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written permission of Transparency International-Secretariat. 

The Promoting Revenue Transparency (PRT) project is run by Transparency International in partnership with the Reve-
nue Watch Institute, and with the participation and support of Publish What You Pay (PWYP) and its members, including          
CAFOD, CARE International UK, and Secours Catholique-Caritas France. PWYP is a global civil society coalition campaigning 
for revenue and contract transparency in the oil, gas and mining industries. The coalition believes that transparency is an 
essential condition for alleviating poverty, promoting just development, improving corporate accountability, and reducing 
corruption in resource-rich developing countries. The findings of this project serve as an important advocacy tool for PWYP 
members in their efforts to promote transparency as good corporate and government practice worldwide. 

This report represents in its entirety an opinion formed by Transparency International and its project partners based on the 
research undertaken in accordance with the methodology as set out in Annex 2.  The report is not meant to assess or com-
ment on the compliance of companies or governments with legal requirements of any kind, nor can it be interpreted to make 
such assessment. Transparency International does not accept responsibility for the use of the information herein contained 
for other purposes or in other contexts.

The Promoting Revenue Transparency (PRT) project aims to increase transparency and accountability in natural resource 
management. It does so by developing robust measures of transparency that promote good governance, improve awareness 
in governments and the private sector of how to accomplish revenue transparency and contributes to multi-stakeholder 
efforts to achieve improvement in this arena. The PRT project is carried out by Transparency International in partnership 
with the Revenue Watch Institute.  

The PRT has three specific objectives:

rating agencies, investors, government regulators, and civil society.

For this purpose, the project measures and compares the degree of revenue transparency demonstrated by selected compa-
nies, the countries where production is taking place and the countries where companies are registered or raise capital. These 
assessments will result in three separate reports on the oil and gas sectors: the 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil 
and Gas Companies is the first to be released; reports on host and home governments will follow. A report on the mining 
sector is expected to be published later.

The project has been guided by the belief that a collaborative effort is the best approach to creating effective and sustainable 
change. Multi-stakeholder engagement and consultation are critical to the success of the project and those actively invol-
ved in advising the project include industry experts, company representatives, investors, international financial institutions 
and civil society activists – in addition to many from the Transparency International network. In this context company 
involvement has been of particular relevance at all stages of the 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas 
Companies.

The Promoting Revenue Transparency project is supported by the Revenue Watch Institute, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
of Finland, CAFOD and Secours Catholique-Caritas France.



2008 Report on Revenue Transparency 
of Oil and Gas Companies









This report has been written by Transparency International’s Promoting Revenue Transparency Project.  
We would like to thank all the individuals who contributed to all stages of the research and the 
preparation of the report. 

Our gratitude goes to many TI colleagues who have invested time and effort in this endeavour, 
among them Jermyn Brooks1, Susan Cote-Freeman, Cobus de Swardt, André Doren, Pascal Fabie, 
Gypsy Guillén Kaiser, Robin Hodess, Casey Kelso, Christiaan Poortman, Juanita Riano and Frank Vogl; 
also to TI’s Index Advisory Committee and everybody who has given feedback at different stages 
of the project. Above all, our thanks go to the many TI Chapters who have devoted time and energy to 
multiply this project’s impact from the very beginning. 

A profound thank you also to our different project partners and particularly to Tim Bishop, Pierre 
Colmant, Anne Lindsay, Radhika Sarin, Christine Svarer and Rachael Taylor and also a number of the 
PWYP coalition members who helped out along the way. A special expression of gratitude goes 
to all Revenue Watch Institute staff with whom we have worked closely, including Karin Lissakers, 
Julie McCarthy, Vanessa Herringshaw, Yahia Said, Ingrid Anderson and Morgan Mandeville.  

We are particularly grateful to the members, participants and occasional contributors to the Project’s 
Working Group who helped us by providing guidance with key aspects of the research design and 
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




   

 

 


 

 


  

 


 
 




 
 

















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 

In this report, Transparency International (TI) evaluates 42 
leading oil and gas companies on their current policies, 
management systems and performance in areas relevant to 
revenue transparency in their upstream operations. Revenue 
transparency in this report includes three areas of corporate 
action where disclosure can contribute to improved account-
ability in the management of extractive revenues: payments 
to host governments, operations and corporate anti-corrup-
tion programmes. The companies are evaluated in a total of 
21 countries of operation. This report is a featured product of 
TI’s Promoting Revenue Transparency Project and attempts 
to characterise current levels of company revenue transpar-
ency, to point to best practices, and to suggest areas for 
improvement.

The key finding of the 2008 Report on Revenue Transpar-
ency of Oil and Gas Companies is that most companies 
evaluated do not sufficiently report on their payments to 
governments where they operate. A limited number of com-
panies do report these payments, thereby demonstrating that 
such disclosure is possible.

The origins for this report lie in the global movement to 
combat the ‘resource curse’1. Oil and gas resources generate 
great wealth, but if poorly managed extractive revenues can 
also undermine economic growth, create incentives for rent-
seeking activity, heighten corruption in the public and pri-
vate sectors, and may even fuel conflict. The resulting pov-
erty, instability and weakened rule of law are not only bad 
for local people, they can also damage company reputations 
and generate lower returns to investors. 

The quality of governance of resources is the key to trans-
forming this curse into a blessing. A vital approach lies in 
strengthening the accountability of decision-makers that 
control the extractive resources and revenues. But such ac-
countability is not possible without adequate information 
about the resources being extracted, the revenues generated, 
and where they flow. It is necessary that this information be 
provided by both companies and governments to allow 
cross-verification. Ultimately, revenue transparency is a 
necessary step to better and more equitable development 
outcomes as well as more sustainable economic growth and 
more predictable returns for companies. It can contribute to 
making natural resource wealth work for everyone, espe-
cially the poor, who have thus far seen little benefit from the 
enormous wealth generated in the sector in many countries 
around the world.

Although the revenue reporting practices of oil and gas 
companies are the report’s primary focus, TI is aware that 
companies act in a complex regulatory environment that 
requires supportive participation of governments in the 
process. When it comes to revenue transparency the respon-
sibility is shared, and the responsibility of host governments 
in ensuring revenue transparency in their territories should 
never be overlooked. Indeed, the thrust of revenue transpar-
ency is on making host countries accountable for their natu-
ral resources income. The context in which these companies 
operate, including both their host and home countries, plays 
a key role in determining much of the scope of what compa-
nies can do. As a result, the methodology has been designed 
to focus on the companies’ role, but not to hold them ac-
countable and responsible for host or home government re-
sponsibilities.

The report findings show differences between high, middle 
and low performing companies. This information could be 
useful to encourage companies to exert peer pressure on 
their competitors to set a common high standard and, there-
by, create a more level playing field. Working to achieve 
such a standard is an imperative.

It is the aim of the Promoting Revenue Transparency Project 
and this 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and 
Gas Companies to provide solid information to the multi-
stakeholder movement – including companies, investors, 
governments and civil society advocating for greater trans-
parency – that can be used to create opportunities for in-
creased accountability of natural resource wealth. A variety 
of stakeholders, most notably the companies themselves, 
were engaged during the research design and data review 
process. Several companies used the opportunity to review 
their own data and provide feedback.

It is important to state that this report and its analysis and 
recommendations are based on information which is made 
publicly available by companies. Also, it should be noted, 
that despite efforts to engage with all companies at all stag-
es of the project, regrettably more than 30 companies did 
not use the opportunity to review their data.

The companies in this report were chosen for their relevance, 
geographic spread and their size, and are not a representa-
tive sample of all oil and gas extraction companies. Detailed 
annexes outline methodology and criteria.

1 This term is used to refer to the situations in certain countries where the great wealth generated by extractive industries has often created a negative effect, 

undermining economic growth and social development.
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 oil and gas companies should proactively re-
port in all areas relevant to revenue transparency on a 
county-by-country basis.

Proactive disclosure of payments, operations and anti-cor-
ruption programmes on a country-by-country basis by 
companies is the fastest way to enhance revenue transpar-
ency. This disclosure would provide civil society and other 
stakeholders with the information they need to hold govern-
ments to account for how revenues from extractive indus-
tries are spent. 

Oil and gas companies that have already started to disclose 
information in some countries should extend their reporting 
to all countries where they operate. Oil and gas companies 
should also do their best to discourage governments from 
including confidentiality clauses in contracts that obstruct 
revenue transparency.

The types of information, benchmarks and examples of good 
practice in systematic reporting identified in this report, as 
well as the categories of information used by the Extractive 
Industries Transparency Initiative, should be used as guide-
lines for such reporting.

 home governments and appropriate regu-
latory agencies should urgently consider introducing 
mandatory revenue transparency reporting for the opera-
tions of companies at home and abroad.

In cases where governments such as Canada and Norway 
make disclosure of revenues paid to host countries manda-
tory, revenue transparency reaches a high level and confi-
dentiality restrictions in host countries are overcome. If all 
governments were to call for revenue transparency by their 
companies on a country-by-country basis, a level playing 
field would be created for companies, and all host govern-
ments could be held accountable. Based on this goal, the 
following actions are recommended:

-
cy from their companies.

under the highest standards of transparency in their op-
erations at home and abroad.

-
tory by law, stock exchange listing regulations and in-
ternational accounting standards should be adapted to 
encourage revenue transparency disclosure.



 is not yet a common practice in the industry. Two-thirds of the companies 
evaluated fall into the middle or low performance categories. 

 exists in company practice. Leading companies among the International Oil Companies 
(IOCs) and the National Oil Companies (NOCs) demonstrate that revenue transparency is possible and that proactive 
company efforts can make a difference.

 in revenue transparency starts at home with national regulations having a strong influence 
on current company revenue transparency practices.

 produce systematic impacts There are two main types of regulations 
that currently have some limited impact but have the potential for levelling the playing field: 

   standards), and 

 of information on revenue transparency is hindered by diverse formats of reporting that are 
difficult to obtain, interpret and compare across companies and countries.





Based on these key findings, Transparency International makes the following recommendations to improve revenue trans-
parency, which TI believes could ultimately contribute to better governance of natural resource wealth and more equitable 
economic development:
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 governments from oil and gas producing coun-
tries should urgently introduce regulations that require all 
companies operating in their territories to make public all 
information relevant to revenue transparency.

More oil and gas producing countries are encouraged to 
fully implement the Extractive Industries Transparency Ini-
tiative (EITI) and measures that will set the highest standards 
for revenue transparency in their territories. All countries 
already taking steps in this direction should ensure regula-
tions are effectively implemented. This includes disclosure 
by their own National Oil Company (NOC) and other State 
Owned Enterprises related to the industry. 

Along these lines, host countries are encouraged to dispense 
with those aspects of confidentiality clauses that depart from 
legally protected information and prevent full revenue trans-
parency in their territories.

Host governments who have not yet done so should urgent-
ly consider publishing all revenues received from the extrac-
tive industries.



 regulatory agencies and companies should 
improve the accessibility, comprehensiveness and compa-
rability of reporting on all areas of revenue transparency 
by adopting a uniform global reporting standard.

Efforts to introduce uniform standards (e.g. international ac-
counting standards, stock exchange listing requirements) 
should receive full support. Regulatory initiatives need to 
address the characteristics and the quality of reporting when 
establishing reporting templates. A tabular approach can be 
a way to combine brevity and clarity, thereby increasing 
transparency and simultaneously making the information 
disclosed more user-friendly for all interested stakeholders. 

Regulators could also consider what information, in addi-
tion to payments to host governments, is helpful in order to 
assess the appropriateness of the data provided. This content 
should build on EITI categories, as well as those used by 
companies demonstrating good practice, and should include 
the elements in the questionnaire used in the data collection 
for this report. Examples of information to include are: 
countries of operation, names of subsidiaries operating in 
each country, production, costs and reserves per country, 
and anti-corruption policies and practices. 
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 



The extraction of oil, gas and minerals generates great 
wealth. Oil export revenues alone were estimated at US $866 
billion in 2006.2 This was equivalent to approximately 1.8 
per cent of gross world product for that year and more than 
half of the combined gross domestic product of the 53 low-
est-income nations.3 If the revenues from extraction were 
used well, they could drive development in resource-rich 
countries. The reality is far from this as too many of the re-
source-rich countries still experience high-levels of poverty 
and rampant social inequities. 

In a perverse phenomenon that has been dubbed the ‘para-
dox of plenty’ or the ‘resource curse’, the great wealth gener-
ated by extractive industries has often undermined econom-
ic growth. In part, this is due to what is known as the “Dutch 
disease” whereby a large increase in natural resource reve-
nues raises the exchange rate, making other sectors of the 
economy (such as manufacturing and agriculture) less com-
petitive. The huge windfalls from resource revenues too of-
ten create opportunities for rent-seeking and fuel grand-
scale corruption. Poverty worsens when there is ineffective 
governance of the wealth generated by natural resources 

and monies that should be spent for social investments are 
misappropriated or mismanaged. This exacerbates inequity 
and in turn can weaken political cohesion and the rule of 
law. Other consequences of the resource curse have included 
conflict over the revenues or conflicts fuelled with weapons 
paid for by these revenues. From a business perspective, 
such unstable environments raise investment costs, threaten 
profitability and add to investment and reputational risks.

Transparent resource governance is a vital ingredient to 
transform this resource curse into a blessing. To do this, 
companies and governments need to provide more and bet-
ter quality information on the scale of revenues derived from 
the extractive industries and on how these revenues flow 
from producers to governments. If accompanied by greater 
civil society oversight, this improved revenue transparency 
can make decision-makers more accountable for their ac-
tions. With better information on natural resource wealth, 
citizens can pressure governments to use these revenues for 
social and infrastructure programmes that can boost eco-
nomic growth and reduce poverty. Transparent resource 
governance is therefore a shared responsibility. Host and 
home governments have a key role to play in setting a con-
text that enables disclosure by all players. Without such 
transparency, some governments and companies may be-
have in ways that will enhance the wealth of the few and 
yield little benefit to the many. 



2 Nominal billion of dollars. Source: U.S. Energy Information Agency. ‘OPEC Revenues Fact Sheet and Major Non-OPEC Revenues’, January 2006. 

For updated figures see http://www.eia.doe.gov/cabs
3 The gross world product in 2006 was $48.245 billion and for low-income countries was $1.612 billion. Source: World Bank, World Development Indicators 2006 (Washington, 

DC: 2006). Approximate percentages are a TI estimate.

What is revenue transparency? 

For the purpose of this report, revenue transparency refers 
to three areas of company action that can contribute to 
improved accountability for extractive revenues:
1. Public disclosure of payments to governments of ben-

efit streams, e.g. taxes, profit oil, on a country-by-
country basis.

2. Public disclosure of operations of other financial in-
formation pertaining to operations, also on a country-
by-country basis, that assists in judging the scale of 
activities and accuracy of payment reporting, e.g. pro-
duction, costs.

3. Public reporting of anti-corruption programmes in-
cluding the existence of anti-corruption provisions, 
codes of conduct and their applicability, whistle-
blowing procedures, and reporting on censuring mal-
practice.

Why these three areas? 

The first area of transparency needed is the disclosure of 
revenue payments, i.e. public reporting of all benefit 
streams to government. This is necessary to help citizens 
hold their governments to account for the terms on which 
resources were exchanged for revenues, and for the use of 
those revenues in budgets and expenditures. In addition, 
information supportive of revenue payments is also neces-
sary, especially in the areas of operations and anti-corrup-
tion programmes. This supportive information is helpful 
in assessing the appropriateness of these revenue pay-
ments (e.g. operational information on production, costs, 
etc.), and in providing an indication of credible and sus-
tainable company commitment to such disclosure (e.g. 
information on the anti-corruption approach of the com-
pany).
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Four principal stakeholders can improve the transparency of 
financial information in the extractive industries sector:

Companies can publish how much they are paying and 
to whom.
Host governments can publish how much they receive 
from companies and when they receive payments.
Home governments and other authorities, such as stock 
exchange regulators, can regulate and enforce the dis-
closure of such information.
Civil society groups can monitor and demand account-
ability from governments for oil and gas revenues pro-
duced in their respective countries. 

