determined given the interests
of stakeholders and are assessed by using subjective and objective indicators that
most fully reflect the results obtained (A Guide 2012). This method does not use
any sustainable indicators or results selected for specific conditions, company or
project. However, this approach is focused on projects and does not allow assessing
effectiveness of CSR of an operating company.

2. The SCBA (Social Costs-Benefit Analysis) is a tool of the welfare economy and it
assesses social costs-benefits. As a rule, it is used to justify a state support of large so-
cially significant projects (Wells 1975). It is supposed to make monetary assessment of
private and external social costs (including environmental ones) (Manning et al. 2016).
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The disadvantage of this method in assessing CSR is that it cannot take into account
qualitative results to the full extent.

3. The DEA (Data Envelopment Analysis) is used to evaluate CSR activities in order
to determine effectiveness of management decisions based on profitability criterion.
This method presents only final ratings.

4. Since 1991 the KLD (Dowling Grahame 2013) index has been one of the most widely-
used company analysis indices in seven areas: product quality and safety, relations
with employees, corporate management, relations with the local community, human
rights, environment, diversity, thus covering all main directions of SD. The method
links social and financial indicators and demonstrates only final ratings.

5. Econometric Impact Index, offered by Smith O’Brien, allows assessing the total impact
of the company on the local community. This index can be used both by the companies
and local authorities involved in assessing the impact of those companies on the
local community, including expanding or reducing production, pricing policy, tax
payments and the impact on decision-making in regional development.

1.5. Methods for Assessing Corporate Sustainability with a Comprehensive Assessment of
Corporate Activities in Environmental, Social and Economic Areas

The fourth group combines in-company methods of assessing corporate sustainability
and comprehensive assessment of corporate activities in all areas of SD: environmental,
social and economic. Assessment of CS indicators means assessment of economic results,
impact on society (CSR) and impact on the environment.

The most common rating methods are as follows:

1. The ISS-oekom corporate rating (ISS-oekom Universe) includes assessment of more
than 3900 companies; Oekom Corporate Ratings assess companies by using 100 social,
managerial and environmental criteria (ISS-oekom 2019) weighted, aggregated and
presented as a score, which makes up the background of rating of the companies;

2. ESG ratings are based on assessing the optimal set of special indicators reflecting the
level of the company’s impact on the natural and social environment, as well as the
degree of corporate exposure to social and managerial risks (ESG Rating 2020);

3. DJSI Index (The Dow Jones Sustainability Index) is a set of indicators for assessing
sustainability of large public companies-stock market players, selected under the
corporate sustainability assessment made by RobecoSAM agency. DJSI indices are
global benchmarks based on a set of criteria for assessing environmental, social and
economic capacities of companies (JSI/CSA 2020), including weighting factors. The
content and number of indicators within each criterion, as well as their weight factors
can be adjusted in accordance with the recommendations of RobecoSAM;

4. The RobecoSAM agency methods are used not only to evaluate DJSI, but also to assess
sustainable development of companies given their industrial profile. In this case,
assessment uses specific industry criteria. For example, for mineral companies, eco-
nomic criterion included payment transparency, environmental one—mineral waste
mgmt., water related risks, biodiversity, social one—asset closure mgmt, community
impact, stakeholder engagement (Corporate 2018).

Despite high popularity of SAM and DJSI methods, they have a drawback: information
can be distorted as a result of self-assessment of companies (RepRisk Provides ESG 2014;
Rahdari and Rostamy 2015);

5. Fortune ranking is based on comparison with the “top companies” and presents the
final ranking data. It limits the ability of companies to self-evaluate and analyze
internal effects, relies on fixed indicators not ranked by their significance, that is, it
does not count for effectiveness as a reason of certain social investments;

6. The 2008 World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) Guidelines
together with the International Finance Corporation (IFC) define universal framework
principles for identifying, measuring, assessing and prioritizing social effects, as well
as indicators by value chain elements (WBCSD 2017).
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Among national methods, the following are worth noting:

(a) method for assessing basic performance indicators (BPI), developed by the Rus-
sian Union of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs (RUIE) under the Global Reporting
Initiative (GRI) and intended for preparing corporate non-financial reports (social,
sustainable development, environmental ones) and for corporate management sys-
tems in order to organize monitoring, control and assessment of key performance
results. Basic performance indicators include 48 indicators in economic, social and
environmental areas of the company (Global 2014);

(b) The Social Reporting of Enterprises and Organizations Registered in the Russian
Federation. Guidelines Standard prepared by the Chamber of Industry and Commerce
under AA 1000 and GRI principles (Prokopov and Feoktistova 2008).

2. Methodology

The purpose of the study was to develop a method for assessment of corporate
sustainability (CS) based on accumulated assessment tools.

For this purpose, more than 100 CSR and CS methods were analysed (Table 2). For
analysis purposes the following methodologies were selected:

• International methods for assessing CS and social performance
• Methods for assessing CS and social performance with the industry specifics
• Methods and approaches for assessing social performance
• Russian rating methods for assessing CS and social performance
• Individual researchers’ methods of assessing companies’ performance.

