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Overview
Sustainable development global agenda was noticeably accelerated in 2021; 
many countries added decarbonization to their national economic policies. New 
solutions enabling climate neutrality goal achievement were adopted during the 
26th UN Climate Change Convention conference held last November. 
Russia contributes to the cause as well: the government has approved the green 
projects and initiatives criteria for sustainable development drafted by the 
Ministry of Economic Development and Russian national economic development 
institution VEB.RF. The Deputy Minister of Economic Development has 
announced the submission to the State Duma of the Public Non-Finance 
Reporting Federal Law that has been suspended for several years. The regulator 
represented by the Bank of Russia has already issued Recommendations on the 
Disclosure of Non-Financial Information by Public Joint Stock Companies to 
become social and environmental risk assessment guidelines for financial 
institutions and other stakeholders.
Due to strategically significant changes happening globally and at the business 
setup and technological development level, the forecasts and scenarios for both 
global and Russian national economy development have changed significantly 
since the technological environment is now facing new threats and challenges. 
This fact shall be considered by the power generating fuel companies while 
planning and conducting their operational activities. Much effort is already being 
put to reduce the ecological footprint, including the greenhouse gas emissions 
matter. In the meantime, the energy transition should be assisted by the high 
level of social and environmental responsibility and reduction of risks, emergency 
situations included. The environmental transparency rating of the fuel power 
generating companies operating in Russia contributes significantly to the 
achievement of those goals.
Three years after the work on the rating has started, there has been a major shift 
in the disclosure of information on environmental impacts by the rating 
participants. Industry averages are becoming more statistically sound. 
As the rating evolves, we plan to continue implementation of the new criteria 
matching the global energy transition agenda.
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The Analytical 
Credit Rating  
Agency (ACRA) 

The Analytical Credit Rating Agency (ACRA) was 
founded on November 20, 2015 and was the first 
credit rating agency to be registered by the Central 
Bank of the Russian Federation in accordance with 
new legislation. The Agency assigns credit ratings 
on the national and international scale to all key 
categories of issuers and issues. ACRA also 
provides a wide range of sustainable development 
services, including ESG assessments, and valuation 
of green, social and sustainable development 
bonds and loans. VEB.RF and the International 
Capital Market Association (ICMA) have recognized 
ACRA as an independent verifier of green bonds.    

UN Environment     
Program (UNEP) 

The world's leading environmental organization, 
which sets the global environmental agenda, 
promotes the coordinated implementation of the 
environmental component of sustainable 
development within the UN system and is an 
authoritative global advocate for the interests of 
the environment.

WWF-Russia

One of the largest independent international 
environmental organizations with about 5 million 
permanent supporters and operating in more than 
100 countries.

WWF's mission is to prevent the increasing 
degradation of the planet's natural environment and 
achieve harmony between the humans and the 
nature. Its main goals are to preserve biological 
diversity and reduce the ecological footprint.

Organizers

Rating Partners:
People
for Nature
Project 

People For Nature is a project implemented 
by WWF Russia with the support of the 
European Union in 2019–2022.

The main objective of the project is to 
support NGOs and local communities in 
solving environmental problems in two 
ways:

— forest conservation through the 
suppression of the degradation and 
illegal exploitation of forests;

— reduce water and air pollution by 
reducing the negative impact of industry 
on the environment and increasing the 
companies' environmental responsibility.

The content of the rating does not reflect 
the official position of the European Union. 
The authors of this publication are solely 
responsible for the information and opinions 
contained herein.
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Rating Results

Final
Place Company Final Score

Rank 
Dynamics

1 Baikal Energy Company 1,653 0

2–4 Mosenergo 1,639 0

2–4 TGC-1 1,639 6

2–4 Enel Russia 1,639 2

5 MOEK 1,472 1

6 OGK–2 1,444 -3

7 INTER RAO 1,412 -2

8 RusHydro 1,366 5

9 Tatenergo 1,301 0

10 LUKOIL (Energy Assets) 1,088 -4

11 UniPro 1,032 -1

12 Quadra Power Generation 0,972 6

13 Siberian Generating Company 0,819 -2

14 TGC-16 0,639 3

15 TGC-14 0,569 -3

16 Fortum 0,477 0

17 T Plus 0,449 -3

18 TGC-2 0,097 -4



About the Rating: 
Fundamentals
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Rating Objective:
To minimize environmental impact and promote socially responsible business.