With increased transparency of revenues, civil society has a 
key role to play in monitoring actions by oil and gas compa-
nies and the government departments that receive royalties, 
taxes and other payments from them. Clearly, in order to 
carry out this task there has to be adequate information 
about the resources being extracted and the corresponding 
flow of revenues. Using this information, civil society can 
then apply pressure for greater accountability in the use of 
such revenues.

A growing international multi-stakeholder movement sup-
ports and promotes greater transparency and accountability 
in natural resource revenue management and recognises the 
importance of transparent financial information. One need 
only look to recent statements by the G-8, commitments 
made by the International Monetary Fund4 and World Bank5  

to improve resource revenue transparency guidelines, the 
rise of the global civil society coalition Publish What You 
Pay and the increased profile of the Extractive Industries 
Transparency Initiative (EITI), which includes membership 
and statements of support from investors, companies, gov-
ernments and civil society organisations.6

Current standards for reporting that operate internationally, 
such as those for accounting and stock exchange listing, 
include some requirements to report revenue payments and 
operational information. However, they often allow infor-
mation for particular countries to be ‘lumped’ together by 
regions defined according to each company’s criteria. This 
makes it impossible to hold decision-makers to account for 
country-specific revenues. Recently the International Ac-
counting Standards Board accepted a new standard for the 
breakdown of information into categories (IFRS8 – Operat-
ing Segments Standard). The result was the adoption of the 
US Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) approach 
that allows each company to choose their own structure for 
this breakdown into segments based on what is used by 
management. Historically, this has produced limited geo-
graphical segmenting and very little reporting on a country-
by-country basis. 

There are, however, some positive signs of change. Recent 
developments in the European Parliament and at the Inter-
national Accounting Standards Board (IASB) illustrate an 
encouraging trend towards improving common accounting 
standards: the European Parliament called for country-by-
country disclosure of revenue payments by natural resource 
companies7, while the IASB created a subgroup to consider 
the inclusion of country-by-country disclosure in existing 
international standards. 

Although these steps are in the right direction, development 
and implementation of regulations take time. In the mean-
time, companies can be proactive in making additional ef-
forts that would enhance good practices. There is a precedent 
for this. Companies have taken the lead in adopting volun-
tary principles on human rights and security without im-
posed regulations.

4 See, for example, International Monetary Fund, Guide on Resource Revenue Transparency 2005 and Revised Guide on Resource Revenue Transparency 2007, 

http://www.imf.org/external/pp/longres.aspx?id=4176 
5 See, for example, The World Bank Group and Extractive Industries, The Final Report of the Extractive Industries Review, December 2003, 

http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTOGMC/0,,contentMDK:20306686~menuPK:336936~pagePK:148956~piPK:216618~theSitePK:336930,00.html
6 The Promoting Revenue Transparency Project is an independent effort led by Transparency International together with a number of other partners from civil society   

that complements EITI and other efforts to achieve transparency of oil, gas and mining revenues. This 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies covers both 

EITI and non-EITI countries and companies and looks at revenue transparency with a broader definition than EITI, for example, incorporating reporting on anti-corruption programmes 

as part of a general corporate transparency strategy. For more on how the research incorporated EITI standards, please see the detailed methodology in Annex 2.
7 The vote was taken on the 14th November 2007. See http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P6-TA-2007-0526&language=EN&ring=B6-2007-0437



What are Home and Host Governments?

Host governments
Host governments refer to the governments of those coun-
tries where oil and gas extraction is taking place: the coun-
tries of operation for oil and gas companies. The host gov-
ernments covered in the 2008 Report on Revenue 
Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies are:
Algeria, Angola, Azerbaijan, Brazil, China, Congo Brazza-
ville, Equatorial Guinea, India, Indonesia, Iran, Kazakhstan, 
Kuwait, Malaysia, Mexico, Nigeria, Norway, Qatar, Russia, 
Saudi Arabia, United States and Venezuela.
For a full list of selection criteria see Annex 1

Home governments
Home governments refer to the governments of those 
countries where companies are registered or raise capital. 
The home governments covered in the 2008  Report on Oil 
and Gas Companies are: 
Algeria, Angola, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, Congo 
Brazzaville, Equatorial Guinea, France, India, Indonesia, 
Iran, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Malaysia, Mexico, 
Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Qatar, Russia, Saudi Arabia, 
Spain, United Kingdom, United States and Venezuela.
For a full list of where all 42 companies are based, 
see Annex 1
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 


Oil and gas companies play a key role in creating transpar-
ency of resource revenue flows. Company disclosure helps 
improve a country’s management of resources by providing 
relevant information to government entities, parliaments 
and civil society. It contributes to a more stable investment 
environment of good governance and rule of law that ben-
efits both the country and the company. Even when govern-
ments disclose the revenues received, companies should still 
report their payments8. This allows verification of govern-
ment figures, reinforces the need for governments to remain 
fully accountable, and facilitates monitoring of revenue 
flows. To this end, corporate disclosure of the revenues paid 
to host governments on a country-by-country basis contrib-
utes considerably to greater revenue transparency. 

Such transparent reporting also assists investors and ana-
lysts in obtaining a closer and clearer picture of value, risk 
exposure, cost management and revenue flows. Disclosure 
improves a company’s image, making it less vulnerable to 
unsubstantiated attacks on its reputation. In general, a com-
pany that reports as fully as possible on its activities, includ-
ing all aspects of its revenues, provides an assurance of reli-
ability. This has the potential to have an impact on areas 
vital to its functioning, such as the cost of capital.9 Disclo-
sure that recognizes civil society as an audience and a part-
ner acknowledges the value that public trust can add to 
companies’ operations. Revenue transparency also contrib-
utes to strengthened corporate social responsibility and cor-
porate citizenship. Essentially, revenue transparency is in a 
company’s best interest. Transparency can serve as an effec-
tive risk management tool, and comprehensive corporate 
reporting diminishes the opportunities for corrupt officials 
to extort funds. 

8 The methodology is designed to focus on companies and not to hold them responsible for host or home government’s duties. For a description of how this works please refer to 

the detailed methodology description in Annex 2 and the questionnaire used, Annex 4. 
9 See, for example, Philip Wright and David Phillips, ‘Communicating with the Marketplace’, European Business Forum, Issue 18, summer 2004, pp. 52–58. 


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

The TI 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas 
Companies conducted a review of current policies, manage-
ment systems and performance of 42 oil and gas companies 
and their upstream operations in 21 countries on the basis of 
company-provided, publicly available information.10 Nine-
teen of the companies are private international corporations 
(International Oil Companies or IOCs) and 23 are state-
owned enterprises (National Oil Companies or NOCs). Re-
search was conducted in 2007 and the results were finalised 
in February 2008.11

The companies chosen for analysis are not a representative 
sample of oil and gas companies, but a selection made ac-
cording to specific criteria. The key criteria included a com-
bination of industry and country materiality (big companies 
and/or big local players), a diversity of company types, en-
suring that the NOCs of all countries of operation were in-
cluded, and some continuity with companies included for 
assessment in the 2005 Beyond the Rhetoric report produced 
by Save the Children UK. 

The selection of countries of operation aimed at ensuring a 
sound geographical coverage and used as its main criteria 
resource dependency,12 the need to include some of the 
world’s biggest oil and gas producers, and other countries 
home to a relevant NOC according to the criteria used to 
select companies. Membership or non-membership of EITI 
was not by itself a country selection criterion, neither was 
the relevance (materiality) of the country for particular com-
panies.

In short, the choice of companies and countries of operation 
was interdependent and the final list is a careful selection 
agreed in consultation with the project’s Working Group (see 
Annex 1). The final selection, however, does not allow for 
coverage of all countries of operation for any one company, 
with the exception of some of the NOCs. 

The questionnaire used to collect data for the 2008 Report 
on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies includ-
ed a number of indicators on aspects of revenue transpar-
ency disclosure.13 The indicators were drawn from a number 
of internationally existing standards and were also refined 

by the Working Group and Reference Group that contributed 
to this report. 

The indicators assessing revenue transparency practice in 
each company were along two dimensions: 
1. areas of revenue transparency, and 
2. areas of implementation. 

The questionnaire evaluated the availability of this informa-
tion at face value – that is, whether it was publically avail-
able or not. It did not evaluate the efficacy of any reported 
practices, the impact of performance, or whether it fulfilled 
legal requirements. All answers were based on company-
provided publicly available information.

The three areas of implementation are considered at both the 
company’s headquarters and in the 21 countries of operation 
included in this analysis. Special context indicators have 
been developed to assess the operational environment. These 
indicators assess the company’s operational environment 
(host and home country) from the perspective of existing 
laws and regulations, to determine whether the combination 
of these puts the company in a restrictive, mixed or sup-
portive environment in terms of revenue transparency. De-
pending on the resulting category, a specific weight is then 

10   Upstream operations are the focus due to the high complexity of these issues and the consequent need to concentrate on a specific area of revenue transparency stemming 

from production. This does not mean that transparency of payments associated with the commercialization or transportation of oil and gas is not relevant. 
11 The methodology is designed to focus on companies and not to hold them responsible for host or home government’s duties. For a description of how this works please refer to 

the detailed methodology description in Annex 2 and the questionnaire used, Annex 4. 
12 As a method to define resource dependency we used the IMF’s list of hydrocarbon rich countries published in its Guide on Revenue Transparency of June 2005 (Table 1, page 62) 

and considered the countries with higher percentages of resource revenue as a percentage of GDP or as a percentage of exports.  
13 The questionnaire is available in Annex 4.

Treatment of National Oil Companies (NOCs)
in this report

We have looked at National Oil Companies in two ways:
1. When at home, operating within their domestic terri-

tory – these results are presented separately and in 
this case referred to as NOCs.

2. When operating outside their domestic territory – 
these results are presented with other International Oil 
Companies (IOCs) and in this case generally referred 
to as IOCs.

For this reason, NOCs operating outside their territories 
will appear in tables and graphs reporting both IOC results 
(for operations outside their home territory) and NOC re-
sults (for operations inside their home territory).
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applied to the performance results, rewarding a company’s 
performance disclosure under restrictive circumstances by 
giving additional credit to that given to reporting per se and 
discounting it under supportive settings. In cases where the 
environment is mixed, the situation is understood to be 
“neutral” and the scores are not affected. 

The methodology used for this report is a revision of the one 
developed in the 2005 Beyond the Rhetoric report on meas-
uring revenue transparency in the oil and gas industries by 
Save the Children UK.14

Oil and gas sector experts helped revise the methodology of 
the previous report. Engagement with companies was also a 
major feature of the research process and was initially well-
received, with an additional two companies requesting to be 
included in the research at an early stage. The report benefits 
from important company input during all stages of the re-
search, including questionnaire development, data review 
and analysis. Company concerns led to adjustments in the 
methodology. For example, context indicators were added 
and the notion of “not applicable” was also added based on 
company feedback. In terms of the overall company engage-
ment, not all companies chose to involve themselves 
throughout the entire process and only 10 of the 42 compa-
nies took the opportunity to review their own data15.

14 A comparison of the 2005 and 2008 methodologies can be found in Appendix 7. See Beyond the Rhetoric: Measuring Revenue Transparency: Company Performance in the Oil and Gas 

Industries. This assessed 25 companies and their revenue transparency performance in Angola, Azerbaijan, Indonesia, Nigeria, Timor Leste and Venezuela. www.transparency.org/

policy_research/surveys_indices/promoting_revenue_transparency.
15 For more details of the engagement process and company response, see Annex 3.



What was assessed in this report?

In terms of revenue transparency, three areas were identi-
fied to assess company disclosure: 

Payments (to host governments): public reporting of 
benefit streams paid to governments on a country-by-
country basis, such as production entitlements, royalty 
payments, taxes, bonuses and fees.
Operations: public reporting on a country-by-country 
basis of other financial information that assists in 
judging the scale of activities and accuracy of pay-
ment reporting, such as information regarding sub-
sidiaries, contract details and key properties, produc-
tion volumes and reserves, production costs and 
profits.
Anti-corruption programmes: whether a company 
discloses its policies or practices to stem corruption, 
including among other things, its whistle-blowing 
procedures, staff training, non-victimisation practices 
and sanctions regime, and if disclosed, it assesses the 
scope of such anti-corruption policies. It also account-
ed for whether a company discloses information about 
the implementation of such policies, including infor-

mation regarding the receipt of complaints and the ap-
plication of sanctions in cases of prohibited conduct. It 
does not cover how effective a company is in handling 
anti-corruption cases or whether or not a company is 
fulfilling legal obligations under anti-corruption legis-
lation.

regulatory and 
procurement issues in terms of home country opera-
tions.

In terms of implementation, three areas were identified to 
assess company progress and to help diagnose any gaps:

Policy: looks at whether the company has policies, 
commitments or rules for revenue transparency.
Management systems: looks at whether the company 
has allocated resources and created the systems needed 
to achieve revenue transparency.
Performance: looks at whether the company is disclos-
ing information on payments, operations and its anti-
corruption programmes. It does not look at whether the 
information is accurate.
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The 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas 
Companies identifies three tiers of revenue transparency dis-
closure among international and national oil and gas com-
panies: high, middle and low16 (see Table 1). These categories 



16 The cut-offs between categories have been achieved by dividing the results according to tercils. This is a statistical approach that works by taking the distribution of the results 

and dividing them into three statistically equal groups on the basis of each of the scores. It is, therefore, not related to group size.

are based on results from a detailed questionnaire, whose 
indicators reflect best practice and desirable standards for 
revenue transparency (see methodological explanation in 
previous section). The categories do not reflect whether 

Revenue transparency by grouping

Group

IOCs and NOCs that 

operate outside their 

home country

(in alphabetical order (1))

NOCs in their home 

territories

(in alphabetical order (1)) Characteristics

H
IG

H

BG Group, BHP Billiton, 

Nexen*, Petro-Canada*,

Shell, StatoilHydro*,

Talisman Energy*, 

Petrobras*

China National Offshore 

Oil Corporation (CNOOC), 

Oil and Natural Gas 

Corporation Ltd. (ONGC), 

Petróleos Méxicanos 

(Pemex)*, Petrobras*, 

PetroChina, Sinopec, 

StatoilHydro*

High IOC performers:

     in a few selected countries.

     anti-corruption programmes.

     namely in all countries of operation; and for some, increased disclosure of anti-

     corruption programmes.

High NOC performers:

     programmes and of policies in all areas of transparency.

M
ID

D
LE

Phillips, Eni, Hess, 

Total*, Woodside

Gazprom, KazMunaiGaz 

(KMG), National Iranian 

Oil Company, Nigerian 

National Petroleum 

Company (NNPC), 

Petronas*, Qatar 

Petroleum*, Rosneft, 

Sonatrach

Middle IOC performers:

     of operation.

     corruption programmes.

Middle NOC performers:

     particularly for non-listed companies.

LO
W

China National Offshore 

Oil Corporation (CNOOC), 

China National Petroleum 

Corporation (CNPC), 

Mobil, INPEX, Kuwait 

Petroleum Corporation, 

Lukoil, Oil and Natural 

Gas Corporation Ltd. 

(ONGC), Petronas*

China National 

Petroleum Corporation 

(CNPC), GEPetrol, Kuwait 

Petroleum Corporation, 

Pertamina*, Petróleos de 

Nationale des Pétroles du 

Congo (SNPC), Sonangol

Low IOC performers:

Low NOC performers:

     whether in terms of reporting on policy, management systems or performance.

2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies . Results are weighted by context. Each grouping is determined according to tercils.

Table 1: Overall company results
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To be classified as a high performer in terms of revenue 
transparency, a company ideally does the following:

and anti-corruption regulations and provides informa-
tion about the corresponding management systems for 
putting these into practice.

-
tion.

for each country of operation.

each country or notes the existence of confidentiality 
clauses that preclude publication.

their anti-corruption policies (such as whether em–
ployee training is in place, or the number and nature of 
sanctions).

Results for both IOCs and NOCs indicate that payments dis-
closure is low for both groups. However, both IOCs and NOCs 
demonstrated that a selected group of oil and gas companies 
has been able to set high standards for others to aspire to, 
particularly in providing payments data on a country-by-
country basis. IOCs stand out in comparison to average NOCs 
in the area of anti-corruption policy, management and re-
porting.