The methodology of express assessment of CSR methodology Barzakova D.I. was cho-
sen as the basis for the development of the methodology for assessing corporate governance.
In the method of Barzakov D.I., the author proposes assessment indicators harmonized
with the provisions of the global standard Global Reporting Initiative G4 (GRI G4) and
combined into three groups: interaction with personnel, interaction with the local commu-
nity and environmental protection. The final indicator is determined based on the point
assessment of the dynamics of growth/decline of the GRI G4 indicators. The methodology
allows for diagnostics and comparative analysis of companies in the field of CSR.

In our methodology, in addition to indicators from the Global Reporting Initiative
G4 standard, economic indicators from the company’s profit and loss statement have
been added to focus more on the company’s sustainability and not just corporate social
responsibility. The proposed methodology takes into account three groups of indicators
in the areas: labor protection, environmental protection and economic efficiency. Three
indicators were selected in each group to create a balanced system of indicators.

Thorough consideration was given to the specific features of oil and gas companies.
Among the social indicators, three indicators were chosen that reflect social impact

and the impact of the company on its employees (data on occupational injuries, Deloitte
surveys), the local community (company reports) and the population at the regional and
national levels, as they all form a single ecosystem. All the indicators correspond with the
stakeholder approach.

Among the environmental indicators, three indicators were chosen that characterize
the consumption of key natural resources and the impact on the environment) (Chere-
povitsyn et al. 2018; Lipina et al. 2018; Ilinova et al. 2020), including energy consumption
(as well as CO2 emissions), water consumption (which is high in oil and gas companies)
and waste (Vasilev et al. 2019; Ivanova 2020; Kirsanova et al. 2020). In the economic
area, such indicators were chosen as cost-to-revenue ratio as a key indicator of economic
performance, revenue as an indicator of the cumulative effect and oil and gas reserve life
as a key factor connected with resources (Carayannis et al. 2021; Litvinenko et al. 2020;
Rudakov et al. 2021).
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Table 2. Classification of CS methods, ratings, indices. Source: (Wong et al. 2019; ESG 2019; ESG Factors in Investment,
MIRBIS 2019; Rate the Raters 2020; Corporate 2018; RepRisk Provides ESG 2014; International Integrated Reporting Council
‘IIRC’ 2021; Leadership GRI SRS 2013; Global 2014; LBG Model 2017; Borzakov 2016; Sklyar and Zverkovich 2007; Pence
and Furs 2008; Saprykina 2012; Endovitsky et al. 2014; Ponomarenko et al. 2020) compiled by the authors.

Kinds of Methodologies Methods

Russian methodologies (ratings)
for assessing CS and social

performance

Basic indicators of RSPP (Methodology of the Russian Union of Industrialists and
Entrepreneurs)

RSPP indices (Interfax-Era methodology)

CCI Social Reporting Standard (Chamber of Commerce and Industry)

Fundamental efficiency ratings (compiled by the environmental and energy rating agency
Interfax-ERA)

Methodology for assessing energy efficiency class from E to A ++ (RERA) (RUSSIAN
ENERGY RATING AGENCY)

Russian Regional Network for Integrated Reporting (RRS)

Employer Attractiveness Rating NRA (National Rating Agency)

International methodologies for
assessing CS and social

performance

Dow Jones Sustainability Index (мeтoдoлoгияRobecoSam).

FTSE4GOOD

Global 100 Index methodology.

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) methodology.

Bloomberg ESG Index methology.

DEA (Data Envelopment Analysis)

KLD (Kinder, Lydenberg and Domini)

Econometric Impact Index (economic benefit index) proposed by Smith O‘Brien.

Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) (carbon reporting and performance leaders: Carbon
Disclosure Leadership Index, CDLI; Carbon Performance Leadership Index, CPLI)

Methodologies for assessing CS
and social performance with

industry specifics

Oil and Gas Industry Guidance on Voluntary Sustainability Reporting. IPIECA/API (in the
field of oil, gas production)

Rating agency Tomorrow’s Value Rating (TVR) (oil, gas)

Equitable Origin has released the EO100 Standard (in the field of oil, gas)

Rating of openness of oil and gas companies in the field of environmental responsibility
(organized by KREON Group)

Rating of the openness of mining and metallurgical companies in Russia in the field of
environmental responsibility

Methodologies and approaches
for assessing social performance:

SIA (Social Impact Assessment),

SRA (Social Return Assessment),

SCBA (Social Costs-Benefit Analysis),

SVA (Stakeholder Value Added)

Total Impact Measurement and Management (PWC-developer, approach to assessing the
impact of business on the economy, society and the environment, as well as the tax

contribution of the company)

Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES)

Institute for Social and Ethical Responsibility (ISEA)

Social Reporting Standards
AA1000 KCO Institute of Social and Ethical Accountability

SA8000 Social Accountability International

Social Responsibility Guide ISO 26000

Methodologies of Russian
researchers for assessing

performance (more than 100)

Borzakov; Skliar E., Zverkovich I.; Penc I., Saprikina O.; D. A. Endovitsky, Ponomarenko T.V.,
Marinina O.A. etc.
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The effectiveness of CS is assessed by two final indicators. The first indicator is an
aggregated index for three groups of factors to assess the ratings of companies relative
to the performance of the best company. The second indicator is an assessment of the
dynamics within the company relative to the previous values of the indicators of corporate
social responsibility.

