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General Overview
Companies that extract and process minerals can make a significant contribution to the
sustainable development of many regions and Russia as a whole. To make this happen it is
necessary for mining and metals companies to reach the high level of environmental
responsibility, be ready to apply the most effective measures to minimize a negative industrial
impact on environment, increase resources and power conservation.
One of the effective ways to achieve a high level of environmental responsibility for business,
along with the optimization of state regulation, is to increase access to environmentally
relevant information and improve corporate policies, standards and practices.
The Environmental Rating Project for Mining and Metals Companies of Russia has started in
2015 under the initiative of WWF Russia and UNDP/ GEF / Ministry of Natural Resources and
Environment of the Russian Federation Project “Mainstreaming Biodiversity Conservation into
Russia’s Energy Sector Policies and Operations”. At the first stage, WWF Russia has developed
the Rating methodology that was discussed with experts and environmental organizations,
and tested this methodology in early 2017. Following the analysis of the results of the pilot
Rating and discussions with the experts, the final Rating methodology was significantly
changed. Specifically, quantitative indicators are now compared not with industry averages,
but with their level for each company for the previous year. In 2017, the Rating is calculated
under the Barents-Baltic program "Nature and Man" supported by the Swedish Development
Agency (Sida).
The sectoral Rating of environmental responsibility is aimed to become a new tool both to
increase the corporate responsibility of mining and metals companies and to create effective
feedback mechanisms for interested parties. The Ratings’ importance is confirmed by the
Concept for Development of Public Non-Financial Reporting that was adopted on May 5, 2017
by the Order of the Russian Government. According to the document, "... the most common tools
for independent external evaluation in the field of sustainable development, corporate responsibility
and public non-financial reporting, conducted under the initiative of a third party, are: indices,
ratings, rankings, i.e. assessments of the organizational activity, calculated based on a formalized
methodology …”
Here we’d like to present the Rating of Environmental responsibility of mining and metals
companies — 2017 as a contribution to the Year of Environment in Russia.
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Rating Results

Company

Final Rating
Score

1-2

Kinross Gold

1,57

1-2

Polymetal

1,57

3

ALROSA

1,36

4

Arkhangelskgeoldobycha

1,33

5

SDS-Ugol

1,24

6

Russian Copper Company

1,23

7

Norilsk Nickel, MMC

1,14

8

Magnitogorsk Iron and Steel Works

1,11

9-10

KMA-ruda

1,09

9-10

SUEK

1,09

11

Rusal

1,01

12

Polyus Gold

0,93

13

Uralkali

0,85

14

Metalloinvest

0,80

15

Nordgold

0,78

16-17

Severstal

0,77

16-17

EVRAZ

0,77

18

NLMK

0,73

19

Priargunsky Mining and Chemical Works

0,52

20

Phosagro

0,46

21-22

Acron

0,35

21-22

Eurochem

0,35

23

Zoloto Kamchatki (Kamgold CJSC/ Kamchatskoye Zoloto CJSC)

0,28

24

Petropavlovsk PLC

0,27

25

UGMK

0,21

26-27

Lovozersk Mining and Processing Plant

0,19

26-27

Siberian Mining and Metallurgical Alliance (Sigma)

0,19

28-31

Rusdragmet (Highland Gold Mining)

0,16

28-31

Mechel

0,16

28-31

Russian Platinum

0,16

28-31

Russian Coal

0,16

32

SMR

0,12

33

Longxing

0,04

Final
Standing
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About the Rating: Basic Principles
The goal of the Rating:
To facilitate the rational use of natural resources, help protect the environment and promote
socially responsible business in Russia.

Principles of the Rating:
 The companies shall be rated following the criteria set forth in "Main Principles for

Environmentally and Socially Responsible Policy of Mining Companies " (https://new.wwf.ru/
what-we-do/green-economy/mining), and a range of international documents, such as: Initiative
for Responsible Mining Assurance (IRMA) Standart (http://www.responsiblemining.net/irmastandard), Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) for sustainable development guide (https://www.
globalreporting.org/resourcelibrary/GRI-G4-Mining-and-Metals-Sector-Disclosures.pdf); Draft Mining
Strategy — Supporting Responsible Mining (Document of the European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development (http://www.ebrd.com/downloads/policies/sector/draft-mining-strategy.pdf) and
others.