Basic Principles of the Rating:
 � The Rating is based on the criteria specified, first and foremost, by Russia's environmental 

organizations (www.wwf.ru/en/resources/publications/booklets/the-position-of-environmental-
ngos-on-environmental-and-social-issues-of-energy).

 � The methodology is available to the public. To improve it, face-to-face and remote consultations 
are held annually with all stakeholders. 

 � The rating is based on data on the companies' activities available in the public domain* in 
Russian. Economic activity in the Russian Federation is evaluated for companies with foreign 
assets.

 � The rating is calculated by a professional rating agency. 

 � The initial list of the companies selected for the rating is drawn up taking into account the 
volume of electricity generation, total capacity, and regional representation. The lower limit is 
the generation of electric and thermal energy with total capacity exceeding 500 MW. 

 � The rating is performed on an annual basis. This allows us to assess the dynamics of 
environmental performance for fossil-fuel power generating companies.

* Public domain is understood as annual financial and social environmental reporting, reports on environmental 
protection (including regional offices), which are publicly available. It also includes publishing documents in the 
Internet, on official corporate websites (including those of the companies' subsidiaries and/or contractors), with links 
to the relevant pages to be listed in the menu/table of contents of the website, as well as interviews of the companies' 
spokespeople for federal and regional media. Public information should contain a description of the boundaries of data 
disclosure.



Rating Structure6

Environmental Transparency Rating for Fossil-Fuel Power Generating Companies —2021

The rating consists of three sections: environmental management, environmental impact and 
information disclosure. 

Section 1: Environmental Management 
assesses the quality of environmental management in the companies. The criteria included in this section 
are, for the most part, substantially more rigid compared to the Russian legislation on environmental 
protection. However, these criteria correspond to the best global practices in the industry. 

Section 2: Environmental Impact
it shows the degree of negative impact on the components of the natural environment (atmospheric 
air, water bodies, soil) as a result of economic activities, as well as the level of sustainability for 
corporate production. Most criteria are based on elements of national statistical reporting in the field 
of environmental protection. The data sources are represented by 2-TP reports (air, waste, water, land), 
4-OS reports (costs and payments), which reflect the impact of the companies on the environment as 
a result of their activities. 
This Section presents quantitative indicators (criteria), which are transformed into a qualitative scale 
using the industry average values for each criterion. In the absence of official sources (Federal Service 
of State Statistics, Ministry of Natural resources, Ministry of Economic Development and affiliated 
agencies), the average value of the criterion is to be calculated as the arithmetic mean of the values for 
the companies represented in the rating. For comparative analysis between companies, this Section 
includes specific environmental impact indicators derived by the division of gross values by the volume 
of net generation of electric and thermal energy.

Section 3: Disclosure of Information
It evaluates the extent of the companies' readiness to disclose information with respect to environmental 
impact of their industrial activities. Criteria 3.5 and 3.6 are assessed as follows. Each environmentally 
controversial situation or accident/incident with environmental consequences is evaluated in terms of 
publicly available information on it. If the company provided no comments on the situation, the criterion 
is colored red. If the company comments on at least one controversial situation or incident with obvious 
environmental consequences, it is marked yellow. If the company provides information (in its Annual 
Report or on its website) and comments on more than half of the environmental disputes and accidents/
incidents with environmental consequences that are known to the rating compilers, the criterion is 
colored green. Also, if neither accidents nor disputes have been found this year, the company is also 
assigned a green level.

***
The rating methodology was prepared in 2019 by a working group within the framework of the People to 
Nature project implemented by WWF Russia with the support of the European Union. The working group 
includes the following members: Alexey Grigoriev, Alexey Knizhnikov (project manager), Evgeny Svetlov, 
Svetlana Smirnova, Alexander Martynov, Evgeny Gasho, Igor Shkradyuk, Grigory Shlyapin.
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I

II

III

The Rating is calculated as follows: 

Companies are assigned color flags for each creterion: Red, Yellow, or Green. 
When a criterion is not relevant to a given company, no flag is assigned. For such 
cases, the company is required to present proof of being irrelevant to the criterion. 
If no information is publicly available, and the company has not provided a 
justification for the non-relevance of the criterion at the stage of sending work 
materials, the company is assigned a red level. 