Methodology: analysis of CS assessment methods; systematization of assessment
methods for mining companies in order to identify limitations and opportunities for
application of CS assessment methods in mining companies; development of a method for
CS assessment in order to determine the achieved level and dynamics of CS indicators in
terms of the target industry indicators; assessment and analysis of CS results using data
from oil companies.

We selected oil and gas companies, on the one hand, due to an important role of the
oil and gas industry for the Russian economy in general and for the regions of operation, in
particular, plus the ability to use high-quality secondary sources of available and accessible
information and, on the other hand, because of a significant environmental impact of
such companies. An important factor for selection of oil and gas companies is the fact
that, for example, in Gazprom PJSC, the number of employees makes up almost half of
the total number of employees in the mining sector. We formed a database using the
reports of oil and gas companies published on the Russian Union of Industrialists and
Entrepreneurs website, in particular, reports on sustainable development. We assessed
CS taking data from six largest Russian oil and gas companies: PJSC NK Rosneft, PJSC
Gazprom, PJSC NOVATEK, PJSC Tatneft, PJSC Lukoil and PJSC Surgutneftegas, over 5
years (National Register 2020).

In order to comprehensively assess the CS level of oil and gas companies and the
degree of progress towards the target industry indicators, we developed and applied a
method to assess the achieved level and dynamics of changes in CS indicators. The choice
of oil and gas companies for the study was based on the availability of sustainability reports
that needed to be used to collect source data. These oil and gas companies are among the
biggest ones in Russia. Three of them are controlled by the government and another three
are private.

3. Results

Based on an analysis of CS concepts, existing methods, recommendations given in the
GRI G4 standard and disclosure requirements concerning non-financial information, a set
of indicators reflecting the specific features of oil and gas companies was selected as the
initial data for developing a methodology for CS assessment.

The choice of indicators stems from the fact that it is essential to meet two requirements:
to assess impact in three spheres (economy, ecology and environment) and to characterize
the long-term development of a company (by analyzing revenue, profitability and natural
resource assets).

The indicators are grouped by three areas (environmental, social and economic) and
divided into two groups based on the desired trends (ESG 2019; Rate the Raters 2020;
Corporate 2018; Borzakov 2016; Ponomarenko et al. 2020):

• indicators that should be minimized: energy consumption per unit, water consump-
tion, production waste, occupational injury frequency rate;

• indicators that should be maximized: average cost-to-revenue ratio, revenues, oil and
gas reserve life, investment in environmental protection and costs associated with
supporting local communities.

Information for developing a system of CS (Corporate Sustainability) assessment
indicators was obtained from several sources: CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility) and SD
(Sustainable Development) reports, annual corporate reports and annual financial reports.

Indicators (Rt
i), their desired trends and information sources are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Set of CS assessment indicators. Source: compiled by the authors.

Sphere/Indicator (Rt
i) Information Source Desired Trend

Social sphere
- occupational injury frequency rate CSR and SD reports →min
- growth in costs associated with supporting local communities, RUB USD,
EUR) billion CSR and SD reports →max

- environmental protection costs, RUB (USD, EUR) billion CSR and SD reports →max

Environmental sphere
- energy consumption per unit, RUB/RUB; RUB/t ($, €) CSR and SD reports →min
- water consumption per unit, m3/t; m3/RUB ($, €) CSR and SD reports →min
- production waste, million tons CSR and SD reports →min

Economic sphere
- average cost-to-revenue ratio Annual report →max
- revenues, RUB billion (USD, EUR) Financial report →max
- oil and gas reserve life, years Annual report →max

3.1. Calculating the Aggregate CS Index

Aggregation is carried out based on equal weights and assessments are given in
points to ensure that parameters which differ in units of measurement can be compared.
The aggregate CS index is meant for ranking companies in relation to the best one in the
industry. To find the aggregate CS index, it is necessary to replace quantitative indicators
(Rt

i) with points.
Scores (Pt

i ) of indicators (Rt
i ) are determined proportionally to the maximum value of

i-indicator of CS assessment in t-year. The maximum value of the indicator corresponds to
the maximum score of 10 points.

Assessment of the achieved CS level is determined by summing up the scores of CS
assessment indicators (APt

i ):

APt
i = ∑ Pt

i (1)

where Pt
i —is the score of i-indicator of CS assessment in t-year.

Points (Pt
i ) are assigned to the indicators (Rt

i) in proportion to the maximum (min-
imum) value of the i-th indicator of the top company in the industry. The maximum or
minimum value (depending on the desired trend) corresponds to the maximum score,
which is 10 points.

3.2. Assessment of Changes in Companies’ CS Indicators

The assessment of changes in CS is based on information on the companies’ CS
indicators covering a period of three years. Taking each company’s indicators separately,
change (PCt

i ) (deviation) (+/−) relative to the previous period is found.

PCt
i = APt+1

i − APt
i (2)

where APt
i is the value of the score of i-indicator of CS assessment in t-year.

The absolute change is then converted to relative change, which will be presented
in percentage. In order to analyze indicators in dynamics, we calculated the Percentage
change (PCt

i ) for each indicator, which has a certain number of scores (from 1 to 10) by the
scale (see Table 4). The rating of sustainable development indicators, given their dynamics,
is determined by summing up the scores (∑ Et

i ) of each indicator in a year.