 The Rating methodology is discussed with all interested parties during in-person meetings

and through online channels. Once finalized and approved by the Steering Committee the
methodology becomes public. (https://new.wwf.ru/what-we-do/greeneconomy/mining).

 The evaluation is carried out across all segments — from the site infrastructure development

and mining to processing of natural resources.

 The Rating is based on the publicly available information about companies operating in the

Russian Federation, such as annual and socio-economic environmental reports (including
regional ones). The data should be available on official companies’ web pages (including
subsidiaries) with the links to relevant pages on the website menu. Also the companies’ official
representatives interviews for federal and regional mass media can be counted.

 The Rating is calculated by a professional rating agency, which is selected on the basis of a

tender.

 The Rating is calculated for the largest companies (by the main types of minerals) in Russia.

Companies selection is based on the State report “On Current Conditions and Use of Mineral
Resources of the Russian Federation”. In addition, the Rating includes companies operating in
the regions that WWF considers important for biodiversity conservation.

 The Rating is carried out annually to provide each company dynamics — and industry-specific

environmental responsibility levels.

* Many criteria of the Rating reflect the criteria of GRI reporting on sustainable development. The difference is that while the Rating indicators
are obligatory for disclosure, the GRI indicators could be disclosed partially. Different degree of information disclosure does not allow to
compare all companies in one Rating and limit assessing the industry as a whole.
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Rating Methodology:
Structure and Calculation

The Rating consists of three sections: Environmental Management/Policies, Environmental
Impact and Information Disclosure.


Section 1: Environmental Management
assesses major principles and quality of environmental management in the company. Criteria
included in this section are, in most cases, substantially more strict compared to those required
by Russian legislation on environment protection. However, these criteria reflect the best
international standards and practices in mining and metals sector.



Section 2: Environmental Impact
evaluates the damage level to the environment (air, water, soil) during the projects implementation
and the level of environmental responsibility of companies. Most of the criteria include
components of state statistical reporting on environment protection. Data sources — reports in
the form of 2-tp (air, waste, water, remediation), 4-OS (costs and payments) — reflect the impact
of companies on the environment as a result of their activities. For comparative analysis between
companies, this Section includes specific indicators derived by division of gross values by the
company revenue. The Rating mainly uses quantitative values that are transformed to qualitative
scale by comparing to last year numbers *.



Section 3: Information Disclosure/Transparency
evaluates the extent of companies’ readiness to disclose information with respect to
environmental impact of their industrial activities. In the framework of this project, we take into
account that historically Russian mining and metals industry is considered to be a rather closed
community and the environmental information is not fully available to general public.

***

Rating methodology was developed under the initiative of WWF Russia and within UNDP/ GEF / Ministry
of Natural Resources and Environment of the Russian Federation Project “Mainstreaming Biodiversity
Conservation into Russia’s Energy Sector Policies and Operations” supported by environmental NGOs.
Authors: A. Knizhnikov (project leader), T. Berkeliev, A. Grigoriev, L. Ametistova, O. Kopylova with
participation of O. Moskvina, E. Perfilieva, T. Mikhailova, V. Elchaparov, M. Babenko, P. Osipov, I.
Smelyanskiy, A. Martynov.
* We expect there will be enough companies to calculate the industry’s averages in the mining sub sectors as the Rating develops.
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The Rating is calculated in three stages:
I

Сompanies are assigned color flags for each of the criteria — Red,
Yellow or Green. When a criterion is not relevant for the given company
(for example, the company does not dredge), no flag is assigned. The
company is obliged to provide substantiation of the corresponding
criterion irrelevance. When the information related to the criterion is
not available publicly, red flag is assigned.