The results of this research indicate that the best company 
performers are those who are proactively adopting system-
atic disclosure. The role of home and host governments in 
encouraging reporting on natural resource revenues, how-
ever, can not be underestimated. Governments provide the 
appropriate enabling environment in which companies can 
best operate. The analysis that follows, therefore, focuses not 
only on what leading oil and gas companies are doing in 
terms of their reporting but also on how they are affected by 
the regulations that govern them at headquarters and in the 
country of operation.

 



At present, proactive disclosure is the main determinant of 
good performance by companies in terms of revenue trans-
parency. The results of this research show that disclosure 
efforts made by a few leading companies can pave the way 
for others to follow best practices. This is best demonstrated 
by StatoilHydro and Talisman Energy. Other companies in 
the top payments category are making important efforts and 
have published payments information in some of the coun-
tries of operation covered in this report.

As Table 2 indicates, some companies have stronger results 
in the area of anti-corruption programmes than in payments  
to host governments (Shell, BG Group and BHP Billiton). 
Others have stronger results in operations and payments but 
not in anti-corruption programmes, such as Talisman Energy 
and Petro-Canada. Ultimately, the approach individual com-

Disclosure of payments, operations and anti-corruption programmes by grouping 

Group

Payments
(in alphabetical order (1))

Operations
(in alphabetical order (1))

Anti-corruption Programmes
(in alphabetical order (1))

H
IG

H

BP, Lukoil, Nexen*, Petro-Canada*, Shell, 
StatoilHydro*, Talisman Energy*, Total*

China National Offshore Oil Corporation 
(CNOOC), Lukoil, Nexen*, Oil and Natural Gas
Corporation Ltd. (ONGC), Petrobras*, 
Petro-Canada*, Talisman Energy*, Woodside

BG Group, BHP Billiton, Nexen*, Shell

M
ID

D
LE ConocoPhillips, Eni, ExxonMobil, Hess, 

StatoilHydro*
Eni, Hess, Marathon Oil, Petrobras*, 

StatoilHydro*, Talisman Energy*, Total*

LO
W

China National Offshore Oil Corporation 
(CNOOC), China National Petroleum 

Kuwait Petroleum Corporation, Marathon 
Oil, Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. 
(ONGC), Petronas*, Woodside

China National Petroleum Corporation (CNPC), 
ExxonMobil, Hess, INPEX, Kuwait Petroleum

China National Offshore Oil Corporation 

(CNOOC), China National Petroleum 

Corporation (CNPC), ExxonMobil, INPEX,

Kuwait Petroleum Corporation, Lukoil, Oil and 

Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. (ONGC), 

Petronas*, Woodside

2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies . Results are weighted by context. Each grouping is determined according to tercils.

Table 2: IOCs and NOCs operating outside their home territories

 

companies are meeting disclosure or reporting requirements 
mandated by law. However, a company that discloses when 
operating in a country that has minimal or non-existent re-
porting requirements is credited positively. The column indi-
cating IOCs includes seven NOCs that operate outside their 
home jurisdictions. In those cases assessment reflects only 
their operations abroad. 
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17 This result on disclosure of operations was surprising: during the methodology consultation phase some companies were uncomfortable with the operations questions, 

leading to expectations that results in this area would be much less positive.
18 A notable exception to this is the US Foreign and Corrupt Practices Act which has been in place since 1977.

panies take to disclosing payments is the key indicator of 
their disclosure of performance overall, and the combination 
of their results on each of these categories is what leads to 
the overall results in Table 1. 

Home government regulations, such as those in Canada, 
help to mainstream these efforts and to ensure that they ap-
ply across the board in all countries in which a company is 
operating. However, reporting patterns vary, and home gov-
ernment regulation of companies is not uniform. 

1.1 IOC reporting is strong on anti-corruption 
programmes but weak on payments to host 
governments
IOCs show better results in reporting on anti-corruption pro-
grammes and operations17 than in the area of payments to 
host governments (see Graph 1), making payments transpar-
ency the weakest area evaluated. 

The positive results related to anti-corruption programmes 
are encouraging. Companies such as Shell and BG Group 
demonstrate best practice in this regard, making available 
relevant information on their anti-corruption strategies and 
efforts. For all companies, these results seem to reflect an 
increase in regulations (particularly from home governments 
and stock exchange listing requirements) requesting compa-
nies to implement company-wide measures related to anti-
corruption. The influence of home government regulations 
on anti-corruption performance suggests that such require-
ments could also be applied to transparency of payments to 
host governments.

This limited reporting of revenue payments is disappointing, 
given that transparency of government earnings from ex-
tractives remains a key theme of the multi-stakeholder 
transparency movement. Transparency regarding such earn-
ings is key to implementing stronger accountability mecha-
nisms to monitor the use of natural resource wealth. 

Anti-corruption regulation that outlaws, for example, the 
bribery of public officials, has long been applied to company 
operations in host countries.  In contrast, a more recent de-
velopment is the emergence of home government anti-cor-
ruption regulations: legislation on what companies based in 
a country but operating abroad are permitted to do, such as 
the prohibition against bribing foreign public officials based 
on the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Devel-
opment Anti-Bribery Convention of 199718. Company results 
in this area seem to be influenced more by home than host 
government regulation, as corporate anti-corruption strate-
gies are often determined at headquarters.

There is more disclosure of information on operations (pro-
duction costs, reserves) as a result of demand by investors. 
This probably explains why there are stronger results in this 

 

70 %

60 %

50 %

40 %

30 %

20 %

10 %

0 %

Policy Management
Systems

Performance

46 %
52 %

43 %

Average disclosure of policy, management systems 
and performance

A
ve

ra
ge

 C
om

pa
ny

 S
co

re

2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies . 

Results are weighted by context.

Graph 2: IOCs and NOCs operating outside their 
home territories

area. Operations information is essential to support reporting 
on payments to host governments. For civil society, it offers 
a means to check the accuracy of information disclosed by 
governments.
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1.2 How IOCs implement transparency: 
more disclosure of policies and management 
systems than of performance
On average, IOCs have better results on policy and manage-
ment systems than disclosure of performance (see Graphs 2 
and 3). 

Companies with better results in terms of policies were BP, 
Nexen, Petro-Canada, Repsol YPF, Shell, StatoilHydro, Talis-
man Energy and Total. Companies showing good perform-
ance results were BG Group, China National Offshore Oil 
Corporation (CNOOC), Lukoil, Nexen, Oil and National Gas 
Corporation Ltd. (ONGC), StatoilHydro and Talisman Energy. 

In cases where disclosure of IOC performance was weak, sev-
eral factors may be relevant. The host government may re-
strict disclosure, either through confidentiality clauses in 
concession contracts, or through mandatory regulations for-
bidding disclosure. Home government restrictions may also 
be imposed on companies, limiting disclosure through regu-
lation. Finally, disclosure may be limited directly by the 
company: the company may simply choose not to disclose, 
for materiality or other commercial reasons.

While many companies do make efforts to disclose informa-
tion, despite restrictions on such disclosure in their home 
and host operating environments, actual disclosure of per-
formance still remains sporadic, in contrast to a relatively 
higher level of commitment expressed through the compa-
nies’ own policies on revenue transparency.

 
 



The leading NOCs show that home government regulation 
that supports disclosure makes a difference. Not surprisingly, 
stock exchange listing is a driving factor for good perform-
ance. Companies already listed on a stock exchange show a 
marked difference to their non-listed peers in all areas of 
transparency and its implementation. For non-listed NOCs, 
instances of disclosure may be driven by voluntary efforts or 
by requirements set by IOCs as part of partnership agree-
ments.

Disclosure of payments, operations, anti-corruption and regulatory and procurement issues by grouping

Group

Payments
(in alphabetical order (1))

Operations
(in alphabetical order (1))

Anti-corruption Programmes
(in alphabetical order (1))

Regulatory and 
Procurement Issues
(in alphabetical order (1))

H
IG

H

Gazprom, KazMunaiGaz (KMG),
Oil and Natural Gas Corporation
Ltd. (ONGC), Petrobras*, 
Petróleos Méxicanos (Pemex)*,  
Rosneft, StatoilHydro*

China National Offshore Oil
Corporation (CNOOC), Oil and
Natural Gas Corporation Ltd.
(ONGC), Petrobras*, Petróleos
Méxicanos (Pemex)*, Rosneft

Petrobras*, PetroChina, 

Petróleos Méxicanos (Pemex)*,

Qatar Petroleum*, Sinopec,

StatoilHydro*

KazMunaiGaz (KMG), National

Iranian Oil Company, Oil and

Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. 

(ONGC), Pertamina*, Petróleos 

Méxicanos (Pemex)*, Petronas*, 

StatoilHydro*

M
ID

D
LE

China National Offshore Oil
Corporation (CNOOC), Kuwait
Petroleum Corporation, National
Iranian Oil Company, PetroChina, 

Petronas*, Qatar Petroleum*, 
Sinopec

Gazprom, KazMunaiGaz (KMG),
National Iranian Oil Company,
Nigerian National Petroleum
Company (NNPC), PetroChina,
Petronas*, Qatar Petroleum*,
Sinopec, Sonatrach, 
StatoilHydro*

China National Offshore Oil
Corporation (CNOOC)

GEPetrol, Petrobras*, PetroChina, 

Sonangol

LO
W

China National Petroleum
Corporation (CNPC), GEPetrol,
Nigerian National Petroleum
Company (NNPC), Pertamina*,

des Pétroles du Congo (SNPC),
Sonangol, Sonatrach

China National Petroleum
Corporation (CNPC), GEPetrol,
Kuwait Petroleum Corporation,
Pertamina*, Petróleos de 

Pétroles du Congo (SNPC), 
Sonangol

China National Petroleum

Corporation (CNPC), Gazprom,

GEPetrol, KazMunaiGaz (KMG),

Kuwait Petroleum Corporation,

National Iranian Oil Company,

Nigerian National Petroleum

Company (NNPC), Oil and Natural 

Gas Corporation Ltd. (ONGC), 

Pertamina*, Petróleos de Venezuela 

des Pétroles du Congo (SNPC),

Sonangol, Sonatrach

China National Petroleum

Corporation (CNPC), Gazprom,

Nigerian National Petroleum

Company (NNPC), China National 

Offshore Oil Corporation (CNOOC), 

Kuwait Petroleum Corporation, 

Sinopec, Société Nationale 

des Pétroles du Congo (SNPC), 

Sonatrach, Rosneft

2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies . Results are weighted by context. Each grouping is determined according to tercils.

Table 3: NOCs operating at home 
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NOCs listed on a stock exchange perform better in all areas 
versus non-listed NOCs. The sharpest differences appear in 
the areas of payments and anti-corruption disclosure, with 
non-listed NOCs showing poor results. In the area of regula-
tion and procurement issues, the difference between listed 
and non-listed NOCs is not substantial. There is also less 
operations information available on non-listed NOCs, which 
may have to do with limited demand for this information 
from analysts and investors.

As comparisons between Table 1 and Table 3 indicate, dis-
closure of NOC operations solely in their national territories, 
versus their operations abroad offer some interesting results. 
NOCs operating at home tend to show better results, as in the 
case of Petronas and Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. 
(ONGC). StatoilHydro and Petrobras are consistently among 
the NOC leaders for their reporting on operations both at 
home and abroad. In the case of the former this is related to 
home government regulations in Norway that mandate dis-
closure.

In general, StatoilHydro along with Petróleos Méxicanos 
(Pemex) and Petrobras, which are among the leading group 
of NOCs, provide an important benchmark for revenue trans-
parency among NOCs and particularly among listed NOCs, 
followed by Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. (ONGC), 
PetroChina and Sinopec. 

2.1 NOCs report most on operations, 
regulation and procurement issues, less on 
payments to governments
The most notable feature of NOCs’ revenue transparency 
practices is the strong tendency for companies to report data 
on operations and regulatory and procurement issues19 (the 
latter a special feature of NOCs) rather than on payments to 
the government or on anti-corruption programmes. One rea-
son may be that such information is needed for government 
macroeconomic analysis and demanded by international fi-
nancial institutions. In contrast, weak results in reporting 

19 In evaluating the disclosure of regulation and procurement the indicators used do not make any judgments on a particular type of regulatory arrangement for NOCs as better  or worse, 

such as whether commercial and non-commercial functions are separated. Rather, the questions probe the transparency of the arrangement.
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Results are weighted by context.

payments to governments or anti-corruption programmes 
can be associated with a number of factors, including gov-
ernmental restrictions on disclosure by state-owned compa-
nies, as is currently the case in Indonesia, for example.

As is shown in Graph 6, NOCs in the middle and low per-
forming groups show very low or close to nonexistent pay-

 
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Disclosure of revenue transparency policy, 
management systems and performance by grouping

20 Detailed comparisons between IOC and NOC results are difficult due to their diverse nature and structure.
21   A direct comparison of the disclosure of performance score for NOCs and IOCs is not feasible as it reflects different types of operations. This is because NOC scores reflect performance 

reporting at home, while the IOC scores reflect the reporting performance of IOCs abroad and, in many cases, in more than one host country. 

ments disclosure. There are also strikingly poor results for 
public disclosure of anti-corruption programmes in these 
two groups. 

2.2 NOCs disclose revenue transparency 
performance
On average, NOCs tend to show better results for the catego-

ry of performance than for policy and management systems 
(see Graph 7). Examples of this include China National Off-
shore Oil Corporation (CNOOC), Gazprom, Sonatrach and 
Rosneft. This may be due to the fact that, in this case, the 
indicators are applied to only one country of operation: their 
home territory. Also, as noted earlier, this strong level of 
performance reporting may be driven by their in-country 
interaction with IOCs, leading NOCs to perform to standards 
higher than their own stated policies. 

As Graph 8 illustrates, the NOCs with best overall disclosure 
report much more than their middle and low performing 
peers, and these companies have clearly established an en-
couragingly high benchmark. Not surprisingly, this group 
consists mainly of NOCs listed on a stock exchange that 
operate abroad and are required to publish specific informa-
tion related to revenue transparency. 

   
At the aggregate level,20 there are some noteworthy trends 
when comparing IOCs and NOCs. Both NOCs and IOCs show 
weakest results in terms of disclosure of payments to host 
governments compared with the other areas of transparency 
assessed. This indicates that country-by-country disclosure 
of revenue payments is not yet standard practice.

NOCs listed on stock exchanges tend to perform similarly to 
IOCs. Low-performing IOCs tend to follow average NOC pat-
terns.

Both IOCs and NOCs provide relatively detailed information 
on their operations, which could be a result of the commer-
cial demand from investors and analysts. In the case of 
NOCs, it could also be the result of information required for 
macroeconomic or investor analysis. Finally, IOCs demon-
strated far better results than NOCs in terms of disclosure of 
anti-corruption programmes (see Graph 9).

IOCs tend to show better results in policy and management 
systems than in performance reporting, while on average, 
NOC results are the opposite: performance results are higher 
than policy and management systems reporting (see Graph 
10). The differences in reporting on performance between 
both categories of companies are not substantial.21

 



The research leading to the TI 2008 Report on Revenue 
Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies shows that a com-
pany will generally perform similarly in all countries in 
which it operates. This is the case, for example, for compa-

 
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nies with markedly different levels of reporting such as Sta-
toilHydro and China National Petroleum Corporation (CNPC). 
Any variations from this norm often relate to how relevant 
or material, in terms of production volumes or revenue, a 
particular country is for the company.