Table 4. Score scale. Source: compiled by the authors.

Percentage change
(PCt

i )
1–10 11–

20
21–
30

31–
40

41–
50

51–
60 61–70 71–80 81–90 91–100

Point (∑ Et
i )

1
(−1)

2
(−2)

3
(−3)

4
(−4)

5
(−5)

6
(−6) 7 (−7) 8 (−8) 9 (−9) 10

(−10)
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The methodology for assessing CSR is presented in Figure 1.
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To see how this method is applied, we shall consider creation of a system of economic
indicators for the three largest Russian oil and gas companies: PJSC NK Rosneft, PJSC
Gazprom, PJSC NOVATEK, PJSC Tatneft, PJSC Lukoil, PJSC Surgutneftegas over 5 years.
The final indicators of CSR assessment are shown in the Figures 2 and 3. Intermediate
calculation indicators are presented in the Appendix A (Tables A1–A3).
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When being tested, the methodology showed significant deviations in SD indicators,
which means that additional analysis of the results at a qualitative level is required.

According to the final indicator of social corporate sustainability, the company can be
ranked in the following order:

(1) PJSC Gazprom (2018-the level of CSR-41)
(2) PJSC Lukoil (2018, the level of CSR-38)
(3) PJSC NK Rosneft (2018-the level of CSR-32)
(4) PJSC Tatneft (2018-the level of CSR-31)
(5) PJSC Surgutneftegas (2018-the level of CSR-18)
(6) PJSC NOVATEK (2018-the level of CSR-8)

All calculations and graphs show that for the companies the dynamics of changes in
indicators (rate of change) is differently directed. Within the study period, Gazprom PJSC
has had a tendency for increasing indicators; however, the indicator values themselves
were minimal compared to other companies. In terms of the achieved CS level among
the analyzed companies, the leading position belongs to Lukoil PJSC, with the average
score of 38 points. This allows us to conclude that this Lukoil PJSC is the most sustainable
(after Gazprom PJSC), because the absolute value of the indicator plays a more important
role than the dynamics of its change, since it reflects the actual status of the company by a
certain indicator and allows comparing companies with each other.

4. Discussion

As you can see, the leading position in terms of static values is occupied by PJSC
Gazprom with a margin of about 28% from its closest competitors (Rosneft and LUKOIL)
(in terms of points). The maximum number of scores the company had for the social
component, which can be correlated with the scale of implemented social programs and
joint activities with the state.

In terms of dynamics, the most effective activity was performed by PJSC NOVATEK,
followed by PJSC Rosneft. To ask why Gazprom does not show a leading position here, it
should be understood that showing the highest values among all the considered companies,
GAZPROM just may not have reserves for noticeable leaps in development.

In the process of evaluating and analyzing the results, we concluded that the methodol-
ogy requires further work. For example, it would be good to consider the issue of weighting
factors and then mechanism for mutual influence of spheres (for example, PJSC Gazprom
with 29 points in social sphere has only 1.7 points for the environmental component, which
means unstable development). We also aim to work with the technique of estimation in
dynamics so that the obtained results can be interpreted more effectively.
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The review and analysis of methods for assessing CSR and CS that, despite a great
number and variety of methods, they can be classified by the following categories:

1. By the area of research—the methods are aimed at study and assessment of corporate
activity areas. Based on this criterion, there are methods focused on assessing envi-
ronmental sustainability or social component of SD in the CSR system, methods of
integrated (socio-environmental) assessment of CSR, integrated methods for assessing
CSD combined with the analysis of environmental, social and economic components.

2. By the objectives—the methods are aimed at monitoring of the situation in the areas
of research; assessment of social and environmental results of projects or activities of
the companies; making company ratings (comparative assessment).

3. By applicable assessment criteria and indicators—the methods for making assessment
criteria and indicators include: -quantitative indicators, for example, emissions in as-
sessing environmental impact; cost performance indicators of companies; quantitative
indicators for business areas of the company; quality indicators for assessing social
and environmental effects; aggregate indicators (indices); score-rating indicators.

4. By sources of information for CS assessment—secondary sources (open); primary
sources (special surveys of companies); primary sources (special surveys for local com-
munities).

5. By rapid and detailed assessment of CS—rapid assessment generates an overall
idea of socially responsible activities of the company confirmed by facts and non-
financial reports and serves as an informational background for subsequent analysis,
identification of potential risks and making informed decisions. The list of rapid
assessment indicators includes the most important indicators characterizing social,
economic and environmental role of the company.

The analyzed methods for CS level assessment have several disadvantages, since
they do not take into account many factors affecting oil and gas companies. For example,
one of the CSR level assessment methods based on non-financial reporting reflects only
dynamics of changes in indicators for a particular company. Thus, the rapid assessment
only counts for the rate of change in the indicators used for that method, but it does not
compare companies with each other by the achieved CSR level. This fact does not allow for
making an objective conclusion regarding the CSR level of the companies.

In order to comprehensively assess the CS level of oil and gas companies and the
degree of progress towards the target industry indicators (according to the “Energy Strategy
of Russia for the Period until 2030”), we developed and applied a method for assessing the
achieved CS level and dynamics of changes in CS indicators.