At the next stage, companies are ranked for each section. A Red flag counts as 
0, a Yellow one means 1 point, and a Green one, 2 points. For each section, 
companies are assigned an arithmetic mean of their points for the criteria in the 
corresponding section. In this calculation, only those criteria that have been 
assigned color flags are taken into account, i.e. the criteria that are not relevant for 
a given company are not included. As a result, each company is assigned final 
points for the Management Section, for the Environmental Impact Section and for 
the Disclosure Section. Final points vary from 0 to 2. At this stage, the leader is 
determined in each of the three areas: management (Section "Environmental 
management"), operational (Section "Environmental impact"), information 
(Section "Disclosure of Information")..

The final Rating is then calculated for each company by averaging the three 
values assigned at the previous stages.
The rating organizers reserve the right to apply penalties in the form of decreasing 
coefficients (up to suspension from the calculation of the current rating) in case 
of proven violation of laws and norms in the field of human rights (e.g. claims or 
negative assessment of the company's activities by the Human Rights Council 
(HRC), the Public Chamber of Russia or relevant judicial verdicts), as well as in the 
case of high-profile federal or international accidents with significant damage to 
the environment.

September: the current rating calculation starts 
Late October: the preliminary results of data collection are sent to companies so 
that they can clarify the reliability and completeness of the information assessed 
Mid-November: the participating companies' feedback is planned to be received 
End of November: the final rating calculation
Mid-December: the results of the rating calculation are scheduled to be 
presented 
Final company profiles become available to the public after the results of the 
current Rating are published on the WWF website and on the Interfax-ERA 
environmental disclosure portal.



Section I
Environmental Management 
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Final 
Place Company Final Score

1 RusHydro 1,875

2–4 Mosenergo 1,750

2–4 TGC-1 1,750

2–4 Enel Russia 1,750

5–6 Baikal Energy Company 1,625

5–6 INTER RAO 1,625

7 OGK–2 1,500

8 LUKOIL (Energy Assets) 1,375

9 MOEK 1,250

10–11 Siberian Generating Company 1,125

10–11 Tatenergo 1,125

12 UniPro 0,875

13–14 TGC-14 0,375

13–14 Fortum 0,375

15–16 Quadra Power Generation 0,250

15–16 TGC-16 0,250

17–18 T Plus 0,125

17–18 TGC-2 0,125
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1.1

1.2

1.3 

1.4

Availability of quantitative performance indicators in the environmental management 
system (EMS) (according to ISO14001/GOST R ISO14001 or others)
 EMS has been implemented in the company's main production subsidiaries (more than 80% of its 

rated output power) and the EMS performance indicators are reflected in the company's public 
documents

 an EMS has been implemented in the company's main production subsidiaries or the performance 
indicators of the EMS are reflected in the company's public documents

 no EMS has been implemented in the company's main production subsidiaries

The company's environmental protection strategy or policy.
a) Availability of an environmental protection strategy/policy 
b) The strategy/policy applies to the company's contractors and suppliers
c) The company has measurable strategic targets (MSTs) in the area of environment protection
d) The company's Environmental Protection strategy/policy and the relevant MSTs have been 

approved by the company's top executives

Number of 'Yes' responses:   more than 60%    40–60%    less than 40%

Board of Directors/Supervisory body controlling the implementation of the Environmental 
Protection Policy

a) The Board of Directors considering at least once a year the results of the implementation of 
the company's environmental policy and/or environmental protection program.

b) An active committee at the level of the Board is in place, whose functions include preliminary 
consideration of issues in the field of implementation of environmental policy and 
environmental safety of the enterprise.

 all the criteria are met    one of the criteria is met    none of the criteria is met

Environment Risk Management in the course of economic activity
a) The company has defined the main risks of damage to the environment, which are subject to 

constant monitoring. 
b) The company has established a separate structural unit(s) to manage the risks of damage to 

the environment.
c) In the last 3 years, the company conducted an external audit evaluating the effectiveness of 

the environment risk management system. Evidence of the conducted audit is a statement 
indicating the auditor and/or an audit report.