II

At the next stage, points are assigned for every criterion. Red flag
counts as 0 points, Yellow as 1 point, and Green as 2 points. For each
section, companies are assigned an average of their criteria points in
the corresponding section. In this calculation, only those criteria that
have been assigned color flags are taken into account, i.e. criteria
that are not relevant for the given company, are not included in the
calculation. As a result, every company is assigned final points for
Environmental Management Section, Environmental Impact Section
and Information Disclosure Section. Final points vary from 0 to 2.
At this stage, the leaders are chosen in every of the following areas:
Management, Operations, Information, respectively.

III

The final Rating is calculated for every company by averaging three
values assigned in accordance with the previous stage.
While being calculated, preliminary collected rating data are sent out to
companies in order to allow to make necessary corrections.
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1

Final
Section

Environmental
Management
Company

Final Score

1-2

Kinross Gold

1,5

1-2

Polymetal

1,5

ALROSA

1,25

4-5

Russian Copper Company

1,17

4-5

SUEK

1,17

6-12

Arkhangelskgeoldobycha

1

6-12

EVRAZ

1

6-12

NLMK

1

6-12

Norilsk Nickel, MMC

1

6-12

Polyus Gold

1

6-12

Rusal

1

6-12

SDS-Ugol

1

13

Nordgold

0,88

14-15

Severstal

0,83

14-15

Magnitogorsk Iron and Steel Works

0,83

16-18

KMA-ruda

0,67

16-18

Metalloinvest

0,67

16-18

Phosagro

0,67

19-20

Eurochem

0,57

19-20

Uralkali

0,57

21

Priargunsky Mining and Chemical Works

0,43

22

Acron

0,29

23

Zoloto Kamchatki (Kamgold CJSC/ Kamchatskoye Zoloto CJSC)

0,25

24

UGMK

0,17

25-26

Petropavlovsk PLC

0,13

25-26

Rusdragmet (Highland Gold Mining)

0,13

27-33

Lovozersk Mining and Processing Plant

0

27-33

Longxing

0

27-33

Mechel

0

27-33

Russian Platinum

0

27-33

Russian Coal

0

27-33

Siberian Mining and Metallurgical Alliance (Sigma)

0

27-33

SMR

0

3
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List of Rating Criteria

1.1 Environmental management system certified in accordance with Russian or
international standards (e.g. ISO 14001 / GOST R ISO 14001)

ISO 14001 certification (or similar environmental management standard) is a voluntary corporate decision implying
that the company places a special priority on advanced environmental management strategy.

Yes

Partially (e.g. some subsidiaries)

No

1.2 Company’s Environmental Policy (or other approved corporate documents) includes:
1.2.1		 approaches to reduce landscape fragmentation and disturbance when new areas are developed;
1.2.2		 approaches to protect freshwater ecosystems/spawning streams;
1.2.3		 commitments to protect animal migration routes;
1.2.4		 prohibition of operations on protected natural areas, their buffer zones, World Natural Heritage 		
(WNH) sites, and on the Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar wetlands);
1.2.5		 policies with respect to handling highly hazardous substances/processes (cyanides, mercury, heap
leaching, etc.);
1.2.6		 policies/standards with respect to prioritization of semi dry, dry, and subsurface tailings storage;
1.2.7		 policies to regularly conduct external environmental audit;
1.2.8 		 requirements to conduct comprehensive environment impact assessment of the project from 		
construction to decommissioning stages, within the boundaries of the project and its affiliates;
1.2.9		 requirements for employees, including those of subcontractors, neither to hunt, nor to fish within
the boundaries of company’s project implementation;
1.2.10 comprehensive policy to finance main environmental protection activities;
1.2.11 requirements towards environmental responsibility of supply chain partners.
Requirements for environmental policy belonging to this criterion are voluntary. Nevertheless, they were offered by the
environmental protection community as part of “Main Principles for Environmentally and Socially Responsible Policy
of Mining Companies” (https://new.wwf.ru/what-we-do/green-economy/mining).
Conforming to the requirements contained in this criterion indicates that the company pays particular attention to
environmental issues.

Positive (“Yes”) answers:

more than 80%

50–80%

less than 50%

1.3 The Policy (or any other document approved by company) on relationships with
local traditional population groups

Minimisation of influence of company’s activities on health of local population, together with preserving the territories
of traditional use of natural resources, lifestyle, customs and traditions of local population.