Some companies report systematically on a country-by-
country basis even if operating in countries that place re-
strictions on disclosure or in environments that lack explic-
it measures promoting revenue transparency, for example 
StatoilHydro in Angola and Talisman Energy in Algeria. This 

 

Performance by Country of Operation

Companies (1) (2)

Host Country 

very high above
country average scores

above
country average scores

below
country average scores

very below 

country average scores

Number of 

companies

covered

ALGERIA
StatoilHydro,
Talisman Energy

BHP Billiton, 
ConocoPhillips, Eni Woodside, Total

China National Petroleum
Corporation (CNPC)

11

ANGOLA StatoilHydro Eni, Total ExxonMobil 7

AZERBAIJAN StatoilHydro INPEX 7

BRAZIL Shell 2

CHINA StatoilHydro ConocoPhillips, Eni, Shell
INPEX, Kuwait Petroleum
Corporation

8

CONGO 

BRAZZAVILLE
Eni 3

EQUATORIAL

GUINEA
Hess

Energy, Marathon Oil
4

INDONESIA

BP, ConocoPhillips, 
China National Offshore 
Oil Corporation (CNOOC), 
Eni, ExxonMobil, Hess,
Total

INPEX

China National Petroleum
Corporation (CNPC), 
Kuwait Petroleum 
Corporation, Petronas

13

KAZAKHSTAN BG Group
ExxonMobil

Lukoil
China National Petroleum
Corporation (CNPC)

7

MALAYSIA Talisman Energy Hess, Shell ExxonMobil
Kuwait Petroleum
Corporation

5

NIGERIA Shell Total
Eni

ExxonMobil 6

NORWAY Talisman Energy BP, Eni, Shell ExxonMobil, Hess,
Marathon Oil, Total

10

QATAR Total ExxonMobil 2

RUSSIA BP
ConocoPhillips, Shell, 
Total ExxonMobil, Lukoil

Oil and Natural Gas
Corporation Ltd. (ONGC)

8

USA
Talisman Energy

BP, ConocoPhillips, Hess, 
Marathon Oil, Shell

Energy, Eni, ExxonMobil, 
Petrobras, Petro-Canada

Woodside
17

VENEZUELA StatoilHydro
Shell

BP, ExxonMobil, Total
China National Petroleum
Corporation (CNPC)

11

(1) Table refers to IOCs and NOCs operating outside their home territories only.

2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies.

Table 4: IOCs and NOCs operating outside their territories
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consistency of company disclosure regardless of operating 
environment reflects the significant impact of both a com-
pany’s choice to disclose and the regulatory environment in 
which it operates, as determined by where it is registered 
(home government regulations) or where it raises capital 
(stock exchange regulations). 

In addition, there are a few individual cases of company 
disclosure efforts in restrictive environments that challenge 
the view that restrictions in host countries are impossible to 
overcome. Examples include disclosure in Algeria, Angola, 
Equatorial Guinea and Kazakhstan.

Table 4 illustrates performance by IOCs and NOCs operating 
in countries outside their home territories. In some countries 
there are significant differences in disclosure among compa-
nies. The countries with the most marked differences be-
tween high performers and low performers are Algeria,    
Azerbaijan, China, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Malaysia and 
Venezuela. This substantial performance gap indicates that 
some companies exhibit a lack of disclosure, while others in 
fact disclose. When operating in these countries companies 
such as BG Group, StatoilHydro and Talisman Energy achieve 
results that appear in stark contrast to those of INPEX,     
Kuwait Petroleum Corporation, China National Petroleum 
Corporation (CNPC), Petronas and Lukoil. This disparity 
demonstrates that better disclosure in these countries is pos-
sible and should be attainable by others. 

In most of these cases where there is high in-country varia-
tion, the majority of companies are located in the group of 
middle performers. The presence of this middle group holds 
promise: improvements should be possible as companies can 
upgrade practices to the higher level and could therefore 
spur political support for host government reforms in this 
direction.

Host countries with comparatively low differences of com-
pany scores are Angola, Brazil, Congo Brazzaville, Equato-
rial Guinea, Nigeria, Norway, Qatar, Russia and the United 
States.22 Less difference in company results per country in-
dicate the existence of a good opportunity for reform, since 
the playing field is already level. If reporting practices are 
low, the cost of upgrading them would be more or less the 
same for all companies operating in that country. Given the 
low level of reporting practices, there is also likely to be 
political support for regulation aimed at improving revenue 
transparency disclosure.

 


The Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI) is the 
most significant multi-stakeholder initiative to promote rev-

enue payment transparency. EITI ‘aims to strengthen gov-
ernance by improving transparency and accountability in 
the extractives sector’.23 EITI was launched in 2002 as a vol-
untary initiative under which a government and extractive 
companies operating in that country agree to parallel disclo-
sure of company payments related to extractive activities 
and government receipts respectively, with independent rec-
onciliation of the data streams. As of February 2008, 17 of 
the 42 companies covered in this report had joined as sup-
porters of the initiative: BG Group, BHP Billiton, BP, Chev-
ron, ConocoPhillips, Eni, ExxonMobil, Hess, Marathon Oil, 
Pemex, Petrobras, Repsol YPF, Shell, StatoilHydro, Talisman 
Energy, Total and Woodside. EITI itself does not require sup-
porting companies to disclose on a country-by-country basis 
in countries of operations other than in those countries im-
plementing EITI. 

Countries that join EITI commit themselves to implement 
disclosure and a validation process in order to become fully 
compliant with EITI standards. Of the 21 countries of opera-
tion included in this report, Azerbaijan, Congo Brazzaville, 
Equatorial Guinea, Kazakhstan and Nigeria were approved 
as candidates for EITI as of February 2008.24

Average disclosure results for companies that support EITI 
tend to be higher than for those companies that are not yet 
EITI supporters, but not significantly higher. That this differ-
ence is only marginal could be due to a number of circum-
stances, among them the fact that EITI does not mandate 
country-by-country disaggregated disclosure by company 
(and hence disaggregated data may not be published in cer-
tain countries). It may also reflect the low number of EITI 
candidate countries included in this report.  However, it also 
appears that EITI participation does not translate into more 
widespread company disclosure. Despite strong declarations 
of support for EITI and its goals from its supporting compa-
nies, only a few appear to be applying EITI transparency 
principles systematically across all countries of operation.   
Most companies are letting governments take the lead, and 
disclose only the minimum required in each country.            

 

22 The difference between high and low performers was taken from the standard deviation of company scores per country of operation. 
23 More information can be found at www.eitransparency.org.
24 Candidate countries have two years to become validated as a compliant country.
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Nigeria is the only EITI candidate where disaggregated dis-
closure by companies is required.

EITI seems to be having a positive effect on the transparency 
of company payments to host governments in EITI countries 
(most noticeably in Azerbaijan and Nigeria). This provides a 
basis and a framework for company disclosure. However, in 
most cases, this information is not broken down into various 
revenue streams, such as fees, taxes, or royalties. Nigeria is 
the only EITI candidate country where disaggregated infor-
mation is available by company and is so far the only coun-
try to publish payments by the federal government to the 
states and local governments in the country.

Without it being required by governments, commitment to 
EITI by companies has not yet translated into systematic 
disclosure across all their countries of operation, whether or 
not these countries have signed up to EITI. This means that 
the companies included for analysis in the 2008 Report on 
Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies that sup-
port EITI are not necessarily publicising disaggregated data 
for all their countries of operation covered in this report. 

 
 


Disparities in reporting styles characterise the 42 companies 
covered in this report. Most companies use tabular reporting 
to present information. But the topics included in tables and 
the level of aggregation varies significantly. Some informa-
tion is presented on a country-by-country basis and some is 
shown by geographic region. In contrast to tabular formats 
for reporting, other companies employ a narrative style. The 
latter creates a greater volume of reporting and makes it 
difficult to ascertain whether all relevant information has 
been disclosed. Samples of different reporting formats can 
be seen in Annex 7.

The differences are even more pronounced in the area of 
payments to host governments.  Few companies use tables 
to present this information. Most fail to provide it in any 
form consistently across their operations. Among the nota-
ble exceptions is Talisman Energy, which breaks down taxes 
and royalties by country. Other companies that disclose this 
information for single countries tend to do so in a narrative 
format, such as Shell in Nigeria. 

Increasingly companies report operational information such 
as revenue and production costs on a country-specific basis. 
For some, however, particularly for large companies, opera-
tional information disclosed in tables is usually aggregated 
by region. ExxonMobil and Shell, for instance, with opera-
tions spanning a large number of countries, report this way.  
In some cases, companies reporting broke down production 
information in a greater level of detail, and data on produc-
tion per property was made available. An example of good 
practice is ConocoPhillips, which presented this information 

 

across all countries of operations. As with revenue pay-
ments, country-specific reporting on operations is of maxi-
mum use for establishing clarity and creating accountability 
about the use of natural resources and the revenues they 
generate.
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 

The results of this report indicate that proactive disclosure 
efforts are the main driver of good performance in revenue 
transparency. Disclosure efforts made by companies them-
selves do make a difference in individual countries. Efforts 
by companies do have a visible impact on extractive indus-
try revenue management by providing necessary informa-
tion publicly, in a clear and concise manner, regarding rev-
enue payments. Home government regulations help to 
mainstream these efforts and to ensure they apply across the 
board in all countries in which a company operates. How-
ever, reporting patterns vary and home government regula-
tion of companies is not uniform. 

Leading NOCs show that home government regulation which 
is supportive of disclosure also makes a difference. Not sur-
prisingly, stock exchange listing has proved to be a driving 
factor for good performance by NOCs. Companies already 
listed on a stock exchange show a marked difference in 
comparison to their non-listed peers in all areas of transpar-
ency and its implementation. It is possible that for non-
listed NOCs actual performance is also driven by voluntary 
efforts or by interaction with IOCs in their home countries. 

Within this broad picture, the following key findings emerge 
from the TI 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and 
Gas Companies.

 is not yet 
common practice in the industry.  

Revenue transparency by oil and gas companies is comprised 
of more than just reporting on payments to home govern-
ments on a country-by-country basis. It also requires disclo-
sure of operations data and anti-corruption programmes 
both of which support such transparency and enable its   
sustainability by the company. Revenue transparency, as  
understood in this report, has important implications for 
stakeholders such as civil society, who can then use this in-
formation to monitor a government’s use of natural resource 
revenues and demand accountability.  

As the research results indicate, most of the 42 oil and gas 
companies assessed do not make sufficient efforts to report 
on their payments to host governments on a country-by-
country basis or to disclose the accompanying information 
on their operations and anti-corruption programmes. The 
results on payments disclosure are low for both IOCs and 
NOCs. In contrast, relatively good availability of informa-
tion on IOC and NOC operations demonstrates the power of 

stakeholder demand for such information – in this case from 
analysts and investors. As demands for revenue transpar-
ency information from stakeholders continue to grow, com-
panies may improve disclosure in other areas. Enhanced 
transparency and accompanying accountability will serve 
the needs of the public interest more broadly.

While disclosure of anti-corruption programmes by IOCs is 
fairly comprehensive, as compared with other areas of trans-
parency, there is still room for improvement. Inevitably,     
efforts that are not disclosed cannot be rewarded. In the case 
of anti-corruption programmes, company measures and pro-
cedures have a much more significant and persuasive effect 
if they are disclosed, creating a standard for companies and 
their employees to follow. 

Improvements in all areas of disclosure will be particularly 
crucial for NOCs wishing to enter international markets, as it 
will facilitate partnerships with key international players 
and help provide access to capital. Many of the high NOC 
performers in terms of their revenue transparency disclosure 
are listed on stock exchanges and already operate outside 
their home market. They provide a benchmark for NOCs that 
are aiming to extend their operational reach – or for those 
seeking to raise standards at home.

 exists in company practice.

The results show that there is a lot of variability and lack of 
consistency in reporting. There are leading companies among 
the IOCs and the NOCs assessed who demonstrate that com-
prehensive and systematic disclosure on a country-by-coun-
try basis is possible. Many companies exhibit much weaker 
reporting results. 

Reporting of payments is particularly limited and in most of 
the cases limited to geographical areas, even though trans-
parency of government earnings from extractives remains a 
key theme of the multi-stakeholder transparency movement. 
Differences in reporting practices among companies in par-
ticular countries also show there is great scope for improved 
disclosure. The examples of good practice offer practical ap-
proaches that other companies may find useful (see Annex 
7).

Revenue transparency is not easy to achieve, not least be-
cause confidentiality clauses in concession contracts often 
allow host governments to inhibit disclosure of payments, 
contract details and other information by companies. More-
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over, EITI itself does not mandate corporate country-by-
country disclosure – leaving this to the discretion of imple-
menting countries. At present StatoilHydro and Talisman 
Energy stand out with the most comprehensive and system-
atic payments disclosure; this result is a combination of 
home country governments requiring such data to be pub-
lished and proactive company efforts. A similar finding 
emerges for leading NOCs operating at home. In this case, 
good results come from a combination of the stock exchange 
listing regulations, home regulations and proactive efforts. 

 in revenue transparency 
starts at home. 

Research results per country indicate that companies tend to 
behave consistently irrespective of their countries of opera-
tion. This indicates that host government regulations are 
necessary but not sufficient, particularly when it comes to 
systematic country-by-country disclosure. This also indi-
cates that home governments’ mandates on revenue trans-
parency disclosure can make a significant difference, by 
helping to create a playing field for companies that is both 
level and at a uniformly high standard. Home country regu-
lation mandating revenue transparency would also support 
host government reform efforts. Ultimately, while voluntary 
efforts are significant, they do not play as significant a role 
in improving industry-wide performance as more compre-
hensive home government regulation would.

NOC results show that there is an urgent need for a home-
based mandatory disclosure of revenue payments, anti-cor-
ruption programmes and operations information. This is 
confirmed when comparing the results of NOC operations at 
home and abroad. Home-based reforms for NOCs have the 
advantage of being simultaneously host-based reforms, 
since they establish in-country parameters applicable to 
IOCs operating there as well as NOCs. NOCs need to set best 
standards for disclosure of revenue transparency-related in-
formation at home. This will raise the bar for all companies 
operating in that country. 

Good results in the anti-corruption programmes indicators 
mostly reflect a combination of company efforts, stock ex-
change listing regulations and compliance with home and 
international legislation, such as the Foreign Corrupt Prac-
tices Act or the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention. This is also 
consistent with the fact that most corporate anti-corruption 
strategies are set from companies’ headquarters. By contrast, 
NOCs score poorly on anti-corruption measures.

Countries where there is a large group of companies in the 
“middle group” offer a good opportunity for both host and 
home government reforms. From the host government per-
spective, there already exists a level playing field that would 
make requiring greater transparency easier to implement. In 
this context, a home-based reform would enhance the ef-
forts of (host) implementing countries also committed to 
revenue transparency. 

The results of this report suggest that the time is right to 
push home countries to require revenue transparency of 
companies registered or raising capital in their territories. 

 produce
systematic impacts. 

Where mandatory requirements exist they result in uniform 
reporting across all companies and help generate a level 
playing field. There are two main types of regulations that 
are having some impact. However, this impact is still limited 
because the requirements are currently minimal: 

Regulations that have a multi-country impact, affecting 
companies in all of the countries in which they operate.
Stock exchange requirements and accounting standards 
are two examples of such regulations. The data shows 
that listed NOCs score significantly higher than the 
non-listed NOCs largely because there are some listing 
requirements for reporting. However, the requirements 
are currently too weak to generate high scores, espe-
cially for payments disclosure.

Host government requirements, that is, regulations that 
affect all companies operating in a particular country.
For example, these would include the regulations re-
garding payments and operations information intro-
duced in Nigeria in the context of its EITI application 
and the existing disclosure regulations in Norway. Ni-
geria requires revenue payments disclosure by each 
company operating in the country. This is reflected in 
this report by the better results for companies operating 
in Nigeria. However, this may only have an impact on 
company actions with respect to a particular country 
and can vary in other countries of operation that do not 
have similar regulations as regards revenue transpar-
ency.  

 on
revenue transparency is hindered by diverse formats of 
reporting that are difficult to obtain, interpret and 
compare across companies and countries.

Disclosure is currently hindered by complicated formats of 
reporting that are often difficult to obtain and interpret and 
which combine information from multiple countries into 
single figures. Each company has its own format and this 
makes comparisons difficult across companies and coun-
tries.

The wide variety of disclosure styles is problematic not only 
for analysts and investors, but also for civil society organi-
sations that need access to such information in order to hold 
governments accountable for revenue expenditure. For ex-
ample, a citizens’ group faces a difficult task when it tries to 
compare the revenues reported by the national oil company 
and the multiple international oil companies operating in its 
country with figures disclosed by the government. Creating 


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comparability of information, however, is beyond an indi-
vidual company’s remit and can only be implemented 
through regulation that applies to its competitors as well. 
This is where uniform stock exchange listing requirements 
or international accounting standards can play a significant 
role.

