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Executive Summary 
The purpose of this report is to enhance the awareness of the carbon emission issue among 

Norwegian companies, and share industries’ good practices and experiences.   

The report is based on data reported through Carbon Disclosure Project1 and data collected by 

KLP. Estimations of climate emissions are supplied by Trucost.2 The result shows that despite of 

the relatively low response rate of CDP 2009, the majority of Norwegian companies have 

recognized the risks and opportunities presented by climate change. According to the data, most 

companies’ reporting level is proportional to their emission levels. Norwegian companies have 

started to look into their own carbon emission policies and communicate these through 

websites, annual reports, directors’ report as well as CSR or sustainability reports. However, few 

companies identify business opportunities or develop carbon reduction related services, 

products to capture the business opportunities of climate change. Even fewer companies are 

engaging in emissions trading.  

Norway has an ambitious carbon reduction goal and is a carbon intensive economy. As such it is 

clearly important with high awareness both among companies, industry management, 

government and policymakers. Business leaders need to focus on long term strategic thinking. 

Business leaders need to use technical and business innovation as the driving force to identify 

opportunities, instead of passively mourning the foreseeable financial risks imposed by carbon 

tax and other carbon reduction related financial tools. 

The report shows diverse behavior among companies that either failed to respond to CDP or 

were not requested to respond to CDP, ranging from proactively engagement in carbon 

reduction and communication, to passively report some environmental policy to no 

measurement or reporting at all. By comparing these results with the company’s emissions, 

companies currently associated with a high climate risk are identified.     

 

  

                                                           

1 The Carbon Disclosure Project non-for-profit organization set up to collect and distribute high quality 
information that motivates investors, corporations and governments to take action to prevent dangerous 
climate change. 

2 Trucost is a British financial service provider specialized in carbon emissions calculation. 
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1. Introduction  
This report aims to present a description of climate reporting among companies listed on the 

Norwegian stock exchange.  

Emissions of CO₂ and other greenhouse gases (GHG) are changing the earth’s climate. Research 

shows that the average temperature can increase between 1.1 and 6.4 ºC over the next hundred 

years, if emissions are not reduced.3 It is predicted that further global warming will cause sea 

level rise and the frequency of extreme weather events increase. These physical risks will affect 

all sectors in all counties and will have significant negative economic consequences.  

KLP has, as one of the leading financial institutions in Norway, taken an active role in order to 

increase companies’ awareness with regards to risks and opportunities due to climate change. 

KLP is, for the third year, Carbon Disclosure Project’s (CDP) partner in Norway. KLP believes 

that we all, companies, investors and other organizations shall strive to measure and 

subsequently reduce climate emissions. Reporting through CDP can be a first step for companies 

in that process, and CDP is a significant contributor to increased quality on carbon emissions 

reporting in business. CDP acts on behalf of 475 institutional investors, holding $55 trillion in 

assets under management.  

This report contains three parts. The first section reviews the Norwegian results in CDP 2009. 

The second section reports the companies which did not respond to or were not requested to 

participate in CDP 2009, and it evaluates their public environmental and climate reporting. In 

the third section, non-responding companies’ climate emissions levels are combined with their 

public reporting performance.  This is done in order to identify KLP’s portfolio risk related to 

climate change. The overall scope of the report is companies included in the CDP request for 

2009 and companies included in the Oslo Børs Benchmark Index as of September 2009.  