An analysis of CS assessment methods showed that only the fourth group offers
a comprehensive assessment. Methods based on environmental information focus only
on the environment. Methods based on social welfare deal with the impact on society.
Methods based on CSR predominantly focus on social issues, with environmental ones also
taken into account. CS assessment methods cover three areas of sustainable development
and three groups of indicators.

Three indicators were selected in each group to create a balanced system of indica-
tors. Thorough consideration was given to the specific features of oil and gas companies.
Among the social indicators, three indicators were chosen that reflect social impact and
the impact of the company on its employees (data on occupational injuries, Deloitte sur-
veys), the local community (company reports) and the population at the regional and
national levels, as they all form a single ecosystem. All the indicators correspond with the
stakeholder approach.

Among the environmental indicators, three indicators were chosen that characterize
the consumption of key natural resources and the impact on the environment), including
energy consumption (as well as CO2 emissions), water consumption (which is high in oil
and gas companies) and waste.
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In the economic area, such indicators were chosen as cost-to-revenue ratio as a key
indicator of economic performance, revenue as an indicator of the cumulative effect and
oil and gas reserve life as a key factor connected with resources.

The choice of all these indicators makes it possible to subsequently trace the relation-
ship between CS and SD at the national level.

A limited combination of indicators was chosen in order to give a brief assessment of
the main “outputs” of the company. In this kind of assessment, a number of indicators are
not taken into account.

The developed method for CS assessment and can be used by large companies in the
analysis and planning of operational and investment activities that ensure achievement
of CS goals and growth. Oil and gas companies can use the method for CS assessment to
achieve their strategic goals and strengthen their market positions by investing in certain
problem areas. In this regard, oil and gas companies are advised to monitor the CS level,
effectively manage interaction with various stakeholders and involve the local community
in solving environmental and social issues.

In practice, oil and gas companies can use the methodology for benchmarking between
both companies and separate spheres based on the values for a particular moment. For
example, scores in different CS spheres enable companies to make conclusions about their
status and progress.

An interesting feature of the methodology is that it provides for analyzing changes in
the company’s indicators in comparison with those of other companies. This is an indirect
measure of its competitiveness.

The methodology provides tools for achieving CS goals related to the global SDGs.
Many companies discuss the SDGs in their reports but do not assess whether they can
be achieved.

The methodology takes into account the resource and stakeholder ideologies.
The limitation of the proposed methodology lies in the fact that additional qualitative

analysis is required that will characterize the causes of significant deviations in corporate
sustainability indicators. The set of indicators consists of multidirectional SD indicators
that are combined into an aggregate index, which makes it difficult to find the reason
for such deviations. Another limitation is that companies should provide CSR reports
compiled according to the GRI standards since the source data for different companies
must be comparable to each other. In addition, comparisons should be made within one
industry, for example, oil and gas production, mining metal ores or coal mining as different
industries are characterized by different environmental indicators. A survey should be
conducted among oil and gas companies to see whether this methodology proves useful in
their practice.

The author’s technique presented in the article is truly applicable for the mining
industry in general. The special features of the methodology are that we have chosen
indicators that characterize the features of the activities of mining companies from many
indicators of GRI. Since, to date, many companies do not use GRI indicators in their reports,
we have shown the applicability of our methodology to oil and gas companies. Large oil
and gas companies report regularly. Coal, gold and copper mining companies publish
reports only in fragments. To use the proposed methodology, it is necessary to have the
dynamics of indicators, which already creates certain limitations in choosing companies
for analysis.

5. Conclusions

1. The main shortcomings of certain CS assessment methods are their static nature; lack
of relation of social–environmental results to economic indicators characterizing a
dynamic development of the company; lack of feedback from the companies; lack
of count for industry specifics and differences in the level of disclosure and quality
of information.
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2. For oil and gas companies, the set of CS indicators should include indicators reflect-
ing business in harsh climatic conditions, increased injuries, generation of a large
amount of various wastes, exploitation of mineral resources, vast economic impact of
companies on the regional development, value of GDP and budgets.

3. The method for CS assessment of mining companies is developed taking into account
the stakeholder approach, institutional theory, the resource approach and the new
theory of corporate sustainability.

4. Analysis of CS indicators allows determining the place of CSR in the system of
corporate values, identify the relations between CSR and corporate sustainability,
explore the nature of relations with external stakeholders of mining companies and
main directions of social programs, analyze the results achieved and the dynamics
of the main performance indicators in CS. Comparing mining companies in terms
of values and changes in CS indicators by industry reveals problems and creates
incentives for further sustainable development of companies.

5. The relevance of the study aimed at assessing corporate sustainable development
in oil and gas companies operating stems from the fact that they have significant
impact on the environment, the development of areas where they operate and the
social landscape, which is accompanied by specific technological, macroeconomic
and regulatory conditions for the development of oil and gas fields. Analysis of
the integrated reporting showed that the volume of corporate social responsibility
of mining companies is different and is characterized by different indicators that
reflect the impact of companies on the society: impact on the social, environmental
and economic sphere. In the voluntary reporting on sustainable development of the
mining companies, CSR monitoring indicators are distributed in the following areas:
participation in development, communities, human rights, environmental protection,
economic impact, staff development, labor relations and management.