It is worth noting that some companies are making signifi-
cant efforts to consider stakeholders’ needs in the contents 
and formats of their sustainability reports. For the last two 
years, for example, Shell has invited an External Review 
Committee to review its report and to comment on how well 
it addresses stakeholder interests.25 Efforts such as this could 
be extended to revenue transparency related reporting by oil 
and gas companies around the globe.

25 The report can be found at  http://sustainabilityreport.shell.com/ourreporting/externalreviewcommittee.html. 


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

, oil and gas companies should proactively re-
port in all areas relevant to revenue transparency on a 
country-by-country basis. 

Proactive disclosure of payments, operations and anti-cor-
ruption programmes on a country-by-country basis by com-
panies is the fastest way to enhance revenue transparency. 
This disclosure would provide civil society and other stake-
holders with the information they need to hold governments 
to account for how revenues from extractive industries are 
spent.

Oil and gas companies that have already started to disclose 
in some countries should extend their reporting to all the 
countries where they operate. Oil and gas companies should 
also do their best to discourage governments from including 
confidentiality clauses in contracts that obstruct revenue 
transparency.

The types of information, benchmarks and examples of good 
practice in systematic reporting identified in this report, as 
well as the categories of information used by the Extractive 
Industries Transparency Initiative should be used as guide-
lines for such reporting.

Leadership in voluntary transparency will help build inves-
tor and citizen trust. 

, home governments and appropriate regu-
latory agencies should urgently consider introducing 
mandatory revenue transparency reporting for the opera-
tions of companies at home and abroad.

Home government regulations that apply to companies ir-
respective of their countries of operation are needed, since 
individual efforts are significant but will not translate into 
sustainable industry-wide revenue transparency. 

In cases where governments such as Canada and Norway 
make disclosure of revenues paid to host countries manda-
tory, revenue transparency reaches a high level and confi-
dentiality restrictions in host countries are overcome. If all 
governments were to call for revenue transparency by com-
panies on a country-by-country basis, a level playing field 
would be created for companies and all host governments 
could be held accountable. Based on this aspiration, we rec-
ommend the following:

Home governments should require revenue transpar-
ency from their companies. Home governments that 

are currently supporting EITI should extend the trans-
parency requirement of their companies to all of their 
host countries of operation. Other home countries 
whether or not considering joining the EITI should take 
similar action. 
Home governments should ensure their NOCs operate 
under the highest standards of transparency in their 
operations at home and abroad. NOCs in resource-rich 
countries should be driving the EITI processes and set-
ting an example by using the highest standards of dis-
closure. To assist NOCs, home governments need to lift 
the regulations that prevent them from full revenue dis-
closure both at home and abroad.
Where revenue transparency does not become man-
datory by law, stock exchange listing regulations and 
international accounting standards should be adapted 
to encourage revenue transparency disclosure. This 
should encompass country-by-country disclosure of 
payments, in addition to the necessary operations and 
anti-corruption information supportive of revenue 
transparency.  These regulations should consider the 
need for disaggregated information on a country-by-
country basis and the use of reporting templates that 
enable comparability.

Home government reform, as above, would assist in achiev-
ing universal and comparable reporting, with the following 
positive effects: 

currently making unilateral voluntary disclosure.

accepted approach for both home and host countries. 

the number of ‘champions’ and setting a high stand-
ard.

bring their policies and practices in line with higher 
standards.

, governments from oil and gas producing coun-
tries should urgently introduce regulations that require all 
companies operating in their territories to make public all 
information relevant to revenue transparency. 

More oil and gas producing countries are encouraged to 
fully implement the EITI and measures that will set the high-
est standards for revenue transparency in their territories. 
All countries already taking steps in this direction should 
ensure regulations are effectively implemented. This includes 
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disclosure by their National Oil Company (NOC) and other 
State Owned Enterprises related to the industry. 

Along these lines, host countries are encouraged to dispense 
with those aspects of confidentiality clauses that depart from 
legally protected information and prevent full revenue trans-
parency in their territories. 

Host governments who have not yet done so should urgent-
ly consider publishing all revenues received from the extrac-
tive industries.

, regulatory agencies and companies should 
improve the accessibility, comprehensiveness and compa-
rability of reporting on all areas of revenue transparency, 
by adopting a uniform global reporting standard. 

Efforts to introduce uniform standards (e.g., international 
accounting standards, stock exchange listing requirements) 
should receive full support. Regulatory initiatives need to 
address the characteristics and the quality of reporting when 
establishing reporting templates. A tabular approach can 
combine brevity and clarity, thereby increasing transparency 
and simultaneously making the information disclosed more 
user-friendly for all interested stakeholders. 

Regulators could also consider what information, in addition 
to payments to host governments, is helpful in order to as-
sess the appropriateness of the data provided. This content 
should build on EITI categories, as well as those used by 
companies demonstrating good practice and should include 
the elements in the questionnaire used in the data collection 
for this report.

Examples of information to include are: countries of opera-
tion, names of subsidiaries operating in each country, pro-
duction, costs and reserves per country, and anti-corruption 
policies and practices. 


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

Oil and gas industry leaders are demonstrating that revenue 
transparency is possible. Big steps have been taken in the 
last decade, but there is still a long way to go. 

Revenue transparency from oil and gas companies can end 
much of the secrecy that keeps citizens in the dark about 
resource wealth. Despite the fact that many large companies 
currently appear to have only a modest propensity to dis-
close key data, there are positives that can be drawn from 
the results published in this report: a small, but important 
number of companies are now disclosing a considerable 
amount of information. These top performers, which include 
some of the world’s largest corporations, can act as role 
models for the industry as a whole. The high level of trans-
parency demonstrated by these companies proves that se-
crecy is both morally and commercially indefensible. 

However, there remains a large group of low performers in 
terms of revenue transparency. This makes things difficult 
for policy-makers, civil society and others, who may seek to 
ensure that oil and gas revenues are used by governments 
for the public good. 

26 United Nations. A Practical Plan to Achieve the Millennium Development Goals, pp. 56 and Table 7 on page 57. 2005, New York.
27 Nominal billion of dollars. Source: US Energy Information Agency (EIA). OPEC Revenues Fact Sheet and Major Non-OPEC Revenues, Jan. 2006.

The report and its recommendations are intended to improve 
revenue transparency. Expeditious improvements in revenue 
transparency practices would enable citizens across the 
globe to demand accountability from their governments. In-
creased monitoring of resource wealth would reduce waste 
and inefficiencies and discourage many from pocketing re-
sources that should be allocated towards development. 

Host and home governments are, therefore, urged to ensure 
they provide appropriate contexts for revenue disclosure by 
companies.

According to the United Nations26, the total cost of support-
ing the Millennium Development Goals financing gap for 
every low-income country was estimated at $73 billion in 
2006, and will rise to $135 billion in 2015. Oil, gas and 
minerals – the extractive industries – generate great wealth. 
Oil export revenues alone were estimated at USD $866 bil-
lion for 200627. If only 10% of one year’s estimated revenues 
could be saved from looting, the future of these low-income 
countries would be brighter. That is why it is so important to 
mandate revenue transparency around the world.

TI remains committed to the collaborative approach it has 
developed with the oil and gas industry and is confident that 
we can continue to work together towards reversing the re-
source curse. 
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This document contains the list of companies and countries 
of operation included in the 2008 Report on Revenue Trans-
parency of Oil and Gas Companies. It has been discussed 
with the project’s Working Group and benefited from input 
by industry experts. 

Companies considered are upstream oil and gas production 
companies. The list aims at being a selection of companies 
and countries and is not meant to include all companies 
matching any single criterion but rather includes a selection 
of companies and countries that as a whole reflects a combi-
nation of these criteria. Criteria used for initial selection of 
the companies are:

   Include big 
companies and global players. This was crosschecked against 
publicly available information on production volumes, rev-
enues or reserves. It was also supported by inclusion and 
ranking in various lists, including Forbes 2000, Platts Re-
view and PFC Energy 50.

  Big local play-
ers. Regionally or nationally relevant companies. These are 
companies that while not necessarily having operations in 
many countries, are relevant players for the country of op-
eration that was also selected for inclusion. This criterion is 
therefore closely linked to the selection of countries of op-
eration (see criteria below).

  Companies that were part of the 
first report, 2005 Beyond the Rhetoric. The selection aimed 
at keeping most of the companies in the first report to fa-
cilitate comparability.

  Include a good variety of companies 
ensuring that different types, structures and categories would 
be included. This meant, for example, including both listed 
and non-listed companies, a good number of NOCs, inte-
grated services companies and plain exploration and pro-
duction companies.

  Because of the above criteria 
and to ensure homogeneity across selected countries of op-
eration, the corresponding NOCs for each country of opera-
tion selected are also included.

The criteria to select the countries of operation were the fol-
lowing:

 
 Concurrently with the selection of 
companies, we aimed at investigating countries that are 
heavily resource dependent. The IMF list of resource rich 
countries was used to determine levels of resource depend-
ency. 

  Among the resource dependent 
countries, we aimed at including the countries currently 
producing the most oil and gas around the world.

  The list also aimed 
at including countries that may not meet the above criteria 
but are nevertheless key because they are home to relevant 
NOCs (see company selection criteria above).

The selection of companies and countries was done concur-
rently. The companies and countries chosen do not consti-
tude a representative sample, but a selection made according 
to specific criteria. The aim was not to include all big com-
panies, all NOCs, or all listed companies but rather relevant 
examples of all different types.

The sample size was determined by representativeness and 
resource limitations.

Country membership of EITI was not a selection criterion 
since the report is not an assessment of EITI performance. 
The materiality of countries for the companies is also not a 
selection criterion.

 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies
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Companies Assessed

Company Home Country

BG  Group United Kingdom

BHP Billiton 

BP United Kingdom

United States

China National Offshore Oil Corporation (CNOOC)  China

China National Petroleum Corporation  (CNPC) China

ConocoPhillips United States

United States

Eni Italy

ExxonMobil United States

Gazprom Russia

GEPetrol

Hess United States

INPEX Japan

KazMunaiGaz (KMG) Kazakhstan

Kuwait Petroleum Corporation (KPC) Kuwait

Lukoil Russia

Marathon Oil United States

National Iranian Oil Company Iran

Nigerian National Petroleum Company (NNPC) Nigeria

Nexen Canada

Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. (ONGC) India

Pertamina Indonesia

PetroChina China

Petrobras Brazil

Petro-Canada Canada

Petróleos Méxicanos (Pemex) Mexico

Venezuela

Petronas Malaysia

Qatar Petroleum Qatar

Spain

Rosneft Russia

Shell The Netherlands

Sinopec China

Société Nationale des Pétroles du Congo (SNPC) 

Sonangol

Sonatrach

StatoiHydro Norway

Talisman Energy Canada

Total 

Woodside 

Annex 1 Table 1 

Countries of Operation

Kuwait

Malaysia

Mexico

Brazil Nigeria

China Norway

Qatar

Russia

India

Indonesia United States  (and Gulf of Mexico)

Iran Venezuela

Kazakhstan

Annex 1 Table 2
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 

The 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas 
Companies assesses the disclosure of revenue transparency 
policies, management systems and performance of 42 oil 
and gas companies in their upstream operations in 21 coun-
tries, as published by companies in publicly available docu-
ments. Primarily a desk study, it uses a questionnaire, or 
‘framework of indicators’ to create scores for companies in 
the countries of operation also included for analysis in this 
report.

Framework of indicators
The framework of indicators used for research assesses oil 
and gas companies in terms of: A. areas of transparency and 
B. areas of implementation. These two dimensions intersect. 
For example, to assess the area of revenue payments disclo-
sure, the questions explored policy, management systems 
and performance. 
The framework draws on existing standards in the field, in-
cluding :

Transparency

and Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)27



For both IOCs and NOCs company disclosure as it contrib-
utes to the transparency of revenue flows was assessed in 
three ways: in terms of revenue payments, operations and 
anti-corruption programmes. For NOCs, a fourth area was 
also assessed: the regulatory and procurement aspects of 
NOC home operations.

1. Payments to Host Governments
The questions in this section directly assess the transparency 
of payments made by the company. The category covers a 
company’s public commitment to disclosure of revenue pay-
ments, as well as its practice of country-by-country disclo-
sure of payments made to the governments of the countries 
where it operates (restricted to the countries of operation 
selected). The categories of payments – many of which are 
drawn directly from the EITI validation grid –  are produc-
tion entitlements, royalty payments, taxes, bonuses, divi-
dends, fees, other payments and quasi-fiscal activities.   
Questions on payments also cover the management issues 
surrounding disclosure, such as whether a person is made 
responsible for disclosure and whether stakeholders are en-
gaged in the process. 

2. Operations
This section covers disclosure of details regarding company 
operations that are relevant to revenue transparency. The 
questions cover country-by-country company disclosure of 
general information on subsidiaries, contract details and key 
properties, current and future production volumes and value 
of reserves, company financials (i.e. revenues), as well as 
production costs and profits. They also probe whether com-
panies’ accounts have been prepared and audited using an 
internationally accepted standard. This category is support-
ive of revenue payments disclosure as it addresses informa-
tion that gives a sense of the magnitude of the revenues that 
should be flowing and an indication of the level of company 
involvement in each country.

3. Disclosure of Anti-corruption programmes
The third section assesses the disclosure of a company’s anti-
corruption programmes. Companies need to provide an en-
vironment that generally supports transparency and good 

27 The questionnaire asks whether the companies support or participate in the UN Global Compact or the GRI. These are quoted in the questionnaire as they are international standards 

with relevance to integrity and transparency. We have received a suggestion that future editions of the companies report could refer to a longer list of initiatives that follow 

similar criteria. 
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Annex 2 Graph 1: Framework of Indicators
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governance in order for revenue transparency to become 
sustainable. A genuine commitment to disclosure is consist-
ent with efforts to instil integrity into company operations. 
If anti-corruption programmes are disclosed, companies are 
not only committing publicly to these efforts but can also be 
held accountable for them by their customers, shareholders 
and citizens.

The third section covers the disclosure of a company’s anti-
corruption programmes.  It notes whether a company‘s anti-
corruption policy and practices are publicly available and, if 
so, whether the company discloses the substance of those 
policies, including information on thier scope and imple-
mentation.  It also examines whether the company publi-
cises the existence of its whistle-blowing process, has sys-
tems in place to sanction employees, and assesses the nature 
and disposition of corruption allegations reported to the 
company. The questions in this section were largely shaped 
by Transparency International‘s Business Principles for 
Countering Bribery. The questions were not designed and 
cannot be read as an assessment of whether a company has 
met all legal requirements of its home and host countries

4. Regulatory and procurement issues 
(applicable to NOC operations at home only)
As many NOCs often perform a mix of commercial and non-
commercial or regulatory functions in their home jurisdic-
tions, an additional set of indicators dealt with regulatory 
and procurement issues in NOCs only. The questions includ-
ed the assessment of whether disclosure was made of oil and 
gas functions by the NOC on behalf of the government, of 
pricing policy for the supply of goods and services, and of 
licensing processes and payments made by the NOCs as part 
of the public budget. The questions in this section do not 
aim to judge which NOC model works best. Rather, they fo-
cus on the availability of information about regulation and 
procurement provisions and practices.



In the 2008 Report on Oil and Gas Companies, oil and gas 
company commitment to disclosing revenue transparency is 
assessed along three dimensions: in terms of policy, man-
agement systems and performance. ‘Policy’ refers to the 
written policy or company rules. ‘Management systems’ re-
late to what resources and systems are in place to support 
performance. ‘Performance’ is the reflection of outcomes in 
terms of actually reporting and putting anti-corruption sys-
tems in place.

It is important to note that, as with all questions in the re-
port, the review of policy, management systems and per-
formance with regard to revenue transparency uses only 
information put into the public domain by companies, not 
an independent verification of that information. This reflects 
the report’s focus on transparency through public reporting. 
Companies were assessed in both the company’s headquar-
ters and the countries of operation included in this study. 

In the questionnaire, revenue payments, operations and 
anti-corruption programmes are all evaluated according to 
policy and performance, but only revenue payments and 
anti-corruption programmes are assessed in terms of their 
disclosure as regards management systems. More of the in-
formation tested for in terms of transparency of operations 
is disclosed pursuant to accounting standards or securities 
regulations determined by the home country in which the 
company is registered. As the minimal levels of disclosure 
are not set by companies, it was not appropriate to examine 
transparency of operations in relation to the management 
systems area.