1.1. Carbon emissions are not free forever 

In December, the international community will review the carbon emission plans for each 

country at the 2009 United Nations Climate Change Conference in Copenhagen. Business, in 

Norway and abroad, will be affected by the international climate agreement. Norway’s 

commitment under the Kyoto Protocol is that emissions shall not be more than one per cent 

above the 1990 level in the period 2008–2012. However, according to Environmental 

Directorates of Norway, Norway’s aggregate greenhouse gas emissions rose by around eight per 

cent in the period 1990-2008. Unless new measures to limit emissions are introduced, emissions 

will rise further.4  However, in October this year, Prime Minister Jens Stoltenberg announced a 

40 percent emission reduction target at the UN climate talks.5   

                                                           

3 www.cicero.uio.no/about/index_e.aspx 

4 www.miljostatus.no/en/Goals-and-indicators/Goals-and-indicators/Climate-change/Reduce-greenhouse-gas-

emissions/Norwegian-emissions-of-greenhouse-gases-CO2-CH4-N2O-HFC-PFC-SF6-measured-in-CO2-equivalents-

/Greenhouse-gas-emissions/ 

5 news.yahoo.com/s/afp/20091007/sc_afp/norwayclimateenvironmentgovernment_20091007174719 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Extreme_weather
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To achieve the ambitious carbon emission reduction goal, a range of policy measures have been 

introduced, including carbon taxes and emissions trading. In 2008 KLP calculated the carbon 

footprint of different markets.6  This analysis shows that the Norwegian market is more carbon 

intensive than other markets.     

 

Figure 1: Carbon footprint of different indices compared to the MSCI Global Index 

As the Norwegian economy is carbon 

intensive, financial measures would have a 

significant impact on the Norwegian 

economy.   

What does carbon cost in 2020? No one can 

give a certain answer, but it seems that 

carbon credits in the foreseeable future will 

be one of the instruments used to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). This will 

have consequences for companies in all 

sectors - the question is just how big the 

financial consequences will be.  

Klimakur 2020 is the name of a group 

established by the Norwegian government 

evaluating the need for further initiatives and 

means in order to reduce greenhouse gases. 

The group recently outlined three scenarios 

for the future emissions trading price, high 

price, medium price and low price. The group 

estimates that the market price per tonne of 

                                                           

6 The calculation is based on Trucost data. 
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CO₂ equivalent (tCO₂e) will be 40 Euro in 2020. In 2012 the estimate is between 16 and 25 Euro; 

and between 17 and 38 Euro in 2015.
7
 

To have a taste of the financial implication of carbon emissions on the Norwegian economy, we 

divided carbon costs by the total turnover in 2008 for all companies included in the CDP 2009 

and the Oslo Børs Benchmark Index.8  

Assuming an emissions price of 14.09 Euro per tonne of CO₂-equivalent (a market price on 

September 16 20099), the emissions would have a total cost of 3,171.43 million US dollars, 

nearly 1.5 percent of the total turnover.  Suppose the unit price of tCO₂e is 34.91 dollars (a 

theoretical price of emissions calculated by Trucost10), the total emissions cost would be 

5,272.21 million US dollars, accounting for 2.5 percent of total turnover.  At the level of 40 Euro 

as predicted by Klimakur for 2020, emissions would cost 4.17 percent of total turnover.  

1.2 Reporting requirements 

According to the Norwegian Accounting Act (Regnskapsloven), corporations have to provide 

“information concerning current activities, including production inputs and products that could 

cause a not insignificant impact on the external environment”. The Act says that “information on 

the types of environmental effect that the different aspects of the operation have or could have, 

and what measures have been implemented, or are planned to be implemented, to prevent or 

reduce negative environmental effects shall be provided".11  

The wording of the Act, "a not insignificant impact", clearly leaves the way open for significant 

differences of interpretation. It has also been pointed out that the provisions of the Act have not 

been sufficiently monitored, as the disclosures provided by the companies under the provisions 

do not have to be audited. For instance, a study by Vormedal and Ruud12 argues that only 10 

percent of the 100 largest Norwegian companies (including non-listed companies) comply with 

the legal requirements on environmental reporting, that is, report satisfactorily or better on 

their environmental impact. However, this is a study of the reporting from the financial year 

2004. Both the quality and the amount of disclosure are likely to have increased during the last 

years. 
                                                           

7 Klimakur 2020 (2009): "Vurdering av framtidige kvotepriser". TA-2545/2009. Norges vassdrags- og 

energidirektorat, Oljedirektoratet, Statens forurensningstilsyn, Statens vegvesen og Statistisk sentralbyrå: Oslo 

8 Emissions estimates and total turnover are supplied by Trucost.  

9 European Daily, ICIS Heren Carbon Markets.  

10 Trucost prices the damage that is done to society and human capital by pollutants and natural resource use, 

including quantifying associated human health costs.  The damage costs used primarily reflect the cost to humans of a 

given emission. The cost generated may be in the form of degradation of the natural environment; including impacts 

on animal and plant life and the subsequent effect such degradation has on human capital.  