d) In the reporting year, the Board of Directors reviewed the effeciency of the environment risk 
management system

Number of 'Yes' responses:   more than 60%    40–60%    less than 40%
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The implementation of the recommendations on the disclosure of financial information 
related to climate change 

 Green: The company voluntarily assesses the financial implications associated with climate 
change risks in accordance with the Task Force on Climate Related Financial Disclosures (TCFD)*

 Availability of roadmaps (or similar documents) for adapting the company's business activities to 
climate change, taking into account physical risks (e.g., melting permafrost or an increase in the 
frequency of extreme weather events)

 Information on the risks associated with climate change is unavailable or formal.

The energy efficiency policy applies both to a) the activities of the company's enterprises 
and b) training and information for external energy consumers

 the policy complies with both a) and b)
 the policy only complies with a) 
 no policy is available

Biodiversity conservation programs for the regions where the company operates contain 
the following components:

a) amount of funding for biodiversity conservation activities; 
b) an approved list of indicator species**in the areas of presence or operation of the company
c) availability of research and/or monitoring programs for indicator species
d) public availability of monitoring results in the field of biodiversity conservation
e) mechanisms for stakeholder involvement in discussing programs targeted at biodiversity 

conservation (discussing methods, results, etc.)

Number of 'Yes' responses:   more than 60%    40–60%    less than 40%

Energy Management System (EMS) in the company (e.g., ISO 50001):
a) available quantitative performance indicators within EMS;  
b) available Energy Efficiency Strategy or Policy;
c) supervisory management body's control over the implementation of the energy efficiency 

policy;
d) routine energy analysis;
e) energy management system's functioning verification available;
f) risk management in energy planning realm;
g) available assessment results on the EMS efficiency, as well as efficiency of energy-saving 

actions and application of innovations in the field of energy efficiency in electricity and heat 
generating companies.

Number of 'Yes' responses:   more than 60%    40–60%    less than 40% 

* www.fsb-tcfd.org/publications; www.fsb-tcfd.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/FINAL-TCFD-Annex-Amended-121517.pdf
** Indicator species are rare or typical species of animals and plants that are sensitive to specific environmental impacts and are common in the 

company's area of operation, which allows you to record changes in their number and condition

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8



Section II
Environmental
Impact
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Final 
Place Company Final Score

1–6 Baikal Energy Company 1,667

1–6 Quadra Power Generation 1,667

1–6 Mosenergo 1,667

1–6 MOEK 1,667

1–6 TGC-1 1,667

1–6 Enel Russia 1,667

7 Tatenergo 1,444

8 OGK–2 1,333

9 INTER RAO 1,111

10–11 RusHydro 0,889

10–11 UniPro 0,889

12–13 Siberian Generating Company 0,667

12–13 TGC-16 0,667

14 TGC-14 0,333

15–17 LUKOIL (Energy Assets) 0,222

15–17 T Plus 0,222

15–17 Fortum 0,222

18 TGC-2 0
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Specific emissions of pollutants into the atmosphere
Score = gross emissions of pollutants into the atmosphere/volume of useful generation of electric and 
thermal energy, kg /GJ* 

Specific emissions of greenhouse gases (direct)
Score = gross emissions of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere/volume of useful generation of 
electric and thermal energy, kg /GJ

Specific disposal of partially or insufficiently treated effluents to surface reservoirs or 
sending them to be processed
Score = disposal of polluted water / volume of useful generation of electric and thermal energy, m3/GJ

Specific water consumption for the company's business needs 
Score = water consumption for the company's business needs/volume of useful generation of electric 
and thermal energy, m3/GJ

Share of disposed and neutralized waste (class 1–5)
Score = the ratio of the mass of disposed and neutralized waste of hazard classes 1–5 during the 
reporting year (including waste transferred to third-party companies for disposal and neutralization) to 
the mass of hazard classes 1–5 waste generated during the reporting year , t/t

Rate of incidents with significant environmental consequences** 
Score = number of incidents/volume of useful generation of electric and thermal energy, pcs./GJ

Proportion of excess charges in the total amount of payments for adverse environmental 
impact 
Score = ratio of environmental fees paid for excess emissions, discharges, and waste disposal to total 
environmental fees paid within the reporting year, RUB/RUB.

