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Abstract

The Paris Agreement aims to reach net zero greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions in the second half of the 21st century, and the Oil & Gas
sector plays a key role in achieving this transition. Understanding
progress in emission reductions in the private sector relies on the dis-
closure of corporate climate-related data, and the Carbon Disclosure
Project (CDP) is considered a leader in this area. Companies report
voluntarily to CDP, providing total emissions and breakdowns into cat-
egories. How reliable are these accounts? Here, we show that their
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reliability is likely very poor. A significant proportion of Oil & Gas
companies’ emission reports between 2010 and 2019 fail a ‘simple sum-
mation’ mathematical test that identifies if the breakdowns add up to
the totals. Companies’ reports reflect unbalanced internal bookkeeping
in 38.9% of cases, which suggests worryingly low quality standards for
data guiding the private sector’s contribution to halting climate change.

Halting global warming and meeting the Paris Agreement requires global car-
bon dioxide (CO2) emissions from human activities to be reduced to net zero
and potentially even beyond [1]. The Oil & Gas (0&G) industry produced
56% of all energy-related CO5 in 2019, showing a need to curb its operational
emissions in order to meet international climate goals [2]. In general, the per-
formance of O&G companies on climate change is measured using greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions, which are widely used to track companies’ carbon foot-
print [3]. However, climate data is not without accuracy challenges [4, 5], which
the United Nations attributes to the application of different reporting formats
and inconsistency in the scope and timeliness of reporting [6].

Data quality can be measured in various ways. Researchers often use 4)
measures of self-constructed indices, or i) disclosure ratings measures [7].
CDP (formerly Carbon Disclosure Project) considers itself “the gold stan-
dard of environmental reporting with the richest and most comprehensive
dataset on corporate...action” and certain stakeholders indeed credit it as
the leader in terms of usefulness and quality for both investors and experts
(https://www.sustainability.com). The CDP disclosure score evaluates the
comprehensiveness of companies’ response to the CDP questionnaire, consid-
ering that some questions are conditional on others (e.g., firms are first asked
if they can provide a breakdown of their emissions in more granular categories,
whereafter they are asked to provide details for the identified breakdowns).

The CDP scores are based on companies’ answers to the CDP questionnaire
and as such are based on self-reported information. One important element of
CDP’s questionnaire is the reporting of GHG emissions and the GHG emis-
sions breakdowns for emissions directly resulting from a company’s activities
(Scope 1), including their purchased energy use (Scope 2), or additionally
including emissions caused by the broader supply chain, distribution, and use
of a company’s products (Scope 8). Although previous studies show that com-
panies’ response to CDP is increasing, the quality and content of disclosure
are still insufficient to satisfy the requirements of investors [8-10]. That is, the
reliability and comparability of GHG emission data is questioned by investors,
which leads to the criticism that CDP disclosure contributes more to “green
washing” than to improving corporate transparency [8]. It is important to note,
that despite such criticism, CDP is seen as the leading provider of corporate
climate-related information.

Literature provides evidence that ratings of companies’ Environmental,
Social & Governance (ESG) performance are not always converging, meaning
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that different rating agencies come to different conclusions for the same com-
pany [11]. It seems, these difference can be accounted to elements of scope,
weight across indicators, and measurement. This leads to the recommendation
that raw data should be used, when feasible [12]. The CDP has the advantage
that it does not only provide aggregate scores, but the underlying raw data
are also available from companies’ answers. Therefore, investors are able to
utilize the CDP dataset for detailled analyses based on the specific informa-
tion contained in the questionnaire. Such analyses are especially relevant for
high-emitting companies, such as in the O&G sector. A key question, however,
is whether the discolsed data is reliable and of decent quality. Therefore, we
analysed the quality characteristics of direct GHG emissions that are owned
or controlled by 33 O&G companies (also known as Scope 1 emissions) in the
CDP database between 2010 and 2019.

Basic Bookkeeping Test

The accuracy of reported emissions is checked with simple summation tests
that aim to identify the ability and intentions of the companies when voluntar-
ily reporting their emissions. Our tests exploit the fact that, when reporting
their Scope 1 emissions to the CDP, companies are encouraged to voluntarily
report their total GHG emissions broken down into Activities, Business Units,
Facilities, GHG Types, and Regions.