Yes
No specific document, but there is evidence that company works with local traditional
population groups
No

1.4 Energy efficiency program
Company’s efforts to decrease energy consumption following corporate initiatives for energy preservation and efficiency
emphasize the company’s concern about conservation of nonrenewable resources, and reducing the impact on the climate.

energy efficiency program indicators show a positive trend compared to the previous year
quantitative energy efficiency program indicators are presented
quantitative energy efficiency program indicators are missing
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1.5 Biodiversity conservation program/plan in company areas of operations
Presence of biodiversity conservation program (including the assessment of past and potential future consequences
of industrial activities), together with the plan to manage biodiversity (including determining key biodiversity indicators
sufficient for regular impact monitoring and measures to mitigate certain activities or processes), indicate the
company's interest in protecting and recovering biodiversity in the area of its operation.

Yes

Partially (for some projects)

No

1.6 Use of dredging by company
Dredging is the most aggressive towards the environment technology. Avoidance to use this technology highlights
company's priority on biodiversity conservation and the protection of environment . This criterion does not apply to
companies that do not use dredging.

Yes

Partially (e.g. for some projects or subsidiaries)

No

1.7 Production and environmental monitoring of subcontractors’ activities
Production and environmental control of the company over the activity of its subcontractors indicates that the
company voluntarily assumes extra responsibility and pays extra attention to environmental protection issues.

subcontractors’ environmental performance is included in nonfinancial reports;
сompany’s Environmental Policy (or other formalized corporate documents) includes
requirements to expand corporate environmental standards over subcontractors’ activities;
company’s Environmental Policy (or other formalized corporate documents) does not
include requirements to expand corporate environmental standards over subcontractors’
activities.

1.8 Voluntary insurance of environmental risks
Voluntary insurance of environmental risks indicates that the company pays special attention to environmental issues.

Corporate system of voluntary insurance of environmental risks.
Voluntary insurance of environmental risks for some projects or subsidiaries.
No voluntary insurance of environmental risks.

2
Final
Section

11

Environmental
Impact
Company

Final Score

1-4

ALROSA

1,6

1-4

KMA-ruda

1,6

1-4

Magnitogorsk Iron and Steel Works

1,6

1-4

SDS-Ugol

1,6

5-7

Arkhangelskgeoldobycha

1,53

5-7

Kinross Gold

1,53

5-7

Polymetal

1,53

Russian Copper Company

1,4

9-11

Norilsk Nickel, MMC

1,2

9-11

SUEK

1,2

9-11

Uralkali

1,2

12

Polyus Gold

1

13

Rusal

0,93

14-15

Nordgold

0,8

14-15

Priargunsky Mining and Chemical Works

0,8

16-17

Metalloinvest

0,73

16-17

NLMK

0,73

18

Severstal

0,6

19

EVRAZ

0,53

20

Acron

0,33

21

Phosagro

0,27

22-33

Eurochem

0,13

22-33

Zoloto Kamchatki (Kamgold CJSC/ Kamchatskoye Zoloto CJSC)

0,13

22-33

Longxing

0,13

22-33

Lovozersk Mining and Processing Plant

0,13

22-33

Mechel

0,13

22-33

Petropavlovsk PLC

0,13

22-33

Rusdragmet (Highland Gold Mining)

0,13

22-33

Russian Platinum

0,13

22-33

Russian Coal

0,13

22-33

Siberian Mining and Metallurgical Alliance (Sigma)

0,13

22-33

SMR

0,13

22-33

UGMK

0,13

8
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List of Rating Criteria
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5

Specific gross air emissions of SO2
Specific gross air emissions of NOх
Specific gross air emissions of Suspended Solid Particles
Specific gross emissions of greenhouse gases
Specific volume of polluted untreated water discharged to surface water bodies or
surrounding land
Emission of pollutants into the atmosphere in the process of production pose a substantial risk of negative impact on
people, animals, and rare and endangered species of plants. Accounting for these indicators is the first necessary step
towards decreasing negative environmental footprint.