* 1 thou. kW•h (1 MW•h) = 3.6 GJ, and 1 Gcal = 4.187 GJ

** Significant environmental consequences: events with abnormal development of the production process, which results in damage to the 
environment detected or in massive public outcry

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6 

2.7
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Production of electricity and heat from renewable energy sources (RES), excluding large 
hydroelectric power plants (more than 50 megawatts) 
% of the total output/capacity of electric and thermal energy

Share of R&D expenditures and share of major expenditures for RES development and 
energy-saving technologies
% of R&D and major expenditures on renewable energy and energy-saving technologies from total R&D 
and capital expenditures 

For all criteria in this section, the level scores are as follows:
 the value is equal to or better than the industry average

 the value is worse than the industry average

 no value available in public space

2.8

2.9
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Disclosure of Information
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Final 
Place Company Final Score

1–2 Baikal Energy Company 1,667

1–2 LUKOIL (Energy Assets) 1,667

3–8 INTER RAO 1,500

3–8 Mosenergo 1,500

3–8 MOEK 1,500

3–8 OGK–2 1,500

3–8 TGC-1 1,500

3–8 Enel Russia 1,500

9–11 RusHydro 1,333

9–11 Tatenergo 1,333

9–11 UniPro 1,333

12–15 Quadra Power Generation 1,000

12–15 T Plus 1,000

12–15 TGC-14 1,000

12–15 TGC-16 1,000

16 Fortum 0,833

17 Siberian Generating Company 0,667

18 TGC-2 0,167
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

Availability of non-financial reporting in the field of sustainable development or an 
environmental report in accordance with the requirements of international organizations 
(such as GRI)

 GRI application level (comprehensive) or IIRF (full)
 GRI application level (core) or IIRF (partial)

 N/A

Third-party confirmation (verification) of non-financial statements
  professional verification (based on the ISAE 3000, AA1000AS professional standards) and verification 

taking into account the stakeholders' opinion (including public opinion)
 professional verification (based on the ISAE 3000, AA1000AS professional standards) or verification 

taking into account the stakeholders' opinion (including public opinion)

 no third-party verification, or no reporting is available in accordance with the requirements of 
international organizations

Established procedure in place for processing public complaints
 a feedback mechanism and a complaint-handling procedure are in place 
 a feedback mechanism or a complaint-handling procedure is in place
 N/A

Availability of documented information on the plans and actually implemented measures to 
replace equipment that reduces the environmental impact
  yes, for all the company's enterprises    yes, for individual enterprises      N/A

Informing the public on the company's website about accidents and incidents and 
response measures with significant (caused a high public response*) social and 
environmental consequences**, including the activities of contractor companies
  reliable data at the company's website is available or no major accidents during the reporting period 

 fragmentary data is available on the corporate website*** 

 no data is available or it is unreliable 

* Public response: event mentioned in at least 3 publicly available media sources, or at the website of an officially registered or publicly 
influential structure (Public Chambers, All-Russia People's Front, WWF, Greenpeace, etc.). If the event has been mentioned on the websites 
of public authorities (Prosecutor's office, Federal Service for Supervision of Natural Resource Usage, Federal Service for Environmental, 
Technological and Nuclear Oversight of Russia, etc.), one publication is sufficient

** Social and environmental consequences: casualties/injuries, significant material damage (1M rubles or more), massive disconnection 
of subscribers (over 1,000 people), obvious pollution of the environment. Cases of death and damage that are not related to the obvious 
impact on the environment, for example, people killed or injured as a result of collapse of structures, electric shocks, transport accidents (if 
they did not cause emissions and spills of toxic substances), etc. are not included in this group

*** Fragmentary information: a simple mention of a controversial situation without revealing its causes, essence and development. Partial 
coverage compared to the information about the problem that is available in the public domain
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Informing the public (through the company website) of enviroment-related conflicts**** 
and actions aimed at resolving them in the territories of the company's presence, 
including the activities of contractors and fuel suppliers
  reliable data is available at the company's website, or no environment-related conflicts have been 

detected during the reporting period

 fragmentary data is available on the corporate website 

 no data is available or it is unreliable

Information in the public space about the boundaries of the sanitary protection zones of 
the companies' production facilities
  information is available for most production facilities

 information is available for some production facilities 

 no information is available in public space

**** Environment-related conflicts are defined as situations with the past, present or future environmental impact, which:
1. Provoke a response (audits, regulations, orders, administrative 

cases, lawsuits, etc.) from the supervisory authorities (the 
Prosecutor's office, Federal Service for Supervision of 
Natural Resource Usage, Federal Service for Environmental, 
Technological and Nuclear Oversight of Russia, regional 
environmental authorities, etc.), which is reflected in the 
public space, primarily at the official websites of said bodies;