The primary purpose of this mathematical test is to evaluate the ability
of the analyzed companies in voluntarily disclosing their GHG emissions to
the CDP (see Methods). The study analyzed the overall performance of these
companies over the period of 2010 to 2019, using five breakdowns in Activity,
Business, Facility, GHG, and Region. Our findings indicate that there is a
significant proportion of reports that exhibit disparities between the reported
global Scope 1 emissions and the total sum of Scope 1 emissions by breakdown.
The upper section of Table 1 focuses on the number of unique reports that
demonstrate these discrepancies, which are categorized based on breakdowns
(rows) and reporting years (columns). The lower section of Table 1 presents
the discrepancies in terms of the number of unique companies rather than the
number of unique reports.

The last column in Table 1 shows the average number of reports containing
discrepancies during the examined 10-year period. In particular, the analyzed
companies typically refrained from divulging their total gross global Scope 1
emissions categorized by Facility, i.e., only 5.6 companies disclosed their Facil-
ity breakdown every year. Moreover, a distressing 2.1 of those 5.6 firms (around
37%) are anticipated to display inconsistencies between the total sum of their
Facility breakdown and their declared global emissions. This implies that only
a small number of firms reported their emissions by Facility, and those that
did frequently made errors in their reports. Conversely, most of the companies
under analysis revealed their total gross global Scope I emissions by Region;
that is, 21 out of the 33 O&G companies disclosed their Region breakdown
on average every year. This particular breakdown also had a low number of
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reporting discrepancies per year, averaging just 3.2, making it the breakdown
with the fewest mismatches (around 15%) among the five analyzed. In gen-
eral, we find GHG emissions to represent unbalanced internal bookkeeping in
38.9% of the cases, which was the worst in 2010 (46.2%), while the year with
the least unbalanced internal bookkeeping was 2012 (25.9%).

The performances of the analyzed companies in terms of emissions report-
ing to CDP are presented in detail in Table 2. This evaluation compares the
number of discrepancies identified between the companies’ reported global
Scope 1 emissions and the total sum of their emissions breakdowns. This pro-
vides a more in-depth view of the performance data presented in the previous
analysis (Table 1), allowing a more granular assessment of individual compa-
nies. Note that the denominator values in this analysis do not exceed 10, as
this represents the 10-year period between 2010 and 2019. For instance, Petro-
bras disclosed its emissions breakdown annually over the decade (denominator
value of 10 in the Business, GHG, and Region columns). The numerator, on
the other hand, indicates the number of erroneous reports submitted by each
company within the same time frame. Thus, the higher the percentage, the
worst the performance in terms of mismatched reports. In particular, Royal
Dutch Shell had the highest number of erroneous reports (27 out of 29) dur-
ing the 10-year period under review. Notably, the company did not disclose
its emissions in the Activity and Facility breakdowns throughout the entire
period from 2010 to 2019. However, the company did report its emissions every
year (except for the Business breakdown) in other categories such as GHG
and Region. Nevertheless, these reports were frequently found to be erroneous.
In contrast, companies like Galp Energia SA and Total show the best perfor-
mance as they did not have a single mismatched report on the 24 times that
they reported in the same 10-year period.

The poor performance of companies such as Royal Dutch Shell, PTT, and
Woodside Petroleum, where the percentage of discrepancies in their emissions
reports is above 70%, is a matter of concern. It raises questions about their
ability to use appropriate software or even basic tools like Excel spreadsheets
to report their breakdowns accurately, about their management priorities and
the quality standards applied to their internal management processes. Fur-
thermore, their unreliable emissions reports pose a significant challenge for
policymakers and the scientific community in designing effective policies to
achieve net-zero GHG emissions. In essence, while disclosing emissions is cru-
cial, it is equally crucial to do so accurately and properly. Failing to do so may
result in incorrect policy decisions or false claims of progress towards reaching
the net-zero goal.
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Acting in Good Faith Test

The previous section presented a mathematical evaluation that aimed to deter-
mine whether the analyzed companies experienced any challenges in utilizing
appropriate software to guarantee the accuracy of their emissions disclosure.
Thus, taking into account the findings of the preceding section, the current
mathematical test aims to identify the intentions of these companies when
such errors were committed (see Methods). In other words, this examination
transcends the identification of inconsistencies in their reported emissions and
aims to determine whether these firms adhered to the ‘Precautionary Princi-
ple’ as mandated by the EU’s Paris Aligned Benchmarks for their emission
breakdown reporting.