6. Taking into account the purpose of this work to develop a methodology for assessing
the CSR of oil and gas companies, the authors proposed the principles and method of
assessment. The methodological principles are focused on the specifics of the industry
and the long-term development of the company. The methodology contains indicators
that allow to assess the impact in three areas (economy, ecology and environment) and
characterize the prospects for long-term development of the company (by analyzing
revenue, profitability and natural resource assets). The aggregate CS index is meant
for ranking companies in relation to the best one in the industry. Assessment of
changes in companies’ CS indicators determines the dynamics of indicators relative
to previous periods for the company.

6. Patents

Program of Corporate Sustainability Rating for Mining Companies: Certificate of
registration of the computer program 2021611713, 03.02.2021. Application No. 2021610736
dated 28.01.2021.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Economic, Social and Environmental Indicators of Corporate Sustainability.

Actual Figures Points

Year PJSC NK
Rosneft

PJSC
Gazprom

PJSC
NOVATEK

PJSC
Tatneft PJSC Lukoil PJSC

Surgutneftegas
PJSC NK
Rosneft

PJSC
Gazprom

PJSC
NOVATEK

PJSC
Tatneft PJSC Lukoil PJSC

Surgutneftegas

Economic

average product profitobility, %

2014 19.2 1.54 14.53 20.5 11.4 - 9.37 0.75 7.09 10 5.56 0
2015 23.8 5 10.6 19.1 9.7 - 10 2.1 4.45 8.03 4.08 0
2016 25 6 29.29 18.3 15 76 3.29 0.79 3.85 2.41 1.97 10
2017 22.6 4 16.23 18.2 8.1 16.6 10 1.77 7.18 8.05 3.58 7.35
2018 24.8 8 15.68 23.2 10.25 54.7 4.53 1.46 2.87 4.24 1.87 10

revenue, billion rubles

2014 5503 5589.8 357.6 476.36 1710 - 9.84 10 0.64 0.85 3.06 0
2015 5150 6073.3 475.3 552.712 1877 1020.8 8.48 10 0.78 0.91 3.09 1.68
2016 4988 6111.1 537.5 580.127 5227 1002.6 8.16 10 0.88 0.95 8.55 1.64
2017 6011 6546.1 583 681.159 5936.7 1175 9.18 10 0.89 1.04 9.07 1.79
2018 8238 8224.2 832 910.534 8035.9 1556 10 9.98 1.01 1.11 9.75 1.89

availability of mineral resources, years

2014 16.6 51.6 27.5 32 20.6 0 3.21 10 5.33 6.15 4 0
2015 18.2 49.6 24.6 32 18.9 0 3.67 10 4.96 6.45 3.81 0
2016 19.3 54.1 23.8 30.4 20.4 0 3.57 10 4.4 5.62 3.77 0
2017 19.4 49.5 29.4 30 19 0 3.92 10 5.94 6.06 3.84 0
2018 19.9 47.5 28.8 31.4 18.9 0 4.19 10 6.06 6.61 3.98 0

Social

frequency factor of industrial injuries

2014 0.33 0.18 0.4 0.1 0.13 - 3.03 5.56 2.5 10 7.69 0
2015 0.327 0.17 0.5 0.3 0.28 - 5.2 10 3.4 5.67 6.07 0
2016 0.21 0.16 0.3 0.14 0.21 - 6.67 8.75 4.67 10 6.67 0
2017 0.36 0.11 1.27 0.1 0.19 - 2.78 9.09 0.79 10 5.26 0
2018 0.41 0.17 0.79 0.14 0.19 - 3.41 8.24 1.77 10 7.37 0

increased costs of local community support, million rubles

2014 8000 46,429 727 135.87 290.6 - 1.72 10 0.16 0.03 0.06 0
2015 9000 32,485 1000 165.7 304.9 - 2.77 10 0.31 0.05 0.09 0
2016 11,000 35,516 1324 195.65 304.3 - 3.1 10 0.37 0.06 0.09 0
2017 19,000 34,461 1377 281.64 341.9 - 5.51 10 0.4 0.08 0.1 0
2018 23,000 42,789 2000 257 384 - 5.38 10 0.47 0.06 0.09 0

costs and investment into environmental protection, billion rubles

2014 36.93 48.98 0.63 5.8 59 18.58 6.26 8.3 0.11 0.98 10 3.15
2015 44.65 49.71 0.77 5.7 48 17.89 8.98 10 0.15 1.15 9.66 3.6
2016 47.14 57.47 1.19 13.29 53 17.73 8.2 10 0.21 2.31 9.22 3.09
2017 67.24 70.82 2.06 13.63 23 21.1 9.49 10 0.29 1.92 3.25 2.98
2018 45.61 68.96 2.4 11.68 58 17.4 6.61 10 0.35 1.69 8.41 2.52

Environmental

water consumption per unit of production/activity; m3/tons

2014 1.159 4.895 1.347 - 0.4 1.49 3.45 0.82 2.97 0 10 2.68
2015 1.467 4.511 1.716 - 0.5 1.63 3.41 1.11 2.91 0 10 3.07
2016 1.679 4.538 2.701 1.018 0.6 1.65 3.57 1.32 2.22 5.89 10 3.64
2017 2.26 4.523 2.779 1.005 0.5 1.418 2.21 1.11 1.8 4.98 10 3.53
2018 2.28 4.28 2.993 1.134 0.5 1.408 2.19 1.17 1.67 4.41 10 3.55

mass of waste generated, thousand tons

2014 208 4831 - - 1437 716.1 10 0.43 0 0 1.45 2.9
2015 5393 4954 - - 1015 725.8 1.35 1.47 0 0 7.15 10
2016 5377 4289 - 92.7 1033 714 0.17 0.22 0 10 0.9 1.3
2017 6325 4130 - 80.1 1434 837.66 0.13 0.19 0 10 0.56 0.96
2018 7155 3555 - 78.6 1529 824.49 0.11 0.22 0 10 0.51 0.95
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Table A2. Total Company Ratings by years (Statics).