2. Lead to protest movements from local communities;

3. Are criticized or mentioned in controversial stories in the 
media;

4. Are mentioned on the websites of officially registered or 
socially influential public organizations and structures 
(for example, Public Chamber, All-Russia People's Front, 
WWF, Greenpeace, Russian Bird Conservation Union, Green 
Patrol, regional environmental organizations).

Sometimes this kind of information appears long after the event took place (for illegal use of natural resources, violations of environmental 
safety rules, etc.). In this case, the publications are included in the monitoring results sorted by date. 
This also applies for the cases where the companies seek legal redress on facts of violations and sanctions, which can lead to 2–3 years' 
worth of litigation. In this case, the "completeness" of the disputed situation is determined by the date of publication of the final court 
decision or a message about its enforcement being complete. New information about the development of "disputable situations" are to be 
included in the monitoring as it appears. 
Paperwork violations that include non-compliance with various bylaws, etc. should also take into consideration the nature of such violations 
to the extent that it is possible. Environmental risks are the main criterion. Those can include the lack of registration or late renewal of 
permits for the operation of equipment, violation of fire safety rules in forests, non-compliance with the maintenance rules.
.

3.6 

3.7



17

The Environmental Disclosure Rating of the Russian Fuel Power and Heat Generating Companies 
was first published in 2019 based on the data from 2018. Since then, the rating is published annually*. 
While this analytic note mostly includes the 2021 rating results based on the data from 2020, some 
other trends based on the results of three years of the rating existence may also be analyzed.

The level of power and heat generating companies environmental disclosure is growing. The 
2021 rating had the highest average score for the three years of the rating existence.

The main integral indicator of the rating is the average final score calculated as a mean score of the 
companies included in the rating. The chart shows the dynamics of this indicator over the three 
years of the rating publication:

Average rating score (publication years are indicated)

0,74
0,85

1,09

2019 2020 2021
The average final score of the fuel electricity and heat generating companies transparency rating 
grows every year indicating meaningful increase of the industry companies transparency in terms 
of the rating criteria**. The average score of the 2021 rating is 28% up comparing to the previous year, 
and, for the first time, it exceeded 1 on a scale of 0 to 2.
The transparency increase is also noticed in terms of the number of indicators disclosed by fuel 
energy generating companies at particular sections of the rating. In the 2021 rating, the environmental 
management data availability level (section 1) and environmental impact (section 2) exceeded 60% 
for the first time in three years; the information disclosure level (section 3) exceeded 70%.

* For rating publication year, the title thereof indicates the release year (t), while the rating calculations are based on data of the last full 
calendar year (t-1). Such practice is common among professionals, it includes the terms of publication for non-financial reports used in 
calculations as one of the sources. Therefore, at the time the analytic note was drafted, three issues of the Rating (2019–2021) related to 
reviewing period from 2018 to 2020 have been published. The wording "the rating published in year t based on data for t-1 year" is used 
through the analytic note text and calculations.

** Two alternative explanations for the increase in the average score would be the change of the companies selection (transparent companies 
included and/or non-transparent ones excluded), and the methodology change (reduce of the environmental disclosure requirements). 
However, those explanations do not seem to be correct. The rating selection of companies remains practically constant (minor changes are 
associated with regrouping of companies within holding structures), and methodological adjustments are minimal.