11 Norwegian Accounting Act §3-3a. Available at URL: http://www.lovdata.no/all/tl-19980717-056-003.html#3-3 (in 

Norwegian). Accessed 20.10.2009. Translation by Vormedal & Ruud (2009). 

12 Vormedal, Irja & Ruud, Audun (2009): “Sustainability Reporting in Norway - an Assessment of Performance in the 

Context of Legal Demands and Socio-Political Drivers.” Business Strategy and the Environment 18, 207-222. 
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Not all of the companies within the scope of these analyses, i.e. OSEBX, are subject to Norwegian 

reporting requirements. For companies listed in Norway, but registered under different 

jurisdictions, the only relevant Norwegian requirement is the requirement of risk reporting 

provided in the Norwegian Code of Best Practice for Corporate Governance.13 

          

                                                           

13 Chapter 10 in the Norwegian Code of Best Practice for Corporate Governance. See www.nues.no. 
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2. Norwegian Listed Company Responses to CDP 2009 
The CDP 2009 questionnaire was sent to 196 companies in Nordic region. A total of 48 

Norwegian companies received the questionnaire, while 17 companies answered it. Thus, the 

Norwegian response rate for CDP 2009 is 35 percent. Comparing to CDP 2008, one more 

company answered the questionnaire this year. However, the response rate dropped 11 percent, 

due to the increased number of invited companies (last year, 35 Norwegian companies were 

invited). 

 

Figure 2: Norwegian response rates for CDP 2007 ɀ CDP 2009. 

In the CDP questionnaire, corporations are asked 28 questions covering 4 areas: 

1. Risk and opportunities related to climate change 

2. Emissions levels 

- Scope 1 (direct GHG Emissions) 

- Scope 2 (indirect GHG Emission) 

- Scope 3 (other indirect GHG Emissions) 

- Emissions avoided through use of goods & services 

3. Performance (such as reduction plans, goal setting and achievements, as well as goal 

planning and investment) 

4. Governance14 

 

  

                                                           

14 See www.cdproject.net for more information. 
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2.1 International and Historical Perspectives   

Norway was at the same level as North America with a response rate at 76 percent in CDP 2007. 

One year later, in CDP 2008, Norway dropped to 74 percent, which is the bottom position among 

developed countries and only higher than Asia.  This year Norway has a response rate of 65 

percent.15  

 
Figure 3: Norwegian response rates in comparison with the rest of the world. 

Compared to CDP 2008, there are mixed messages, as to the awareness level among Norwegian 

companies.  Two companies that answered the questionnaire in 2008 chose not to this year. On 

the other hand, there are also cases of the opposite. It is encouraging to see that two companies 

who failed to respond last year are first time reporters in 2009.  

2.1 Transparency 

Fifteen companies decided that their answers would be publicly available on the CDP website 

and in the report, while four companies decided they would not. This result gives a 78 percent16  

public disclosure rate. The improvement of transparency is related to the result of company 

communication, a topic that will be addressed later in the report.  More Norwegian companies 

recognize the requirement of transparency and take the opportunity to actively promote their 

policies and good conducts.  

                                                           

15 The calculation is adjusted to be compatible with the Global Report 2008. As such these calculations include not 

only companies answering the questionnaire, but also companies who declined to participate and companies that 

provided some sort of information.  