Year PJSC NK Rosneft PJSC Gazprom PJSC NOVATEK PJSC Tatneft PJSC Lukoil PJSC Surgutneftegas

Economic

2014 22.42 20.75 13.06 17 12.62 0
2015 22.15 22.1 10.19 15.9 10.98 1.68
2016 15.02 20.79 9.13 8.98 14.29 11.64
2017 23.1 21.77 14.01 15.15 16.49 9.14
2018 18.72 21.44 9.94 11.96 15.6 11.89
Total 101.41 106.85 56.33 68.48 69.98 34.35

Social

2014 11.01 23.86 2.76 11.01 17.75 3.15
2015 16.95 30 3.86 6.86 15.82 3.6
2016 17.97 28.75 5.25 12.37 15.97 3.09
2017 17.79 29.09 1.48 12.01 8.61 2.98
2018 15.4 28.24 2.59 11.75 15.87 2.52
Total 79.12 139.94 15.94 54 74.02 15.34

Environmental

2014 13.45 1.25 2.97 0 11.45 5.59
2015 4.75 2.57 2.91 0 17.15 13.07
2016 3.75 1.54 2.22 15.89 10.9 4.93
2017 2.34 1.3 1.8 14.98 10.56 4.48
2018 2.3 1.39 1.67 14.41 10.51 4.5
Total 26.59 8.05 11.57 45.28 60.57 32.57

Table A3. Total Company Ratings by years (Dynamics).

Actual Figures Growth Rate (Points)

Year Rosneft Gazprom NOVATEK Tatneft Lukoil Surgutneftegaz Rosneft Gazprom NOVATEK Tatneft Lukoil Surgutneftegaz

Economic

average product profitobility, %

2014 19.2 1.54 14.53 20.5 11.4 - - - - - - -
2015 23.8 5 10.6 19.1 9.7 - 0.24 2.25 −0.27 −0.07 −0.15 -
2016 25 6 29.29 18.3 15 76 0.05 0.20 1.76 −0.04 0.55 -
2017 22.6 4 16.23 18.2 8.1 16.6 −0.10 −0.33 −0.45 −0.01 −0.46 −0.78
2018 24.8 8 15.68 23.2 10.25 54.7 0.10 1.00 −0.03 0.27 0.27 2.30

revenue, billion rubles

2014 5503 5589.8 357.6 47.36 1710 - - - - - - -
2015 5150 6073.3 475.3 552.712 1877 1020.8 −0.06 0.09 0.33 0.16 0.10 -
2016 4988 6111.1 537.5 580.127 5227 1002.6 −0.03 0.01 0.13 0.05 1.78 −0.02
2017 6011 6546.1 583 681.159 5936.7 1175 0.21 0.07 0.08 0.17 0.14 0.17
2018 8238 8224.2 832 910.534 8035.9 1556 0.37 0.26 0.43 0.34 0.35 0.32

availability of mineral resources, years

2014 16.6 51.6 27.5 32 20.6 0 - - - - - -
2015 18.2 49.6 24.6 32 18.9 0 0.10 −0.04 −0.11 0.00 −0.08 -
2016 19.3 54.1 23.8 30.4 20.4 0 0.06 0.09 −0.03 −0.05 0.08 -
2017 19.4 49.5 29.4 30 19 0 0.01 −0.09 0.24 −0.01 −0.07 -
2018 19.9 47.5 28.8 31.4 18.9 0 0.03 −0.04 −0.02 0.05 −0.01 -

Social

frequency factor of industrial injuries

2014 0.33 0.18 0.4 0.1 0.13 - - - - - - -
2015 0.327 0.17 0.5 0.3 0.28 - −0.01 −0.06 0.25 2.00 1.15 -
2016 0.21 0.16 0.3 0.14 0.21 - −0.36 −0.06 −0.40 −0.53 −0.25 -
2017 0.36 0.11 1.27 0.1 0.19 - 0.71 −0.31 3.23 −0.29 −0.10 -
2018 0.41 0.17 0.79 0.14 0.19 - 0.14 0.55 −0.38 0.40 0.00 -

increased costs of local community support, million rubles

2014 8000 46,429 727 135.87 290.6 - - - - - - -
2015 9000 32,485 1000 165.7 304.9 - 0.13 −0.30 0.38 0.22 0.05 -
2016 11,000 35,516 1324 195.65 304.3 - 0.22 0.09 0.32 0.18 0.00 -
2017 19,000 34,461 1377 281.64 341.9 - 0.73 −0.03 0.04 0.44 0.12 -
2018 23,000 42,789 2000 257 384 - 0.21 0.24 0.45 −0.09 0.12 -
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Table A3. Cont.