The overall performance and companies ranking, similarly to the previous
section, are shown in Tables 3 and 4, respectively. In particular, as seen in
Table 3, we found GHG emissions to represent downward biased unbalanced
internal bookkeeping in 15.5% of the cases, worst in 2015 (25.9%), best in 2013
(4%). This implies that out of the 9.6 companies that exhibited inconsistent
internal bookkeeping on average over the 10-year period analyzed in the pre-
vious mathematical examination (see Table 1), roughly 40% (equivalent to 3.8
companies) failed to adhere to the ‘Precautionary Principle’, indicating that
errors were made in favor of the company rather than in favor of the planet.

Research on sustainability disclosure argues that companies opt for assur-
ance to increase the credibility of the disclosed information [13]. Indeed,
experimental evidence shows that investors value sustainability assurance [14].
This increase in credibility can be attributed to the assumption that assured
information is, on average, more accurate. Transferred to our setting of carbon
emission data, this means when company indicate that their emissions data is
assured, one can reasonably expect more consistent emissions breakdowns.

We report descriptive data on carbon assurance as provided by companies
via the CDP questionnaire in Table 5, where lower values are better. Table 6
shows low correlation coefficients for the correlations of the Mismatch Percent-
age. Additionally, we created binary variables for each sample year, which are
one for any indication of assurance and zero otherwise (see Table 9). Overall,
we see no convincing evidence of improved carbon breakdowns for companies
which provide (higher quality) assurance. That means, the voluntary assur-
ance of carbon emission is not (yet) an effective tool to improve the quality of
emissions breakdowns.
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Table 5 Quality of assurance-related questions as provided by each company via CDP.
Average Score — average quality of answers. N/A Percentage — percentage of unanswered
questions.

s Mismatch Assurance
Organisation
Percentage
Average Score N/A Percentage
Royal Dutch Shell 93.1 2.9 0
PTT 85.7 3.1 40.9
Woodside Petroleum 72.7 2.4 0
Occidental Petroleum Corporation 57.9 3.3 13.6
Cenovus Energy 50 2.6 18.2
Neste Oyj 47.4 1.8 0
Devon Energy Corporation 45.2 2.8 9.1
Chevron Corporation 33.3 2.8 18.2
Marathon Oil Corporation 33.3 3.9 68.2
Oil & Natural Gas 33.3 5.5 90.9
Ecopetrol 30 6.0 72.7
Petrobras 26.7 3.1 22.7
Inpex Corporation 26.3 2.6 22.7
Novatek 25 5.3 63.6
Eni 22.2 2.4 0
Canadian Natural Resources 21.1 2.6 0
Lukoil 20 3.0 77.3
BP 16.7 2.8 18.2
oMV 12.5 2.4 0
QOil Search 9.1 3.2 59.1
Repsol 8.9 2.5 0
Hess Corporation 7.1 2.9 0
Suncor Energy 6.7 2.7 0
EOG Resources 6.7 3.8 72.7
Imperial Oil 6.3 1.8 18.2
Exxon Mobil Corporation 4.5 2.4 22.7
ConocoPhillips 3.3 2.6 0
Equinor 3.3 2.0 81.8
Total 0 2.5 0
Galp Energia 0 2.6 18.2
Apache Corporation 0 2.8 45.5
Noble Energy 0 4.9 63.6
CNOOC 0 3.0 86.4

Table 6 Correlation between studied variables. Average Score — average quality of
answers. N/A Percentage — percentage of unanswered questions.

Mismatch Percentage  Average Score  N/A Percentage

Mismatch Percentage 1

Average Score 0.03 1

N/A Percentage -0.19 0.63 1
Conclusions

In our analysis of the Scope 1 emissions reported by companies from the Oil &
Gas industry and their respective breakdowns, we found a considerably large
amount of misreporting. First, on average, we find that 38.9% of the compa-
nies do not add up to the sum of Scope I emissions reported. This proportion
of mismatches seems especially high when considering that the reporting of
breakdowns is voluntary and that validation of the reported amounts is rel-
atively straightforward. While this first analysis provides insights into basic
mistakes of bookkeeping, our second test focusses on the potential intentions
of companies and finds that in 15.5% of the cases, the sum of the breakdowns
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exceeds the total Scope I emissions reported by the company. It seems that
in such cases, companies do not follow the precautionary principle in their
reporting of total Scope 1 emissions.