Value is equal or better compared to previous year
Value is worse compared to previous year
Data is not publicly available

2.6 Effluents treated to standard quality, % of total water discharged
Discharge of polluted water to surface water bodies does significant damage to the environment. Bringing this
indicator to 0 is not only a requirement of the Russian legislation, but also a solid evidence that the company is
interested in protecting the environment.

Value is better compared to previous year
Value is equal or worse compared to previous year
Data is not publicly available

2.7 Specific fresh water consumption for company's needs
In mineral extraction industry, activities often require large volumes of water. A socially and ecologically responsible
business must optimize water consumption in order to conserve this resource.

Value is equal or better compared to previous year
Value is worse compared to previous year
Data is not publicly available

2.8 Ratio of utilized and treated waste volume (Class 1-4) (including waste utilized and
treated by third parties) to waste volume (Class 1-4) in circulation (waste volume at
year start + waste volume produced during a year + volume of waste coming from other
enterprises)
2.9 Ratio of utilized mining waste volume (tailings, empty and overburden waste) for the
reporting period (including waste utilized by third parties) to mining waste volume in
circulation (mining waste volume for the beginning of the year + mining waste volume
produced during the year + volume of mining waste coming from other enterprises)
Waste management is an important part of business operations for every production facility. Environmentally
conscious companies aim both at minimizing waste volumes, and maximizing their utilization.

Value is better compared to previous year
Value is equal or worse compared to previous year
Data is not publicly available

2.10 Disturbed land area ratio for the end to the beginning of the reporting year
The process of new mining field development leads to destruction of soil layer and vegetation, change of hydrological
regime and topography. The extracting company is responsible for remediation of all disturbed land back into natural
landscapes, and for bringing down the polluted land area to zero.

Value is equal or better compared to previous year
Value is worse compared to previous year
Data is not publicly available
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2.11

Specific frequency of accidents with negative environmental impact (TSF/sludge tanks
breakdowns, pollution of land surface and subterranean waters, air emissions, etc.)
Mineral extraction operations are associated with production incidents that entail substantial environmental
consequences. Bringing this indicator to zero must be the legal and social commitment of any business.

Value is equal or better compared to previous year
Value is worse compared to previous year
Data is not publicly available

2.12 Share of excess charges in total payments for negative environmental impact (ratio
of environmental charges for excess emissions, discharges, and waste disposal to total
environmental charges for the reporting year)
By extent of excess environmental charges one may judge how responsibly a company follows environmental
legislation and standards.

Value is equal or better compared to previous year
Value is worse compared to previous year
Data is not publicly available

2.13 Energy production from renewable energy sources (RES), including that for
company’s needs
In view of the necessity to decrease indirect pressure on the environment (including climate change effects), increasing
energy production based on RES remains a priority. Inclusion of this indicator in the rating serves the purpose of
stimulating companies to work more actively in this direction.

Value is better compared to previous year
Value is equal or worse compared to previous year
Data is not publicly available

2.14 Water recycling, %
Multiple use of processed water in minerals enrichment operations decreases the load on water bodies and has a
positive effect on the environment. Fully recirculated water supply is a priority solution that is characterized by utilizing
all industrial wastewater without any discharge.

70-100%

30-70%

less than 30%

2.15 Operations (exploration, production, primary processing and related infrastructure)
in environmentally-sensitive areas such as Protected areas, Ramsar Wetlands,
Important Bird Areas
Refusing to conduct operations in environmentally sensitive areas indicates that the company puts environmental
protection issues first.