16 Fifteen companies include thirteen companies, who answered questionnaire, and two companies, who provided 

information to CDP.   
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2.2 Response by Sector 

Respondents were classified according to the Global 

Industry Classification Standard (GICS).  

There are three sectors which achieved a 100 

percent response rate, with each sector containing 

one company in the sample. These three sectors are 

Utility (Hafslund), Telecommunication (Telenor 

Group) and Health Care (Pronova BioPharma).  

Consumer Discretionary obtained a zero percent 

response rate, with three companies in the sample. 

These three companies are Ekornes, Royal Caribbean 

International and Schibsted.  

Consumer Staples (20 percent), Information 

Technology (25 percent), Energy (31 percent) and 

Financials (33 percent) scored below the average 35 

percent.

Figure 4: Response rate by sector. 

These figures show a polarized attitude towards CDP reporting among energy companies. On 

one side, StatoilHydro, Subsea 7 and Teekay Petrojarl have consistently answered the 

questionnaire in the past three years. On the other side, ten energy companies failed to respond 

at all this year.   

The financial sector attracts more and more attention from CDP. The sample size of Financials 

increases every year, with two in CDP 2007, four in CDP 2008 and six this year. However, newly 

included companies did not respond.  
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2.3 Climate Risks and Opportunities 

The first section of the CDP 2009 questionnaire 

asks corporations whether, and to which extent, 

climate change presents risks and opportunities 

to their businesses. The majority of respondents 

recognized climate risks in relation to their 

business, as illustrated below. 

Physical risks enjoy the highest awareness at 94 

percent. Other risks, which mainly refer to 

reputation risks, are considered to be relevant to a 

lower number of companies (82 percent).  

As far as recognition of opportunities is 

concerned, there is more to be desired. 71 percent 

of the companies have identified physical and 

other opportunities generated by the climate 

change. 

 

 

 

 Figure 5: Climate risks and opportunities 
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2.4 Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 

Accounting 

Out of the total amount of disclosed emissions 

(39,090,529 metric tonnes of carbon dioxide 

equivalent, tCOϜe), scope 1 and 2 constitute the 

major source of emissions.  Only 3 percent is 

generated by scope 3 (see figure 7 and 8). 

The disclosure rate is approximately on the 

same level for each scope, ranging from 25 to 33 

percent (see figure 6). Thus, the gap among the 

disclosure rates of each scope is small so this 

does not at a first glance seem to explain the 

significant difference in emissions of each 

scope. More likely it is the embodied 

characteristics of each scope that determine the 

results. Scope 3, defined as ‘other indirect GHG 

emissions’, is a comprehensive concept. It 

covers a wide range of business activities, 

including but not limited to external 

distribution, employee business travel, disposal of company’s services and products and 

company supply chain. To measure and report scope 3 accurately imposes a big challenge to 

companies. Therefore, instead of jumping to any conclusion of emissions composition, more 

attentions should be given to establish a more 

systematic way to define and measure scope 3. 

 

  

Figure 6: Disclosure rate by scope  Figure 7: Emissions disclosed by scope 

(percentage)  
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2.5 Emissions Trading  

Emission trading is the main mechanism to deal with 

climate change on the global arena. The European 

Union Greenhouse Gas Emission Trading System (EU 

ETS) operates as the largest multi-country and 

multi-sector greenhouse gas emission trading 

system world-wide.  Meanwhile, clean development 

mechanisms (CDM) allow emissions-reduction (or 

emissions removal) projects in developing countries 

to earn certified emission reduction (CER) credits, 

which can be traded and sold, and used by 

industrialized countries to a meet a part of their 

emission reduction targets under the Kyoto Protocol. 

The rate of Norwegian companies’ participation in 

emissions trading is surprisingly low, despite the 

carbon intensive economy structure. Among 

companies who answered the questionnaire, 35 

percent (6 companies) participate in at least one 

type of emission scheme. 23 percent (4 companies) reported that they were involved in the 

trading of allowances under the EU ETS and/or project-based carbon credit support of a 

business activity such as investment fund management or the provision of offsetting services.  