Company information
The framework also includes questions on particular charac-
teristics of the companies, including state shares, countries 
of operation and whether the company is listed on a stock 
exchange. Companies are not scored with respect to the dis-
closure of this information. However, the information was 
thought to be useful for further analysis, such as in the com-
parison of listed versus non-listed companies.

Operating environment
The framework includes a set of indicators to test the oper-
ating environment in which companies are expected to dis-
close information. These so-called ‘context indicators’ assess 
the degree to which the operating environments in host 
countries (the resource-rich nations) and home countries 
(where company headquarters are located) limit or encour-
age disclosure. Combining these results with whether or not 
the company was listed on a stock exchange produces one 
of three possible operating scenarios for revenue transpar-
ency in a country: restrictive, mixed or supportive.

The use of context indicators responds to concerns that 
companies would be held responsible for home-government 
and host-government requirements or that company efforts 
would be assessed without consideration of their operating 
environments. By incorporating context indicators into the 
analysis, the report provides a more nuanced assessment of 
the disclosure performance of each company. This helps in 
the review of a company’s own efforts, in light of whether it 
is required to disclose or prevented from doing so. 

For more on the use of the operating environment indica-
tors, see the section on weighting below.

Company and country selection criteria 
Criteria used for the initial selection of the upstream oil and 
gas production companies were:

-
ers.

nationally relevant companies.
2005

Beyond the Rhetoric report, to facilitate comparability.

and categories of companies.





























 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies

country of operation to ensure homogeneity across se-
lected countries of operation.

-
portion (though not all) of the companies operating in 
each country.

The 21 countries of operation (see Annex 1 Table 2) were 
selected based on the following criteria:

and gas around the world

that are relevant according to the company selection 
criteria.

Country membership of EITI was not a selection criterion 
since the report is not an assessment of EITI performance. 
The materiality of countries for the companies is also not a 
selection criterion, which explains why some seemingly rel-
evant countries were not included (e.g. the United Kingdom). 
For more detaled selection criteria see Annex 1.

On the basis of these criteria, a diverse group of companies 
was selected for coverage in the report (see Annex 1 Table 1) 
The intention was not to include all companies matching 
each criterion but rather to include a group that, as a whole, 
reflected a combination of the criteria. The group size was 
determined with consideration of resource limitations and 
representativeness.

Data gathering and checking and 
sources of data
The data were gathered by consultants28. The data-gathering 
process did not include interviews with any of the execu-
tives or staff of the companies, but was based on desk-re-
search of publicly available company documentation. Since 
the very focus of the 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency 
of Oil and Gas Companies is the disclosure of information 
that enables revenue transparency, the questions were de-
signed to be answered on the basis of information in the 
public domain. In a limited number of instances, published 
information provided by companies as part of their data re-
view process was used to determine a result. Neither the 
questions nor their responses seek to test the quality or ac-
curacy of the information disclosed. 

Data was checked via an extensive review process that con-
sisted both internal and independent checking and included 
the consultants’ own checks in addition to revision, but a 
number of experts, advisors, the partners to the project, and 
the companies themselves.29

The materials examined in the course of the research in-
cluded annual reports, quarterly reports, Securities Exchange 
Commission filings, annual information forms, corporate 
responsibility and sustainability reports or equivalents, 
country-specific reports or codes of conduct or equivalents, 

Maximum Points by Areas of Transparency

Topic

IOC
Maximum
Score

NOC operating 
at home
Maximum Score

22 22

Operations 15 13

18 18

Regulatory and procurement issues 6

Maximum per company 55 59

Policy 16 19

Management systems 9 11

Performance 30 29

Maximum per company (total) 55 59

Annex 2 Table 1

28 The questions in the area of anti-corruption have been gathered for TI by other consultants engaged under a different research effort provisionally known as the 

Corporate Anti-Corruption Transparency Index (CACTI).
29 See Annex 3 for a full description of data checking.

statements of policy, press releases, fact books, and other 
operation-specific information. A full list of sources con-
sulted for each company can be found in Annex 6.

Scoring and Groupings
The framework is largely based on a binary scoring system 
and included a column containing a description of the scor-
ing criteria or key definitions for each indicator. Either the 
information is available in the public domain (score 1) or is 
not (score 0). For a few indicators, a sliding scale is used for 
scoring, allowing partial disclosure of information to be ac-
knowledged (for example, disclosure regarding some but not 
all countries of operation). 

Some questions, particularly a number on revenue payments, 
can be answered as positive (1), negative (0) or ‘not applica-
ble’ to the particular circumstance. When the question is not 
applicable to the company in that particular circumstance, 
the maximum amount of points for that section is reduced 
accordingly. For ‘not applicable’ to be selected as the ap-
propriate response, the company needs to indicate publicly 
that this is the case or provide a way to confirm non-appli-
cability. The companies were given the opportunity to review 
their data to clarify instances where the questions were con-
sidered not applicable but where there was no publicly avail-
able information to back this up.

The scores per section were expressed as a percentage of the 
points achieved out of the total possible points awarded for 
each section. (See Annex 2 Table 1 ). The same procedure led 
to the total final score. 

Weighting 
Although the number of points per section carries an im-
plicit weighting, other than the ‘context weightings’ de-
scribed here, the total points scored by the companies are 
not weighted by section or by topic. 
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Operating Environments Weighting Factors

Mixed

Annex 2 Table 2 

The information gathered using the context indicators is 
used to establish weights per operating environment. (See 
Annex 2 Table 2) This weighting is applied only to the per-
formance scores; policies and management systems are not 
necessarily affected by legislation but rather are an expres-
sion of the companies’ will. The context weighting account-
ed for the realities that companies face in their operating 
environments and facilitated a more nuanced comparison 
and analysis. 

These indicators are based on answers to a specific set of 
broad questions30 that assesses the company’s operation en-
vironment (host and home country) from the perspective of 
existing laws and regulations, to determine whether the 
combination of these factors places the company in a re-
strictive, mixed or supportive environment in terms of rev-
enue transparency. According to the weights indicated in 
Annex 2 Table 2, depending on which is the resulting cate-
gory (restrictive, enabling or mixed) a specific weight is then 
applied to the performance results, rewarding a company’s 
performance disclosure under restrictive circumstances by 
giving additional credit to that given to reporting per se and 
discounting it under supportive settings. In cases where the 
environment is mixed, the situation is understood to be 
“neutral” and the scores are not affected. 

As indicated in Annex 2 Box 1, the weightings worked as 
follows: the individual score of the performance indicators 
of company Y in a particular country Z was multiplied by 
the corresponding weighting factor to the operating envi-
ronment, given its home and host country. This result was 
averaged with the scores resulting from the policy and man-
agement sections in order to obtain the total weighted com-
pany score in that country. The indicators used to assess 
each environment can be found in the questionnaire.

In practice, this means that company performance is viewed 
more generously when it occurs in restrictive environments 
where disclosure is either prohibited or at least not encour-
aged. It also slightly discounts performance in environments 
where, for example, disclosure is mandatory and therefore 
does not depend solely on company effort. A company’s 
score in a restrictive environment is therefore increased by 
the weighting factor, remains unaltered if the environment 
is mixed and is slightly discounted if the environment is 
supportive. All references in this report to weighted scores 
refer solely to this context weighting.

(host) Country Z and (host) Country W

1. Calculating context indicators:

Context indicator for the combination of home M and host 

Context indicator for the combination of home M and host 

2. Weighting performance indicators:

Performance score of Company Y in country Z x 1.5  

Performance score of Company Y in country W x 1    

3. Calculating total weighted scores per country:

Total weighted score of company Y in country Z 

Total weighted score of company Y in country W 

4. Calculating total company scores:

Annex 2 Box 1

30 See questionnaire in Annex 4 for the actual questions.
31   In Nigeria and Norway arrangements exist for company disclosure to be channelled through the government. In Nigeria disclosure arrangements are a result of EITI, 

while in Norway disclosure is done in line with industry regulations. In these cases corporate disclosure takes place but was beyond the scope of this report. 

Limitations of the methodology 
Some of the limitations of the methodology used in this re-
search are a result of the design while others are related to 
existing restrictions on access to information. 

Reporting from other than company sources was not 
allowed. The requirement that the information used be 
publicly available directly from the companies meant 
that the scores could not include efforts that were not 
reported by the companies themselves. Thus the scores 
do not reflect cases where there is an arrangement for a 
government or a third party to disclose information on 
behalf of companies (as in Norway and Nigeria31). Every 
effort has been made in the report to reflect where these 
arrangements affect company scores. 

Company demands for special consideration of operat-
ing conditions created problems for data verification.
The accuracy of information depends greatly on the 
available information on both contract and disclosure 
arrangements. As a result of companies’ feedback, the 
possibility of ‘not applicable’ was introduced for some 
questions. For example, if operations in Country X are 
not done through a production-sharing agreement but 
through a simple concession scheme, then the company 
does not have to disclose ‘entitlements’. Instead the 
company needs to only report royalties. Determining 
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whether an indicator is ‘not applicable’ has proved a 
difficult exercise from publicly available materials. This 
is partly because there is still poor disclosure of con-
tracts concerning public natural resources and partly 
because not all companies reviewed their data. 

Context information was only approximate. Country 
data used to answer context questions did not reflect all 
the various dimensions of home- and host-government 
influence on companies with regard to supporting or 
restricting revenue transparency. It was, however, an 
effort to address some companies’ concerns that their 
efforts to disclose in difficult environments would not 
be properly acknowledged and that the analysis would 
unduly favour companies complying with mandatory 
disclosure regulations in their home jurisdiction. (These 
aspects will be dealt with in the report on host govern-
ments expected in 2008/2009.)

Country materiality for the companies was not a coun-
try selection criterion. The criteria used to select the 
countries of operation to be covered in this report did 
not include whether the country was material for the 
operations of the companies. In some cases this may 
mean that the report does not cover countries where 
some of the companies have substantial operations and 
high levels of relevant disclosure. Resource dependence 
was the most relevant criteria for selection of countries, 
together with an effort to have sufficient geographical 
coverage.
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The production process of the 2008 Report on Revenue 
Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies incorporated multi-
stakeholder input through a Working Group and a broader 
Reference Group. Participatory engagement of key stake-
holders is one of the essential elements of the Promoting 
Revenue Transparency Project’s approach and methodology. 
The project is grounded in the belief that impact and change 
in this field can only be achieved through a collaborative 
effort.

The Working Group included TI and Revenue Watch Insti-
tute representatives as well as other project partners (Se-
cours Catholique-Caritas France, Publish What You Pay and 
CARE International UK), methods experts, industry experts, 
investors, company and industry representatives and the 
EITI Secretariat. The Working Group played an important 
role in providing guidance on company and country selec-
tion, as well as on framework development, and the analysis 
and presentation of the findings. 

The Reference Group included a wider group of experts and 
stakeholders from whom the project sought advice and feed-
back, including industry associations, governments, con-
sultants, analysts, investors, rating agencies and interna-
tional financial institutions. The companies covered in the 
report were considered to be part of this Reference Group 
and their active participation in the Working Group was also 
sought.

Annex 3 Graph 1 indicates the stages of the process that led 
to this report. The process started with the selection of com-
panies and countries and revision of the questionnaire used 
in the 2005 Beyond the Rhetoric report. It was based on 
guidance from the Working Group, feedback from earlier 
stages of the project and input from methods and industry 
experts, international financial institutions, companies, and 
civil society specialists. The most salient adjustments to the 
questionnaire were inclusion of specific questions for NOCs, 
introduction of context indicators and the ‘not applicable’ 





 

 




















 

 









 

 



 





Annex 3 Graph 1: Research Process



Data Review Results

Partially checked data

Company
Response to 
Data Checking

BG  Group

BHP Billiton 

BP

China National Offshore Oil Corporation (CNOOC)  

China National Petroleum Corporation  (CNPC)

ConocoPhillips

Eni

ExxonMobil

Gazprom

GEPetrol

Hess

INPEX

KazMunaiGaz (KMG) 

Kuwait Petroleum Corporation (KPC)

Lukoil

Marathon Oil

National Iranian Oil Company 

Nigerian National Petroleum Company (NNPC) 

Nexen

Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. (ONGC) 

Pertamina 

PetroChina 

Petrobras 

Petro-Canada 

Petróleos Méxicanos (Pemex)

Petronas 

Qatar Petroleum 

Rosneft

Shell

Sinopec

Société Nationale des Pétroles du Congo (SNPC) 

Sonangol

Sonatrach

StatoiHydro

Talisman Energy 

Total 

Woodside 

Total responses 10

Annex 3 Table 1
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option for certain questions. In addition, some individual 
questions were revised and anti-corruption questions were 
added.

Once the questionnaire was finalised, the consultants col-
lected data on each company. The data were then sent to 
each company for review, and the consultants did their own 
internal data checking. This stage included data submitted 
for checking to each company, revision of context indica-
tors by some TI chapters, an industry experts and an exter-
nal volunteer consultant, and revision of all data points by 
an expert group. As a result of these revisions some adjust-
ments were introduced. Detailed annotations to the data can 
be found in Annex 5, together with the full scores for each 
company. The consultants conducted additional checks and 
updates in order to ensure that the final data reflect accurate 
responses and that the results are based on publicly availa-
ble information. 

Not all companies reviewed their data, and this may have 
had an impact on the accuracy of the data. In light of this, 
the project tried to provide further reassurance regarding 
accuracy by asking a group of industry experts to review the 
data again and make suggestions and comments. This exer-
cise was not meant to replace the data review by companies. 
It  had value in and of itself, as an exercise on assessing 
access to information on these corporations. Ideally, pub-
licly available information should be sufficient to make as-
sessments and test the relevance of reports. The expert group 
suggested some changes to the data gathered on companies 
that had not used the opportunity to review their data, par-
ticularly in response to correcting the ‘not applicable’ ques-
tions. Those changes are clearly annotated in the data to be 
found in Annex 5.

Company engagement 
The engagement of the companies covered by this research 
was sought through various avenues.

The companies were kept informed of the project and its 
progress. This included a continuous opportunity for dia-
logue and feedback about the framework as well as available 
avenues to address issues and concerns in person, or via 
telephone or mail. 

Company engagement started early. Many companies re-
quested additional information and clarifications about the 
process and scope of the project. In December 2006 a letter 
was sent to the CEOs of 47 companies on a preliminary list, 
providing information on the project and inviting further 
exchanges. Once the final selection of the companies took 
place at the end of January 2007, a new letter confirmed 
which companies were to be included in the study. The com-
panies not chosen were also notified. At this point, Nexen 
and Qatar Petroleum, which had not been included in the 
initial company selection asked to be included. Their re-
quests were accepted after consultation with the Working 
Group.



Second, certain questions introduced during consultation in 
the questionnaire design stage may have been ‘not applica-
ble’ to particular companies. This option, however, is diffi-
cult to discern on the basis of publicly available information 
because information on the particular operation scheme per 
country is required. In many cases information on particular 
contracts or operations is either not disclosed (commercially 
confidential) or unclear. The project had anticipated that 
companies would be willing to produce public documents 
and would provide the consultants with such materials in 
the data-checking stage. Third, lack of data checking by 
companies meant that the project was unable to control for 
information that may be publicly available but was missed 
by researchers. 

2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies 























Some companies started responding and designating spe-
cific contact points. Further letters and e-mails (when there 
was a contact person) were sent to the companies informing 
them of the next stages in the process. When no specific 
contact was supplied, the project continued to use the ad-
dress and contact details publicly available on company 
websites.

In addition, and in order to secure industry input during the 
whole process, the International Association of Oil and Gas 
Producers, the American Petroleum Institute and the Inter-
national Council of Mining & Metals were kept informed on 
an ongoing basis and were invited to participate in Working 
Group meetings.

Input into methodology 
The project created space for companies to provide input 
from the earliest stages and this influenced the methodology 
and framework revision. This also included the possibility of 
companies participating in the Working Group. All compa-
nies in the report were invited to provide input during the 
revision and development of the questionnaire. A few of-
fered written comments. In addition, the project offered to 
hold meetings with groups of companies in different loca-
tions to facilitate input. One such meeting took place in Lon-
don on 16 March 2007 with representatives from BP, Exxon-
Mobil, Qatar Petroleum, Shell, StatoilHydro and Total. This 
input was invaluable in the final design of the methodolo-
gy. 