Our results are especially surprising and noteworthy, because our analy-
sis focusses on voluntary reporting to the CDP, which is perceived as one of
the most reliable sources of corporate climate-related information. Other data
providers and rating agencies rely on data provided via the CDP and carbon
emissions are a central indicator of companies’ climate impacts. Misreporting
on a central matter, such as Scope I emissions, provides a cautionary tale to
users of such data. A certain amount of noise seems unavoidable - at least under
the currently existing systems. It should also be noted that Scope 1 emissions
only constitute a small, yet very easiest-to-report fraction of the GHG emis-
sions O&G companies are responsible for through their activities, adding to
the overall concerns surrounding companies’ low reporting standards.

The recent development towards more mandatory reporting regulation
around the world (e.g., SEC, ISSB, EFRAG) might lead to improvements in
disclosure quality. For example, the EFRAG-proposal of European Sustain-
ability Reporting Standards (ESRS) also proposes breakdowns on countries
and operating segments in its Application Guidance (paragraphs 52 & 53) to
ESRS E1. Such breakdowns can be useful to better understand transitory risks
of companies due to country- or industry-specific developments. This raises
the question whether such disclosure mandates, including the requirement for
assurance and the connection to fines for misreporting, can help to improve
the quality of reported carbon emissions and their respective breakdowns.

Methods

We analyse the GHG emissions reported by O&G companies on the CDP
database (see Table 7), which is a not-for-profit organization that runs a global
disclosure system for investors, companies, cities, states and regions to manage
their environmental impacts [4].

Data

The CDP collects corporate climate-related data every year through a ques-
tionnaire and its content is managed with prescribed-format answers. The
GHG emissions are required to be provided into three different groups or
‘Scopes’ in the CDP database: Scope I, which are direct emissions owned
or controlled by a company, i.e., stationary combustion, mobile combustion,
fugitive emissions, and process emissions; Scope 2, which are indirect GHG
emissions released in the atmosphere, from the consumption of purchased elec-
tricity, steam, heat and cooling; Scope 3, representing all indirect emissions (not
included in Scope 2) that occur in the value chain of the reporting company. In
addition, when reporting their Scope 1 emissions to the CDP, companies are
encouraged to voluntarily report their total GHG emissions broken down into
Activities, Business Units, Facilities, GHG Types, and Regions (see Table 8).
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In this article, we focus on 33 O&G companies from the CDP database
between 2010 and 2019. We use the O&G classification provided by the Tran-
sition Pathway Initiative (TPI), which distributes companies according to
the management of their GHG emissions and opportunities related to the
low-carbon transition. That is, O&G companies are classified within the fol-
lowing four levels: i) Awareness; i) Building Capacity; #i) Interacting into
Operational Decision Making; i) Strategic Assessment.

Testing Abilities and Intentions

We analyzed the (breakdowns of) GHG emissions of 33 O&G companies as
reported to the CDP between 2010 and 2019 based on two tests:

1. Basic Bookkeeping (Test 1), which raises concerns about ability. That
is, if companies had a suitable software or just an accurate Excel spread-
sheet for their voluntary GHG breakdown reporting, the following equation
should hold:

a:B:Z@ (1)

where « is the reported global Scope 1 emissions (given in metric tonnes
CO2e), while g indicates the sum of Scope 1 emissions over the breakdown
in n elements.

2. Acting in Good Faith (Test 2), which raises concerns about intentions.
Here, if companies struggled with a suitable software or an accurate Excel
sheet but followed the Precautionary Principle (‘If in doubt, err on the side
of the planet not on the side of the company’) as required by the EU’s
Paris Aligned Benchmarks for their voluntary GHG breakdown reporting,
Equation (2) should hold:

a>f (2)

We investigate in Test 1 and Test 2, if Equations (1) and (2), respectively,
hold in the entire CDP database between 2010 and 2019 for all 5 breakdown
dimensions (Activities, Business Units, Facilities, GHG Types, and Regions)
in Scope 1 emissions.