Analysys
of the Environmental Transparency Rating 
of Fossil-fuel Power Generating Companies 
for 2021
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Rating 2019 Rating 2020 Rating 2020

Information Availability*** 
— under Section 1 39 52 65
— under Section 2 21 41 62

— under Section 3 48 64 74

The rapid increase of environmental transparency level between second and third years of the rating 
was previously observed in other industry ratings of environmental information transparency compiled 
at the WWF-Russia initiative, including ratings of oil and gas companies and mining and metallurgical 
companies. This situation may correspond with the fact that the rating is becoming important for the 
professional community, and the companies have enough time to its environmental information 
disclosure practice to the rating criteria. 
The rating indicators positive dynamics are facilitated by ongoing discussion involving the fuel energy 
generating companies majority. In 2021, 11 out of 18 power and heat generating companies included 
in the rating had provided feedback in the course of the rating compilation. The same number of 
companies participated a year earlier. 
The rating organizers aim to receive comments on the outcome of accidents, incidents, and 
controversial environmental situations monitoring from the industry companies****. By the end of 2020, 
9 emergency and 46 disputable situations were recorded in terms of monitoring. Most of those cases 
were properly referred by the companies, with some rare exceptions of referrals being informative only.
Two controversial trends are indicated for the difference of transparency level between the companies 
included in the fuel energy generating companies rating. On the one hand, the growing standard 
deviation for selection, in general, suggests a gradual increase in differences. On the other hand, the 
scores of the rating leading companies are gradually converging: in the 2021 rating, three companies 
with equal scores share second, third, and fourth places, lagging behind the leading company by one-
hundredth of point only.
 
 
Final rating score standard deviation
(years of rating publishing)

2019 2020 2021

0,39 0,46 0,49

Increased transparency of corporate environmental information, for the first time in three years of 
the power and heat generating companies rating existence, allows to publish the intra-industry 
differences charts for quantitative indicators of environmental impact.

*** The Information Availability indicator shown in this table is calculated as the ratio of observations with scores of 1 or 2 (yellow and 
green levels) to the total number of observations in the corresponding section. Observation means the value of a specific indicator for a 
specific company. Irrelevant cells (indicators irrelevant for the reviewed companies) are excluded from the observation

**** Information provided on websites of Rostekhnadzor, Rosprirodnadzor, Ministry of Energy, Rosselkhoznadzor, General Prosecutor Office of 
the Russian Federation, courts, as well as the media publications, largest Russian environmental organizations, and NGOs materials are 
used in the course of monitoring.
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The information below shows the industry average values of environmental impact indicators, as well as values 
of indicators for individual observations (companies) in 2020. At the end of 2020, the level of disclosure for 
certain quantitative indicators of environmental impact was at least 39% (7 companies out of 18 assessed) 
making the industry average values calculations possible and reasonable.

2,26

1,09
0,96 0,91

0,75
0,48

0,26 0,24 0,20 0,16 0,14 0,11 0,07 0,05

0,55

Specific air 
emissions of 
pollutants, 
kg/GJ

Specific greenhouse 
gas emissions 
(coverage area 1), 
kg/GJ 99,53

153,07 151,28
130,75 126,54 122,24 118,72 118,52

81,43 73,18
56,01 53,52

9,17

Specific drainage of 
contaminated water 
without purification and 
insufficiently purified 
water into surface 
water bodies or its 
transfer for purification, 
m3/GJ 

0,95

0,24
0,09 0,06 0,05

0,03 0,02 0,01 0 0 0
0,24

Specific water 
consumption for the 
production needs of 
the company, 
m3/GJ 

22,66

11,71

2,88 2,53 2,47
2,18 0,98 0,98 0,81 0,09 0,09

4,3
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Environmental Transparency Rating for Fossil-Fuel Power Generating Companies —2021

Analysis of the above data indicates significant differences between the industry 
companies in terms of air emissions, water diversion, water consumption, waste 
management, and other environmental impact aspects. Those differences can be 
associated with both actual differentiation in the companies operational activities 
environment protection degree, and with corporate specifics of indicators assessment. 
Single "coordinate system" development together with an increase in volume and 
reliability of disclosed data are important touchpoints of further interaction between the 
industry participants and the rating organizers.

The share of utilized and 
neutralized waste 
(class 1–5)

% of R&D and capital 
expenditures for RES 
and energy-saving 
technologies in total R&D 
and capital expenditures

23,14
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41,16
35,73

23,36
12,80

0,63 0 0

0,97
0,85

0,63

0,47 0,44 0,39

0,20 0,19
0,13 0,08

0,02 0,02

0,37
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