Opportunity to review their data
The companies were informed that the consultants gathering 
data would contact them so they could check the data. The 
data review process started when each company received its 
own data and was asked to indicate any errors or misinter-
pretations. The process was subject to a set of conditions to 
facilitate the data review (see Annex 9). The consultants 
conducted meetings and teleconferences or received the re-
sults via e-mail. All results were recorded in meeting notes 
or ‘data checking’ notes for each company. Some companies 
responded positively to the invitation and made use of the 
opportunity to check their company data. Others did not 
answer at all or indicated why they were unwilling to par-
ticipate in this process. A few companies explicitly stated 
that they would not check their data. (Annex 3 Table 1 indi-
cates each company’s response to the data review process) 
Where possible, revisions were made on the basis of this 
data check by companies.

The refusal by some companies to use the opportunity to 
review their own data had consequences for the report. First, 
companies indicated that it is not always possible to provide 
information on their websites but that there is nevertheless 
an important amount of information available upon request. 
Refusals to review data thus denied the project access to this 
information and meant that the report does not reflect ef-
forts on revenue transparency in cases where they exist but 
are not publicly available on websites. 
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 
This section will allow us to define categories of operating environments.

Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

Host Country-related

C1 regulations that mandate a public bidding process for 
licensing or concessioning of contracts?

1

“Contracts“
oil and gas industry.  The forms of agreement may include concession 

C2 1

C3 payments information? 1

“Revenue payments information“ refers to forms of payment such as 

or other payments.

C4 1

C5 2

2 awarded to a country that has released an EITI report, 1 awarded to a 
country that has published an EITI workplan and 0 awarded to a 
country that has expressed support for EITI but has not performed any 

Host Country-related Section Total 6

Home Country-related

C6 operational information by country of operation? 1

“Operational information“ refers to information typically found in a 

C7
payments information by country of operation?

1

“Revenue payments information“ refers to forms of payment such as 

or other payments.

C8
contracts?

1

“Details“ refers to the type of contract regime used (i.e. production 

names of parties, rights and obligations and consideration.

C9 1

C10 Is the company listed?  If yes, then where? 1

Home Country-related Section Total 5

Categorisation Legend for OPERATING ENVIRONMENT CONTEXT
A: Restrictive Environment = If both sections are restrictive

B: Mixed Environment = If only one section is restrictive

C: Supportive Environment = If both sections are unrestrictive

 Weighting Factors
 1.5
 1
 0.9


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 Policy

Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

R
eg

ul
at

or
y 

an
d 

Pr
oc

ur
em

en
t 

Is
su

es

N1

functions of the NOC on behalf of 

commercial or non-commercial, 

1

“Commercial activities”

“Non-commercial activities” include regulatory functions as well as licensing and 
concession granting powers.

“Publicly available“  means that the information appears in a Corporate Responsi-

N2
parties publicly disclosed?

1

NOC.

“Publicly disclosed” means that the information appears in a Corporate Responsi-

N3
used by the NOC publicly 

bidding?

1

“Publicly disclosed” means that the information appears in a Corporate Responsi-

N4

Is the process for hiring local 
employees based on publicly 1

“Publicly available” means that the information appears in a Corporate Responsi-

Pa
ym

en
ts

N5

Has the company made a public 
declaration committing itself to 

payments?

1

“Public declaration”

Has the company made a public 
declaration committing itself to…

“Public declaration”

N6

…publishing the breakdown of 

categories (as illustrated in 
1

N7

…the disclosure of material 
payments in cash or in kind to 
parties related to contracts?

1

“Contracts“ refers to oil and gas production contracts

is awarded if any standard is disclosed, along with the payments.   The payments 
referred to are those that are made to contracting parties, not to payments made to 
non-contracting parties.

N8
Is the company supporting EITI?

1 list of countries and companies that are supporting EITI.

N9

Is the company a GRI Organisa-

support the UN Global Compact?
1

This indicator is measured by consulting the list of GRI organisational stakeholders 

Continue on page 42 
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Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

O
pe

ra
ti

on
s

N10

Has the company made a public 
declaration committing itself to public 
corporate reporting?

1

“Public declaration”  means that the company commits to making information 

“Public“

“Corporate reporting”

A
nt

i-
co

rr
up

ti
on

N11 1

“Global” means that the code of conduct applies to all subsidiaries of the 
company.

“Publicly available” means that the information appears in a Corporate 

“Policy” does not refer to a particular format or type of document but rather to a 

application within it. It therefore includes both general policy statements as well 
as more detailed codes of conduct in a strict sense.

“Corrupt activities” include fraud, extortion, bribery and other manifestations of 

N12 …bribery 1

N13 …political contributions 1

N15 …gifts 1

N16 …lobbying 1

N17 ….facilitation payments 1

“Apply” includes entire or partial appplications

N18
…to employees, management or
 Board members

1

N19 …to agents or contractors 1

N20
partners

1

Section Score 19

   
 Policy


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Management Systems

Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

R
eg

ul
at

or
y 

an
d 

Pr
oc

ur
em

en
t 

Is
su

es

N21

Is the process of awarding 

production licenses to foreign 
companies publicly disclosed? 1

“Publicly disclosed“ means that the information appears in a Corporate 

N22
budget?

1

Pa
ym

en
ts

N23
responsibility for transparency of 

1

“Publicly provide“ means that the information appears in a Corporate 

N24

transparency?

1

“Publicly provide“ means that the information appears in a Corporate 

“Evidence of engagement“

“Stakeholders“

N25

country permit the disclosure of 

1

payments.  This information will be obtained through meetings, telephone 

A
nt

i-
co

rr
up

ti
on

N26
employees, management or Board 

1

“Censure“ includes any form of disciplinary action.

“Corrupt activities“

N27

in place for facilitating whistle-

whistleblowers?
1

“Procedures“
such as telephone complaint lines, written reports, the existence of an internal 

N28

Is there a commitment to no 

reporting of corruption?
1

“Commitment“ includes a statement that anyone reporting through the 

N29
Is training in anti-corruption policy 

2
2 points are awarded if training applies to employees, management, board 
members and agents.  1 point is awarded if training applies to employees and 
Board members but not agents.

N30
procedures in place to follow up 
the implementation of the anti-
corruption policy?

1
committees on complaints made.

Section Score 11
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Performance

Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

Pa
ym

en
ts

EITI-based Revenue Disclosure Indicators

N31 production entitlement? 1

N32 1

N33 party separate from its own production stream? 1

N34 1

N35

...production entitlements?

1

If the company does not pay production entitlements to the 

N36
…royalties (in cash or kind)?

1

N37 1

N38 1

N39
…bonuses?

1

N40 1

N41
…fees (including licensing fees)?

1

N42 1

If the company does not make other payments  to the 

Non-EITI-based Revenue Disclosure Indicators

N43 1
discretionary spending on social budgets.

N44

…other transfers in cash or in kind to or on behalf of 

1

and -
ment bodies.

If the company does not make other transfers to or on 

Continue on page 45 
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Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

O
pe

ra
ti

on
s

production operations…
“Publicly disclose“ means that the information appears in a 

N45

…the names of all of its subsidiaries operating in the 
country?

1

“Subsidiaries“ are separate corporate entities in which the 

shares.

N46

….details of material oil and gas contracts?

1

“Contracts“ refers to oil and gas production contracts.

“Details“ refers to the type of contract regime used (i.e. 

obligations and consideration.

disclose what standard it uses to determine materiality.  The 

awarded if any standard is disclosed, along with the 
contracts.  In the absence of a standard of materiality, a 

N47

…names and production of material properties?

1

“Properties“ refers to areas where oil or gas is being 
produced.  These may also be referred to as Cash Producing 
Units.

disclose what standard it uses to determine materiality.  The 

awarded if any standard is disclosed, along with the 
agreements and contracts.  In the absence of a standard of 
materiality, the sum of the properties listed must include at 
least 75% of total production in the country.  To score 

be disclosed to allow calculation of the 75% standard.  In 

Production and Reserves

“Publicly disclose“ means that the information appears in a 

N48 1

N49 1

N50 1

Continue on page 46 
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Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

O
pe

ra
ti

on
s

Company Financials

“Publicly disclose“ means that the information appears in 

description of company policy or any other similar 

N51 1 May be denoted in any currency.

N52 …its production costs? 1 May be denoted in any currency.

N53
expenditures?

1
May be denoted in any currency.

N54 1 May be denoted in any currency.

N55
internationally accepted accounting standards?

1 states that it has been prepared in accordance with 
internationally accepted accounting standards such as the 

N56

audit in accordance with internationally accepted 
accounting standards? 1

conducted in accordance with internationally accepted 

A
nt

i-
co

rr
up

ti
on

N57 1

N58 1

“Censured“ includes any form of disciplinary action. To 

nature of cases against employees.

N59 1

Section Score 29

   
Performance
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Policy

Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

Pa
ym

en
ts

1

Has the company made a public declaration committing 

countries of operation? 1

“Public declaration“
commitment must appear in a  Corporate Responsibility 

Has the company made a public declaration committing 
itself to…

“Public declaration“
commitment appear in a Corporate Responsibility Report, 

2 below)? 1

payments by type and by country.

3

…the disclosure of material payments in cash or in kind 
to parties related to contracts?

1

“Contracts“ refers to oil and gas exploration and production 
contracts

disclose what standard it uses to determine materiality.  The 

awarded if any standard is disclosed, along with payments.
The payments refered to are those that are made under the 
contracts, not to payments made to non-contracting 
parties.

4 1

This indicator is measured by consulting the EITI website.

5
does it support the UN Global Compact?

1

This indicator is measured by consulting the list of GRI 

members of the UN Global Compact.  If a company appears 

O
pe

ra
ti

on
s

Has the company made a public declaration committing
itself to…

“Public declaration“
commitment appear in a Corporate Responsibility Report, 

6

…public corporate reporting on a national basis?

1

“Public“ means that the company commits to making 

website.

“Corporate reporting“ refers to information typically found 

7

…the disclosure of material contracts for all host 
countries?

1

“Contracts“ refers to oil and gas exploration and production 
contracts.

disclose what standard it uses to determine materiality.  The 

is awarded if any standard is disclosed, along with the 
contracts.

Continue on page 48 
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Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

A
nt

i-
co

rr
up

ti
on

8 1

“Global“ means that the code of conduct applies to all 
subsidiaries of the company.

“Publicly available“ means that the information appears in a 

Conduct, description of company policy or any other similar 

“Policy“ does not refer to a particular format or type of 

within it. It therefore includes both general policy statements 
as well as more detailed codes of conduct in a strict sense.

“Corrupt activities“ include fraud, extortion, bribery and 

9
…bribery

1
entity.

10 …political contributions 1

12 …gifts 1

13 …lobbying 1

14 ….facilitation payments 1

“Apply“ includes entire or partial appplications.

15 …to employees, management or Board members 1

16 …to agents or contractors 1

17 1

Section Score 16

  
Policy


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Management Systems

Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

Pa
ym

en
ts

18

strategic responsibility for transpar-

1

“Publicly provide“ means that the information appears in a Corporate 

19

transparency?

1

“Publicly provide“ means that the information appears in a Corporate 

“Evidence of engagement“

correspondence, etc.

“Stakeholders“

20

payments information?

1

A
nt

i-
co

rr
up

ti
on

21
management or Board members 

1

“Censure“ includes any form of disciplinary action.

“Corrupt activities“

22

place for facilitating whistleblowing 

blowers? 1

“Procedures“ includes, but is not limited to, mechanisms for reporting 

with complaints.

23

Is there a commitment to no 

corruption?
1

”Commitment“ includes a statement that anyone reporting through the 

24

Is training in anti-corruption policy 

2

2 points are awarded if training applies to employees, management, board 
members and agents. 1 point is awarded if training applies to employees and 
Board members but not agents

25
procedures in place to follow up the 
implementation of the anti-corruption 
policy?

1
committees on complaints made.

Section Score 9
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Performance

Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

Pa
ym

en
ts

26

-

4

payments

payments

payments

To determine if the thresholds are being met, companies will 

that will allow a total to be calculated.  In the absence of both of 
these, a score of zero will be recorded.

27

companies?

1

“Levels of government“

EITI-based Revenue Disclosure Indicators

broken down into…

28

...production entitlements?

1

If the company does not pay production entitlements to the 

29
…royalties (in cash or kind)?

1

30 1

31 1

32
…bonuses?

1

33 1

34
…fees (including licensing fees)?

1

35 1
-

Non-EITI-based Revenue Disclosure Indicators

36

expenditures

1

“Quasi-fiscal activities” refers to arrangements whereby 

discretionary spending on social budgets.

Continue on page 51 
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Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

O
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s

General Information

37

countries of incorporation?

1
score is awarded if any standard is disclosed.

“Subsidiaries“ are separate corporate entities in which the 

General Information

operations in country X…
“Publicly disclose“ means that the information appears in a 

38

…the names of all of its subsidiaries operating in 
the country?

1

“Subsidiaries“ are separate corporate entities in which the 

39

….details of material oil and gas contracts?

1

“Contracts“ refers to oil and gas production contracts.

“Details“ refers to the type of contract regime used (i.e. 

consideration.

what standard it uses to determine materiality.  The standard 

standard is disclosed, along with the contracts.  In the absence 

40

…names and production of material properties?

1

what standard it uses to determine materiality.  The standard 

standard is disclosed, along with the agreements and contracts.
In the absence of a standard of materiality, the sum of the 
properties listed must include at least 75% of total production in 

the country must be disclosed to allow calculation of the 75% 

awarded.

Production and Reserves

operations in country X…
”Publicly disclose“ means that the information appears in a 

41 1

42 1

43 1

Continue on page 52 
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Number Indicator
Maximum
Score Comment/Definitions

O
pe

ra
ti

on
s

Company Financials

operations in country X…
“Publicly disclose“ means that the information appears in a 

44 1 May be denoted in any currency.

45 …its production costs? 1 May be denoted in any currency.

46
expenditures?

1
May be denoted in any currency.

47 1 May be denoted in any currency.

48
with internationally accepted accounting 
standards?

1
been prepared in accordance with internationally accepted 

49
independent external audit in accordance with 
internationally accepted accounting standards? 1

with internationally accepted accounting standards such as the 

A
nt

i-
co

rr
up

ti
on 50 1

51 1
“Censured“ includes any form of disciplinary action. To score 

cases against employees.

52 1
be publicly acknowledged to exist. 

Section Score 30
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Performance
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
The purpose of these questions is to gather some information that may be used for analysis.