Only one company answered ‘Yes’, when being asked if they have been involved in the 

origination of project-based carbon credits. However, five companies purchase project-based 

carbon credits; five companies operate or have ownership of facilities covered by the EU 

Emission Trading Scheme (EU ETS). This result gives some interesting insights of the 

composition and the value chain of the project-based carbon credit market. 

 

Figure 8: Emissions trading  
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2.6 Performance 

Performance questions evaluate whether respondents 

have reduction plans or goals and how respondents are 

going to achieve their targets.  

The percentage of respondents, who have GHG emissions 

and/or energy reduction plans and a reduction target(s), 

are high: 11 out of 17 have target(s). Seven companies 

have concrete descriptions of how they factor the cost of 

future emissions into capital expenditures. Strategies 

include using forward price of COϜ emissions (Hafslund), 

adding international costs of carbon emissions (Orkla) 

and sensitivity analysis (Norsk Hydro).  

However, there is a lack of information as to how the 

company is going to achieve the target(s). Respondents 

identify improved energy efficiency, shifting to low emission materials or services, adopting or 

developing carbon reduction technology, and implementing company policies (e.g. travel policy).  

However, few companies recognized that emissions trading are a way to achieve their targets. 

Relating the result of performance to the earlier discussion about emissions trading, we can see 

a need of increasing the awareness of emissions trading among companies.  

 

Figure 9: Performance   
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2.7 Governance  

Governance questions explore responsibility delegation, 

communications and public policy engagement. According 

to the data, the majority of respondents have governance in 

place. 

16 companies (94 percent) have a Board Committee or 

other executive body responsible for climate change. 

Comparatively fewer companies, 8 companies (47 percent), 

provide incentives for individual management of climate 

change issue including attainment of GHG targets.  

15 companies (88 percent) communicate emissions related 

risks and opportunities through various channels, such as 

annual reports, corporate responsibility reports or 

sustainability reports. 14 companies (82 percent) engage 

with policymakers on possible responses to climate change 

including taxation and regulations.  

This result indicates that companies are playing a more 

proactive role in terms of both public communication and 

lobbying.  We can see a high awareness of carbon reduction among Norwegian companies at the 

management level. However, delegating the responsibility to the whole organization and 

integrate responsibility into business activities can be further improved in the future.  

 

Figure 10: Governance. 
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3. How are none responding and not requested companies doing? 
Faced with such a low response rate, we conducted 

follow-up research of companies that did not respond to 

CDP 2009 as well as the companies in the OSEBX that 

have not received the request from CDP. The research 

focused on public information, which included websites, 

annual reports, Board of Directors’ reports and corporate 

responsibility or sustainability reports. Verification e-

mails were sent to companies that did not respond to 

CDP in order to ensure that they were given 

opportunities to clarify the underlying reasons.  

The no response and not requested companies’ reporting 

are categorized into three types: 

Good Companies report emissions related 

policies and/or proactively commercialize 

environmental opportunities.  

Medium  Companies have environment related 

policies, but not emissions related policy 

publicly available.  

Less   Limited public reporting. 

 

Figure 11: Companiesȭ reporting level per sector 

The figure covers both companies, who did not answered CDP 2009 questionnaire and OSEBX companies, 

who were not asked by CDP. Annual reports were used as the reporting benchmark.  
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3.1 ΨNo responseΩ does ƴƻǘ Ŝǉǳŀƭ Ψ5ƻ ƴƻǘ ŎŀǊŜΩ 

19 companies are in the category of ‘Good’ reporting, 

despite the fact that they did not respond to CDP 

2009. These account for nearly 40 percent of the 47 

No response/Not requested companies. These 

companies spread into a wide range of business 

sectors, including Information Technology 

(Tandberg), Industrials (Kongsberg Gruppen, REC, 

Odfjell) and Energy (Aker). Moreover, Wilh. 