Actual Figures Growth Rate (Points)

Year Rosneft Gazprom NOVATEK Tatneft Lukoil Surgutneftegaz Rosneft Gazprom NOVATEK Tatneft Lukoil Surgutneftegaz

costs and investment into environmental protection, billion rubles

2014 36.93 48.98 0.63 5.8 59 18.58 - - - - - -
2015 44.65 49.71 0.77 5.7 48 17.89 0.21 0.01 0.22 −0.2 −0.19 −0.04
2016 47.14 57.47 1.19 13.29 53 17.73 0.06 0.16 0.55 1.33 0.10 −0.01
2017 67.24 70.82 2.06 13.63 23 21.1 0.43 0.23 0.73 0.03 −0.57 0.19
2018 45.61 68.96 2.4 11.68 58 17.4 −0.32 −0.03 0.17 −0.14 1.52 −0.18

Environmental

water consumption per unit of production/activity; m3/tons

2014 1.159 4.895 1.347 - 0.4 1.49 - - - - - -
2015 1.467 4.511 1.716 - 0.5 1.63 0.27 −0.08 0.27 - 0.25 0.09
2016 1.679 4.538 2.701 1.018 0.6 1.65 0.14 0.01 0.57 - 0.20 0.01
2017 2.26 4.523 2.779 1.005 0.5 1.418 0.35 0.00 0.03 −0.01 −0.17 −0.14
2018 2.28 4.28 2.993 1.134 0.5 1.408 0.01 −0.05 0.08 0.13 0.00 −0.01

mass of waste generated, thousand tons

2014 208 4831 - - 1437 716.1 - - - - - -
2015 5393 4954 - - 1015 725.8 24.93 0.03 - - −0.29 0.01
2016 5377 4289 - 92.7 1033 714 0.00 −0.13 - - 0.02 −0.02
2017 6325 4130 - 80.1 1434 837.66 0.18 −0.04 - −0.14 0.39 0.17
2018 7155 3555 - 78.6 1529 824.49 0.13 −0.14 - −0.02 0.07 −0.02
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Szewrański, Szymon, and Jan K. Kazak. 2020. Socio-Environmental Vulnerability Assessment for Sustainable Management. Sustainabil-
ity 12: 7906. [CrossRef]

Tulaeva, Svetlana A., Maria S. Tysiachniouk, Laura A. Henry, and Leah S. Horowitz. 2019. Horowitz. Globalizing Extraction and
Indigenous Rights in the Russian Arctic: The Enduring Role of the State in Natural Resource Governance. Resources 8: 179.
[CrossRef]

Vasilev, Yurii, Polina Vasileva, and Anna Tsvetkova. 2019. International review of public perception of ccs technologies. Paper
presented at 19th International Multidisciplinary Scientific GeoConference SGEM, Albena, Bulgaria, June 28–July 7; vol. 19,
pp. 415–22. [CrossRef]

WBCSD. 2017. Measuring Impact Framework. Available online: https://www.wbcsd.org/Programs/People/Social-Impact/
Resources/WBCSD-Measuring-Impact (accessed on 28 June 2020).

Wells, Louis T., Jr. 1975. Social Cost/Benefit Analysis for MNCs, Harvard Business Review. Available online: https://hbr.org/1975/0
3/social-costbenefit-analysis-for-mncs (accessed on 28 June 2020).

Wong, Christina, Aiste Brackley, and Erika Petroy. 2019. Rate the Raters 2019: Expert Views on ESG Ratings February. Available online:
https://www.sustainability.com/globalassets/sustainability.com/thinking/pdfs/sa-ratetheraters-2019-1.pdf (accessed on 7
March 2021).

https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20140910005040/en/RepRisk-ESG-Intelligence-Dow-Jones-Sustainability-Indices
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20140910005040/en/RepRisk-ESG-Intelligence-Dow-Jones-Sustainability-Indices
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13020470
http://doi.org/10.3390/resources9050055
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12197906
http://doi.org/10.3390/resources8040179
http://doi.org/10.5593/sgem2019/5.1/S20.052
https://www.wbcsd.org/Programs/People/Social-Impact/Resources/WBCSD-Measuring-Impact
https://www.wbcsd.org/Programs/People/Social-Impact/Resources/WBCSD-Measuring-Impact
https://hbr.org/1975/03/social-costbenefit-analysis-for-mncs
https://hbr.org/1975/03/social-costbenefit-analysis-for-mncs
https://www.sustainability.com/globalassets/sustainability.com/thinking/pdfs/sa-ratetheraters-2019-1.pdf

	Introduction 
	Definitions of Corporate Sustainability, Corporate Social Responsibility and Sustainable Development 
	Methods Focused on Collection of Environmental Information and Calculation of Environmental Indicators 
	Methods Focused on Assessment of Social Welfare, Calculation of Social Indicators and Indicators of Social Efficiency 
	Methods Based on a Comprehensive Assessment of CSR 
	Methods for Assessing Corporate Sustainability with a Comprehensive Assessment of Corporate Activities in Environmental, Social and Economic Areas 

	Methodology 
	Results 
	Calculating the Aggregate CS Index 
	Assessment of Changes in Companies’ CS Indicators 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	Patents 
	
	References