None
The company operates in environmentally-sensitive areas but has published
environmental impact minimization plan
The company operates in environmentally-sensitive areas without discussion of
environmental impact measures with third parties
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3
Final
Section

Information Disclosure/
Transparency
Company

Final Score

1-2

Kinross Gold

1,67

1-2

Polymetal

1,67

Arkhangelskgeoldobycha

1,44

4-5

ALROSA

1,22

4-5

Norilsk Nickel, MMC

1,22

6-8

Rusal

1,11

6-8

Russian Copper Company

1,11

6-8

SDS-Ugol

1,11

9-10

KMA-ruda

1

9-10

Metalloinvest

1

11-13

Magnitogorsk Iron and Steel Works

0,89

11-13

Severstal

0,89

11-13

SUEK

0,89

14-16

EVRAZ

0,78

14-16

Polyus Gold

0,78

14-16

Uralkali

0,78

17

Nordgold

0,67

18

Petropavlovsk PLC

0,56

19-24

Acron

0,44

19-24

Zoloto Kamchatki (Kamgold CJSC/ Kamchatskoye Zoloto CJSC)

0,44

19-24

Lovozersk Mining and Processing Plant

0,44

19-24

NLMK

0,44

19-24

Siberian Mining and Metallurgical Alliance (Sigma)

0,44

19-24

Phosagro

0,44

25-30

Eurochem

0,33

25-30

Mechel

0,33

25-30

Priargunsky Mining and Chemical Works

0,33

25-30

Russian Platinum

0,33

25-30

Russian Coal

0,33

25-30

UGMK

0,33

31-32

Rusdragmet (Highland Gold Mining)

0,22

31-32

SMR

0,22

Longxing

0

3

33
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List of Rating Criteria
3.1 Non-financial reporting compliant with GRI (Global Reporting Initiative) requirements
GRI requirements are the one of the most widespread standards of non-financial reporting in the world, giving a
systematic representation of environmental performance of company's operations.

Yes, GRI application level A / “comprehensive”
Yes, GRI application level B or C / “core”
No

3.2 External assurance of non-financial reporting
External assurance is the validation of the provided non-financial information, and the assessment of the scale of
utilizing GRI reporting system (including the principles of accounting). This voluntary initiative of the company
enhances confidence of interested parties towards the information the company discloses.

Professional assurance (ISAE 3000, АА1000AS) and assurance accounting for interested
parties opinion (including public assurance)
Professional assurance (ISAE 3000, АА1000AS) or assurance accounting for interested parties
opinion (including public assurance)
External assurance or reporting in compliance with GRI requirements are absent

3.3 Public access (i.e. Internet) to Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) documentation,
with EIA being also available online after public consultations

At the stage of preparing a mining project, Environmental Impact Assessment is the major document indicating the
scale of possible negative impact on the environment. Public access to EIA allows the public to participate in making
decisions related to minimization of environmental damage during project.

Yes, with feedback mechanism

Yes, without feedback mechanism

No

3.4 Public access (i.e. Internet) to Emergency Response Plans (part related to
environmental impact)

Accidents may cause substantial damage to the environment. Public access to Emergency Response Plans allows the
public to participate in making decisions related to prevention and quick response to emergency situations.

Yes, with feedback mechanism

Yes, without feedback mechanism

No

3.5 Informing the public about accidents with significant environmental impact
(involving public outcry) in company areas of operation, including the ones caused
by contractors’ activities

Importance of informing the public about accidents involving human casualties, explosions, discharges, emissions of
chemical and radioactive substances outside the sanitary protection zones, is gradually becoming evident to the
Russian business community. Public acceptance of responsibility for the damage inflicted on people and the
environment is a characteristic of socially and environmentally mature company.

Reliable data available or no major accidents during the report period
Fragmentary data
Data missing or unreliable

3.6 Informing the public about environmental conflicts in company areas of operation,
including conflicts caused by contractors’ activities

An environmental conflict is an opposition between the company and interested parties (governmental bodies, mass
media, local population, environmental nongovernmental organizations, etc.) related to environmental safety while
preparing for and conducting business operations. Disclosing this information indicates a commitment of the
company to maintain a dialogue with the public.

Reliable data available or no environmental conflicts during the report period
Fragmentary data
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Data missing or unreliable

Established procedure for public claims review
Openness of the company, its readiness to interact with the public in relation to various issues, including environmental
ones, is a feature of civilized business.

Local Community Council formed from local (including traditional) population participates in
corporate decision-making with respect to environmental initiatives, discussions of nonfinancial reporting, etc.
Procedure for public claims review
No

3.8 Public availability of criteria 1-8 of Section 1 for the reporting period
This criterion characterizes company's transparency when it comes to environmental management (Section 1).