Wilhelmsen17 (Industrials) and Yara (Material)18 also 

belong to this category.  If these companies would 

have answered the CDP questionnaire and included 

in the response rate, Norway would have reached a 

48 percent adjusted response rate. 

Seven companies are categorized in the ‘Medium’ 

group. These companies’ public communication 

covers environment policy but few words are 

devoted to carbon emissions. As mentioned in the 

beginning of the report, the relatively loose wording 

of reporting requirements leaves freedom for 

interpretation and does not. 22 companies have 

limited to none public reporting on environmental 

and/or climate issues.  

3.2 Climate portfolio risk  

To give a clear picture of companies’ reporting level 

in relation to their emissions level, we designed a 

Climate Risk Metrics. Both companies, who did not respond to CDP 2009 questionnaire, and 

companies, who are listed on Oslo Børs Benchmark Index but not requested by CDP, are 

evaluated by the risk metrics.  

In the metrics, the Y-axis is the emissions level, calculated as the logarithm of the estimated 

amount of emissions. The X-axis is the reporting level on a one to three scale. The classification 

of reporting level is the following: 

1. Little or no reporting 

2. Medium level reporting 

3. Good reporting 

  

                                                           

17 Wilh. Wilhelmsen provided information.  

18 Yara declined to participate. 

Environmental and climate 

changes pose a grave threat 

to our planet. REC is helping 

to meet that challenge 

through innovative solar 

energy solutions.  

Our mission of smart energy 

for a cleaner future is both a 

business opportunity and a 

part of the solution to 

environmental and climate 

threats.  

REC 

Normal operations do not 
involve any danger of 
emissions from the printing 
plants.   

Schibsted 
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Figure 12: Carbon risk metrics by company. 

 

Table 1: High pollution, less or medium reporting  

Rank Company Reporting Level Emissions Level 

1 GOLDEN OCEAN GROUP LTD. 1 6,1 

2 ACERGY S.A. 1 6,0 

3 BONHEUR ASA 1 5,9 

4 FRED OLSEN ENERGY ASA 1 5,6 

5 ROYAL CRBN.CRUISES LTD. 2 7,0 

6 CERMAQ ASA 2 6,6 

7 STOLT-NIELSEN S.A. 2 6,3 

8 MARINE HARVEST ASA 2 6,2 

9 SEADRILL LTD. 2 6,1 

  

  

0,0

1,0

2,0

3,0

4,0

5,0

6,0

7,0

8,0

9,0

0 0,5 1 1,5 2 2,5 3 3,5

E
m

is
s
io

n
s
 L

e
v
e

l

Reporting Level



18 

 

Appendix 
Table 2: Emissions disclosed by sector according to CDP data (metric tonnes) 

  Scope 1 Scope 2 Scope 3  

  Quantity  Percentage Quantigy Percentage Quantity Percentage 

Total       26 675 995     11 425 310             989 224    

Consumer Staples                7 152  0 %           1 537  0 %              1 516  0 % 

Energy       16 683 080  63 %       211 250  2 %            50 218  5 % 

Financials                3 282  0 %           1 217  0 %              5 769  1 % 

Health Care                9 260  0 %              958  0 %            10 145  1 % 

Industrials         2 331 270  9 %    1 017 055  9 %            54 743  6 % 

Information Technology                      -    0 %                 -    0 %              3 296  0 % 

Materials         7 442 103  28 %    9 403 975  82 %          839 500  85 % 

Telecommunication            156 249  1 %       567 647  5 %            17 423  2 % 

Utilities              43 599  0 %       221 671  2 %              6 614  1 % 
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Table 3: Summary table in alphabetical order – companies requested by CDP 2009  

 

ABG SUNDAL CLI.HLDG.ASA Financials NR Less 
ACERGY S.A. Energy DP Less 

AKER SOLUTIONS ASA Energy RT Medium 
AKTIV KAPITAL ASA Financials NR Less 

ATEA ASA Information Techonology AQ CDP 
AUSTEVOLL SEAFOOD ASA Consumer Staples OE Medium 