To illustrate, Figure 1 shows a representative example of the methodol-
ogy used to validate the proposed tests. Note: i) The reporting period is not
always equal to the calendar year (e.g., when the fiscal year does not equal the
calendar year, and the company chose to report emissions for the fiscal year).
We always considered reporting periods of a duration of 12 months. This 12
months period lies within the range from January 1st of the previous CDP
year to December 31st of the current CDP year. 1) Only numeric values were
considered when computing Total Scope 1 Emissions, i.e., values like ‘null’ or
‘n/a’ were treated as 0 and therefore do not increase the total sum on each
breakdown. i) Tolerance was computed based on the number of decimals a
company used to report its Scope 1 emissions. For example, some companies
reported Scope 1 emissions with three decimals while others rounded to near-
est 1,000 or even 1,000,000 metric tons of Scope I emissions. We considered
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the number of decimal places on reported global Scope I emissions or rounding
to the nearest multiple of 10. In particular, it was assumed that the following
companies used the latter method: BP, Exxon Mobil Corporation, Marathon
Oil Corporation, Occidental Petroleum Corporation, Oil & Natural Gas, and
Total.

(Tolerance) X (Reported Activities)

Reported Global Scope 1 Emissions
Account ID Country (metric tons CO2e) Tolerance Error

| 2011 | (00000) I (Anonymous Company) | USA |01-Jan-2010 I 31-Dec-2010 | 24,531,046 | 36,951,047 | 05 I 6 | 3 I 12,420,001 I
1 t t t ? 1
CDP Report Company Name - Total Scope 1 Emissions Reported Difference
Reported Period by Activity Activities
(metric tons CO2e)
(Reported Global) - (Total Activity)
Breakdown by Activity CO2e

1  Fleet Operations 13,799,013

2 Landfill Operations inc. closed 19,569,726

3 Transfer Stations 181,208

4 Waste to Energy & Independent Power Plants 3,283,242

5 Recycling Facilities 62,879

6  Offices & Non-Core Business Activities 54,979

Fig. 1 A representative example for testing abilities (Test 1) and intentions (Test 2). The
example shows that the analyzed company failed to pass Test 1, as the reported global
Scope 1 emissions (24,531,046 metric tons CO2e) is different from the total sum of the
breakdown (36,951,047 metric tons CO2e), i.e., « # B. Similarly, the analyzed company
failed to pass Test 2, as the total sum of the breakdown (36,951,047 metric tons CO2e) is
greater than the reported global emissions (24,531,046 metric tons CO2e), i.e., a < .
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Table 7 Analysed Oil & Gas companies. TP[-Transition Pathway Initiative. ID—Carbon

Disclosure Project ID, which is a unique number assigned to each company (also known

‘Account’) in the CDP database.

ID Company Country TPI Level
1 13823 Oil & Natural Gas India 1
2 11347  Marathon Oil Corporation USA
3 11043  Lukoil Russia
4 13838  Oil Search Australia 9
5 5767 EOG Resources USA
6 3527 CNOOC China
7 13395 Noble Energy USA
8 15297 PTT Thailand
9 20771 ‘Woodside Petroleum Australia
10 29789 Cenovus Energy Canada
11 12937  Neste Oyj Finland
12 4678 Devon Energy Corporation USA
13 3191 Chevron Corporation USA
14 22341 Ecopetrol Colombia 3
15 13542  Novatek Russia
16 2667 Canadian Natural Resources Canada
17 17929  Suncor Energy Canada
18 8886 Imperial Oil Canada
19 6136 Exxon Mobil Corporation USA
20 804 Apache Corporation USA
21 16012  Royal Dutch Shell Netherlands
22 13649  Occidental Petroleum Corporation USA
23 14654 Petrobras Brazil
24 9134 Inpex Corporation Japan
25 2083 BP UK
26 5634 Eni Italy
27 13870 OMV Austria 4
28 15669  Repsol Spain
29 8274 Hess Corporation USA
30 19257  Total France
31 3751 ConocoPhillips USA
32 23132 Equinor Norway
33 7042 Galp Energia Portugal
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