More than 80% positive answers
50-80% positive answers
Less than 50% positive answers

3.9 Public availability of criteria 1- 15 of Section 2 for the reporting period

This criterion characterizes company's transparency when it comes to environmental impact (Section 2).

More than 80% positive answers
50-80% positive answers
Less than 50% positive answers

17
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ANALYSIS

Assessment of information transparency level of mining and metals companies
Only publicly available information is used to compile the environmental responsibility Rating
of mining and metals companies. Therefore, the companies were primarily rated based on the
completeness and reliability of environmental information. Information transparency level of
mining and metals companies in Russia has significantly increased compared with the pilot
Rating based on 2015 data. This was reflected both in the number of environmental indicators
disclosed and in the quality of their disclosure. As a result, the average score increased for all
rating sections and the Rating as a whole compared to the pilot Rating (the average score of the
Rating was 0.59 in 2016 and 0.7 in 2017).
Mining companies included in the Rating have different levels of information transparency
when it comes to environmental performance of their businesses. There are three levels of
information transparency — High, Medium and Low:
1. High level of Information Transparency: This level was assigned to companies (8 out of
33 rated companies) that publish environmental reports and disclose full information on
environmental management system and environmental impact in mass media and
special sections of corporate websites. Such companies are the following: ALROSA,
Arkhangelskgeoldobycha, Kinross Gold, KMA-ruda, Magnitogorsk Iron and Steel Works,
Polymetal, Russian Copper Company, SDS-Ugol.
2. Medium level of Information Transparency: This level was assigned to companies (12
out of 33 rated companies) that publish environmental reports and disclose partial
information on environmental management system and environmental impact in mass
media and special sections of corporate websites. Such companies are the following:
EVRAZ, Metalloinvest, NLMK, Nordgold, Norilsk Nickel, MMC, Polyus Gold, Priargunsky Mining
and Chemical Works, Rusal, Severstal, SUEK, Uralkali, Phosagro.
3. Low level of Information Transparency: This level was assigned to companies (13 out of
33 rated companies), that publish environmental reports and disclose insufficient amount
of information on environmental management system and environmental impact in
mass media and special sections of corporate websites. Companies of this transparency
level are the following: Acron, Eurochem, Zoloto Kamchatki (Kamgold CJSC/ Kamchatskoye
Zoloto CJSC), Lovozersk Mining and Processing Plan, Longxing, Mechel, Petropavlovsk PLC,
Rusdragmet (Highland Gold Mining), Russian Platinum, Russian Coal, Siberian Mining and
Metallurgical Alliance, SMR, UGMK.
More and more companies are ready to cooperate with the Rating managers: 16 out of 33
companies have provided additional information about their environmental responsibility,
while 6 out of these 16 have provided detailed comments and published additional data.
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Rating Methodology Changes
Methodology has been substantially changed following the pilot’s Rating analysis and discussions
by the experts. First of all, the term "metals companies" was included in the name of the Rating,
since the majority of the companies surveyed are vertically integrated holdings that unite both
extractive and processing enterprises (mining and processing plants and metallurgical plants).
The main difference between this year's Rating and the pilot Rating is that the quantitative
indicators of Section 2 (Environmental Impact) are compared not with the industry average
values (as was the case for the pilot Rating methodology), but with each company's level for the
previous year. Thus, the resulting score for Section 2 depends primarily on the company's
efforts to reduce its impact on the environment.
Wording for 16 rating criteria were corrected based on the face to face and online discussions
with the company experts. Some criteria (i.e. the registration of direct and indirect greenhouse
gas emissions in Section 1, specific waste generation in Section 2, Public council in Section 3)
have been excluded from this year's Rating criteria counting. The incidents with negative
consequences for the environment (criterion 2.11) were not taken into account due to the lack
of data for the absolute majority of companies.
We hope that the Rating development, its methodology improvement and ongoing professional
dialogue will help to improve the transparency level and enhance environmental performance
of mining and metals companies in Russia.
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