BONHEUR ASA Energy NR Less 

BW OFFSHORE LTD. Energy OE Medium 
CERMAQ ASA Consumer Staples OE Medium 

DNB NOR ASA Financials AQ CDP 
DNO INTERNATIONAL ASA Energy AQ CDP 

EKORNES ASA Consumer Discretionary OE Medium 
ELECTROMAG.GEOSVS.ASA Energy OE Medium 
FRED OLSEN ENERGY ASA Energy NR Less 

FRONTLINE LTD. Energy RT Good 

GANGER ROLF ASA Energy NR Less 

GOLDEN OCEAN GROUP LTD. Industrials NR Less 
HAFSLUND ASA Utilities AQ CDP 

KONGSBERG AUTV.HLDG.ASA Industrials RT Good 

LEROY SEAFOOD GROUP ASA Consumer Staples RT Good 

MARINE HARVEST ASA Consumer Staples OE Medium 

NORS.SKOGINDUSTRIER ASA Materials AQ CDP 

NORSK HYDRO ASA Materials AQ CDP 

NORWEGIAN PROPERTY ASA Financials OE Medium 

ODFJELL ASA Industrials RT Good 
OLAV THON EIEP. Financials OE Medium 

OPERA SOFTWARE ASA Information Techonology OE Medium 
ORKLA ASA Industrials AQ CDP 

PETROLEUM GEO SVS.ASA Energy AQ CDP 

PRONOVA BIOPHARMA ASA Health Care AQ CDP 
RENEWABLE ENERGY CORP. Industrials RT Good 

ROYAL CRBN.CRUISES LTD. Consumer Discretionary OE Medium 

SALMAR ASA Consumer Staples AQ CDP 

SCHIBSTED ASA Consumer Discretionary OE Medium 
SEADRILL LTD. Energy OE Medium 

SEVAN MARINE ASA Energy RT Good 

STATOILHYDRO ASA Energy AQ CDP 

STOREBRAND ASA Financials AQ CDP 

SUBSEA 7 INCO. Energy AQ CDP 
TANDBERG ASA Information Techonology RT Good 

TEEKAY PETROJARL ASA Energy AQ CDP 

TELENOR ASA Telecommunications AQ CDP 
TGS-NOPEC GEOPHS.CO.ASA Energy OE Medium 

TOMRA SYSTEMS ASA Industrials AQ CDP 
VEIDEKKE ASA Industrials AQ CDP 

VIZ R T LIMITED AG Information Techonology NR Less 

WILHS.WILHELMSEN ASA Industrials RT Good 

YARA INTERNATIONAL ASA Materials RT Good 
ACTA HOLDING ASA Financials RT Good 
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Table 4: Summary table in alphabetical order – companies not requested by CDP 2009 

    

 AKER ASA Energy OE Medium 
BLOM ASA Information Technology RT Good 

BWG HOMES ASA Consumer Discretionary RT Good 
DATA RESPONS ASA Information Technology OE Medium 

EDB BUSINESS PARTNER ASA Information Technology RT Good 
IMAREX ASA Financials OE Medium 

KONGSBERG GRUPPEN ASA Consumer Discretionary RT Good 

MAMUT ASA Information Technology RT Good 
NORWEGIAN AIR SHUTTLE ASA Industrials RT Good 

ORIGIO A/S Industrials NR* Less 
PROSAFE SE Health Care RT Good 

PSI GROUP ASA Energy OE Medium 
QUESTERRE ENERGY CORP. Information Technology OE Medium 
STEPSTONE ASA Energy OE Medium 

STOLT-NIELSEN S.A. Information Technology OE Medium 

 
AQ: Answered questionnaire 

RT: Reported through publications and websites 

OE: Only reported environment policy through publications and websites 

DP: Declined to participate 

NR: No response (Not requested) 