Number Indicator Response Comment/Detail

% of ownership

shares

earned abroad

Total number of countries of operation of this company Number

IOC  4. Medium IOC . Reference to establish Big or Medium 

(Penwell, Goldman Sachs criteria)

Is the primary local operating entity a subsidiary?
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IOCs and NOCs that have operations abroad

Policy Questions Management Systems 
Questions

Company
Home
Country

Host
Country Payments Operations Anti-Corruption Payments Anti-Corruption

Question Numbers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25

BG Group UK

India 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

BHP

Billiton

Australia

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

BP UK

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1

Indonesia 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1

Norway 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1

Russia 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1

Venezuela 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1

Chevron USA

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

China 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Congo
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Indonesia 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Nigeria 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Norway 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Venezuela 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

CNOOC China

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0

CNPC China

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Venezuela 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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IOCs and NOCs that have operations abroad

Policy Questions Management Systems 
Questions

Company
Home
Country

Host
Country Payments Operations Anti-Corruption Payments Anti-Corruption

Question Numbers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25

Conoco-

Phillips

USA

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

China 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Indonesia 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Nigeria 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Norway 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Russia 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Venezuela 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Devon

Energy

USA

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1

China 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1

Guinea
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1

Russia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1

Eni Italy

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

China 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Congo
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Indonesia 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Nigeria 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Venezuela 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Norway 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Exxon-

Mobil

USA

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Guinea
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Indonesia 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Malaysia 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Nigeria 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Norway 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Russia 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Venezuela 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Qatar 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1
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 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies

IOCs and NOCs that have operations abroad

Policy Questions Management Systems 
Questions

Company
Home
Country

Host
Country Payments Operations Anti-Corruption Payments Anti-Corruption

Question Numbers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25

Hess USA

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1

Guinea
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1

Indonesia 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1

Malaysia 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1

Norway 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1

INPEX Japan

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1

China 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1

Kuwait

Petroleum 

Corporation

Kuwait

China 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Malaysia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lukoil Russia

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Russia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Marathon

Oil

USA

Guinea
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1

Norway 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1

Nexen Canada

1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 1

ONGC India

Russia 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Petrobras Brazil

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Venezuela 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Petro-

Canada

Canada

0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 1

Petronas Malaysia

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Repsol YPF Spain

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1

Brazil 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1

Venezuela 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
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IOCs and NOCs that have operations abroad

Policy Questions Management Systems 
Questions

Company
Home
Country

Host
Country Payments Operations Anti-Corruption Payments Anti-Corruption

Question Numbers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25

Shell Nether-

lands

Brazil 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Malaysia 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Nigeria 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 1

Norway 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Russia 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Venezuela 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

China 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1

Statoil-

Hydro

Norway

1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

China 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Venezuela 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1

Talisman

Energy

Canada

1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 1

Indonesia 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 1

Malaysia 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 1

1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 1

Norway 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 1

Total France

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1

Congo
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1

Indonesia 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1

Nigeria 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1

Norway 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1

Qatar 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1

Russia 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1

Venezuela 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1

Woodside Australia

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1
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 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies

IOCs and NOCs that have operations abroad

Performance Questions

Company
Home
Country

Host
Country Payments Operations

Anti-
Corruption

Question Numbers 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52

BG Group UK

India 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

BHP

Billiton

Australia

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

BP UK

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Norway 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0

Russia 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

Venezuela 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Chevron USA

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

China 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Congo
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Nigeria 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Norway 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Saudi
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0

Venezuela 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

CNOOC China

Indonesia 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0

CNPC China

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Venezuela 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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IOCs and NOCs that have operations abroad

Performance Questions

Company
Home
Country

Host
Country Payments Operations

Anti-
Corruption

Question Numbers 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52

Conoco-

Phillips

USA

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

China 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Nigeria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Norway 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Russia 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

Venezuela 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Devon

Energy

USA

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

China 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Guinea
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Russia 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

Eni Italy

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

China 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Congo
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Nigeria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Venezuela 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Norway 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0

Exxon-

Mobil

USA

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Guinea
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Malaysia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Nigeria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Norway 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

Russia 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

Venezuela 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Qatar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
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 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies

IOCs and NOCs that have operations abroad

IOC Performance

Company
Home
Country

Host
Country Payments Operations

Anti-
Corruption

Question Numbers 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52

Hess USA

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

Guinea

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

Malaysia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

Norway 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1

INPEX Japan

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

China 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kuwait

Petroleum

Corporation

Kuwait

China 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Malaysia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Lukoil Russia

Kazakh-

stan

3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Russia 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

Marathon USA

Guinea

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Norway 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0

Nexen Canada

4 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0

ONGC India

Russia 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Petrobras Brazil

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

Venezuela 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

Petro-

Canada

Canada

0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0

Petronas Malaysia

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Repsol

YPF

Spain

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1

Brazil 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1

Venezuela 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1
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IOCs and NOCs that have operations abroad

IOC Performance

Company
Home
Country

Host
Country Payments Operations

Anti-
Corruption

Question Numbers 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52

Shell Nether-

lands

Brazil 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0

Malaysia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0

Nigeria 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0

Norway 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0

Russia 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0

Venezuela 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0

China 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0

Statoil-

Hydro

Norway

4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

China 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Venezuela 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Talisman

Energy

Canada

4 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0

Indonesia 4 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0

Malaysia 4 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0

4 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0

Norway 4 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0

Total France

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Congo
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Nigeria 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Norway 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Qatar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Russia 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Venezuela 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Woodside Australia

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
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
Policy Questions Management Systems Questions

Host

Country Company

Home

Country

Regulatory & 

Procurement Issues Payments Operations Anti-Corruption

Regulatory & 

Procurement

Issues Payments Anti-Corruption

Question Numbers N1 N2 N3 N4 N5 N6 N7 N8 N9 N10 N11 N12 N13 N15 N16 N17 N18 N19 N20 N21 N22 N23 N24 N25 N26 N27 N28 N29 N30

Sonatrach 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Sonangol 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Brazil Petrobras Brazil 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

China CNPC China 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

China CNOOC China 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0

China PetroChina China 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1

China Sinopec China 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

Congo SNPC Congo 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Guinea

GEPetrol

Guinea
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

India ONGC India 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Indonesia Pertamina Indonesia 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Iran National

Iranian Oil 

Company

Iran

1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Kazakhstan KazMunai-

Gaz

Kazakhstan
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Kuwait Kuwait

Petroleum 

Corporation

Kuwait

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Malaysia Petronas Malaysia 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Mexico Pemex Mexico 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1

Nigeria NNPC Nigeria 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Norway StatoilHydro Norway 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Qatar Qatar

Petroleum

Qatar
0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1

Russia Gazprom Russia 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Russia Rosneft Russia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Saudi Saudi Saudi
0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Venezuela Venezuela 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
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Performance

Host

Country Company

Home

Country Payments Operations Anti-Corruption

Question Numbers N31 N32 N33 N34 N35 N36 N37 N38 N39 N40 N41 N42 N43 N44 N45 N46 N47 N48 N49 N50 N51 N52 N53 N54 N55 N56 N57 N58 N59

Sonatrach 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Sonangol 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Brazil Petrobras Brazil 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

China CNPC China 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

China CNOOC China 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

China PetroChina China 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

China Sinopec China 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

Congo SNPC Congo 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Guinea

GEPetrol

Guinea
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

India ONGC India 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Indonesia Pertamina Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Iran National

Iranian Oil 

Company

Iran

1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Kazakhstan KazMunai-

Gaz

Kazakhstan
1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Kuwait Kuwait

Petroleum 

Corporation

Kuwait

0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Malaysia Petronas Malaysia 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mexico Pemex Mexico 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1

Nigeria NNPC Nigeria 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Norway StatoilHydro Norway 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0

Qatar Qatar

Petroleum

Qatar
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Russia Gazprom Russia 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Russia Rosneft Russia 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

Saudi Saudi Saudi
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Venezuela Venezuela 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0   
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 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies

Annotations to Data by Indicator Number

IOC Indicator NOC Indicator Annotation

11 N14

12 N15
credit for including both.

14 N17

15 N18

Petroleum, Shell, Total and Woodside.

16 N19
for including both.

17 N20

None N21
Brazil, China, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Mexico, Nigeria, Norway and Russia.

21 N26

22 N27

23 N28

24 N29
following suggestions from the expert group.

27 None

None N31

None N33

None N34

28 N35

29 N36
Norway

30 N37

32 N39

33 N40
Kazakhstan, Norway, Russia, the US and Venezuela.

34 N41

35 N42 Expert group meeting concluded that this is consistent with EITI. 

36 N43

48 N55

49 N56
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 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies

Company Sources

BG Group Company Website

2006 Corporate Social Responsibility Report

BHP Billiton Company Website

Sustainability Report Website

2006 Sustainability Report

Terms of Reference Sustainability Committee

Guide to Business Conduct

Speaking Oil & Gas

Production Reports

BP Company Website

BP Code of Conduct 

Information

Chevron Company Website

2006 CR Report

Business Conduct and Ethics Code

Company Sources

China National 
Petroleum 
Corporation
(CNPC)

Company Website

2006 Social Responsibility Report

China National 
Offshore
Oil Corporation 
(CNOOC)

Company Website

2005 Social Responsibility Report

ConocoPhillips Company Website

Code of Ethics and Conduct

2007 Proxy Statement

2006 10-K

Devon Energy Company Website

Code of Business Conduct and Ethics

2007 Proxy Statement

2007 CSR Report

Eni Company Website

Eni in 2006

2006 Quarterly Reports

Values and Practices

Eni Sustainability Report

The research was based on publicly available information drawn from the following sources. The data was gathered by 
consultants between March and August 2007. Sources and locations may have changed since that time. 
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Company Sources

ExxonMobil Company Website

Standards of Business Conduct, January (2006)

2006 Corporate Citizenship Report

2007 Proxy Statement

2005-07 Press Releases

Gazprom Company Website

Information

GEPetrol Company Website

License Map

Hess Company Website

INPEX Company Website

INPEX Holdings

Production Report

KazMunaiGaz
(KMG)

Company Website

Press Releases

Kuwait Petroleum 
Corporation

Company Website

Lukoil Company Website

2003-2004 Social Responsibility Report

2004-2006 Results of Operations

Marathon Oil Company Website

10-K 2006

2007 Proxy Statement

Company Sources

National
Iranian
Oil Company

Company Website

Message of Petroleum Minister

Charts 1-4

Nigerian National 
Petroleum 
Company
(NNPC)

Company Website

Monthly Petroleum Information (MPI)

Summary Report

Central Bank of Nigeria

NEITI Bill 2004

Nexen Company Website

Policies – Ext. Communications, Corporate 

Ethics for Canadian Business

Sustainability Report 2005

Oil and Natural 
Gas Corporation
Ltd. (ONGC)

Company Website

ONGC Videsh Website

Pertamina Company Website
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 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies

Company Sources

PetroChina Company Website

National Bureau of Statistics

Petrobras Company Website

2007 1st

Petro-Canada Company Website

Report to the Community

Code of Business Conduct

2006 Statistical Supplement

Petróleos 
Méxicanos
(Pemex)

Company Website

Petróleos de 
Venezuela
(PDVSA)

 Company Website

Petronas Company Website

Balance Sheet

Economic Planning Unit

Ministry of Energy, Water and Communications

National Petroleum Policy

-

     of Petroleum Operations) Regulations 1997

Company Sources

Qatar Petroleum Company Website

Qatar Petroleum regulations related to the 
Code of Ethics 

Repsol YPF Company Website

2006 Corporate Responsibility Report

Consolidated Management Report

Ethics and Conduct Regulation Report

2005-2009 Strategic Presentation

Rosneft Company Website

Rosneft Social Programs Report

Saudi Aramco Company Website

Shell Company Website

2006 Sustainability Report

Code of Conduct

2007 1st

Shell General Business Principles

Sinopec Company Website

2007 1st

La Société 
Nationale des 
Pétroles du Congo
(SNPC)

Company Website

Ministère des Hydrocarbures Homepage

Budget Website

Sonangol Company Website
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Company Sources

Sonatrach Company Website

StatoilHydro Company Website

We in Statoil

Ethics in Statoil Report

Sustainability Report 2006

Talisman Energy Company Website

2006 CR Report

Total Company Website

Corporate Social Responsibility Report 2006

Woodside Company Website

1st

Summary of Code of Conduct

Communications Policy

Community Report 2005
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 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies

This Annex includes some samples of reporting formats to 
illustrate the findings described in the corresponding section 
in the report. 

most readily available data; even large companies such 
as Chevron and ExxonMobil provided this in tables. 

  (See Example 1)

down in a greater level of detail, and data on produc-
tion per property were available. For example, Cono-
coPhillips used tables to present this information across 
all countries of operation. (See Example 2)

-
mation such as revenue and production costs on a 
country-specific basis.  For some, however, particularly 
for large companies, operational information disclosed 
in tables was aggregated by region. (See  Examples 3 
and 4)

of revenue payments.  Few companies used tables to 
present this information or even provided it in any 
form consistently across operations. Among the nota-
ble exceptions was Talisman Energy, which broke down 
taxes and royalties by country. (See Example 5)

to   do so in a narrative format. Shell Nigeria provided 
the following revenue payment information on p.11 of 
its Annual Report 2006:

SPDC and SNEPCo paid royalties, Petroleum 
Profit Tax (PPT) and other levies to the Nigerian 
government during the year. SPDC paid $2.1 bil-
lion in PPT, a 32 per cent decrease from 2005 
due to lower oil production. Similarly, it paid 
$771.7 million in royalties compared to $1.2 bil-
lion in 2005. The SPDC joint venture also made 
a statutory contribution of $75.2 million (of 
which the Shell share was $22.6 million) to the 
Niger Delta Development Commission (NDDC). 
The company also paid $54 million into the Ed-
ucation Tax Fund. Over the past six years, SPDC 
has paid a total of $154.5 million into this fund. 
In 2006, SNEPCo paid $594.8 million in royal-
ties and profit oil from Shell-funded interests in 
Bonga, Abo and Erha deep water fields. The 
company also paid education tax of $4.7 million 
and contributed $38.9 million to the NDDC.
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32, (extract)

32 N.B.: All page numbers in this section refer to page numbers in the actual reports, not to PDF numbering.
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 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies
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 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies

In terms of the research process, there are a number of dif-
ferences between the 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency 
of Oil and Gas Companies and the companies report in-
cluded in 2005 Beyond the Rhetoric published by Save the 
Children UK in 2005. For this report, TI has engaged with 
the companies assessed in the report from the start of the 
process. This resulted in important company and industry 
input along the way, particularly at the methodology devel-
opment and data review stages. In terms of the method, the 
2005 report considered in-country research in addition to 
desk-based research. However, feedback from consultants 
and researchers indicated that the in-country research did 
not provide any information not already available on the 
Internet or from other sources. Therefore in-country research 
was not done as part of this report.

Annex 8 Table 1 indicates the main differences between the 
two reports as well as the changes introduced to the ques-
tionnaire and to the way the data were processed into final 
scores.

Aspect 2005 Beyond the Rhetoric 
2008 Report on Revenue Transparency 
of Oil and Gas Companies

15 companies and their operations 
in 6 countries; 5 of them were NOCs

42 companies and their operations in 21 countries. 
23 of them were NOCs.

Weightings per area of transparency

Present
strategy in policy and management systems. 

Context indicators Introduced with corresponding weighting on performance indicators to 
address context-related concerns. 

Re-labelling of areas of transparency The second area of transparency was 
although the contents remain broadly the same.

Annex 8 Table 1

Changes in results
The comparison of the results the 2005 Beyond the Rhetoric
report and the 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil 
and Gas Companies Report includes only the companies 
evaluated in both. The results are positive, showing an in-
crease in the scores for almost all companies. This can indi-
cate a positive change over time which would be consistent 
with the increased awareness in the last few years of the 
need for revenue transparency. However, the approach used 
to assess disclosure changed (via, for instance, the context 
weightings, questions that were not-applicable to all compa-
nies and the addition of a number of anti-corruption ques-
tions), making a straightforward conclusion about changes 
over time difficult. 
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





  

BP
Venezuela Venezuela

None.

Venezuela Venezuela
None.

China National Petroleum 
Corporation (CNPC)

Venezuela
the website said there was no production in there.

ConocoPhillips East Timor, Indonesia, Nigeria, 
Venezuela

Indonesia, Nigeria, Venezuela None.

None.

Eni
Venezuela

-
la

None.

ExxonMobil
Nigeria, Venezuela Nigeria, Venezuela

None.

Hess None.

Lukoil None

Nexen Nigeria None
OML 109 site only.  They sold this interest and terminated their 
contractual interest in this block in 2005.  Nexen’s, OPL 222, 

comparison.

Petronas Indonesia Indonesia None.

Indonesia, Venezuela Venezuela In 2005 Beyond the Rhetoric

Shell Nigeria, Venezuela Nigeria, Venezuela None.

StatoilHydro None.

Talisman Energy Indonesia Indonesia None.

Total 
Nigeria, Venezuela Venezuela from TI report.  It will also be taken out of this comparison.

Woodside East Timor None
report, so the company was taken out of the comparison.

* Note that PetroChina was included in the 2005 Report for its Indonesian operations.  Information from the website indicates it only produces in China 
and has been assessed as an NOC there.  Therefore it is not included in this comparison.
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Annotations to the data used for comparison:

2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies 2005 Beyond the Rethoric
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 2008 Report on Revenue Transparency of Oil and Gas Companies

Below is the Protocol used when submitting data for companies to review31.



     
   


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31   For accuracy, we have kept the language and contents just as it was used, although we have later changed the use of some terms. For example, we referred to “validation” as the stage 

where data was submitted to companies for review and we no longer refer to it as validation; the context category “enabling“ has been relabelled “mixed“.
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