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Carbon Intensity TF — Downstream 
Preparatory questionnaire - To be sent to the OGCI Secretariat before Monday, 

January 9th 

  

Introduction 

1. How many operated refineries does your company have in its portfolio? 

7 (Antwerp, Rotterdam, Slagen, Fawley, Gravenchon, Fos, Trecate) 

Note: also 2 non-operated refineries: Miro (25%) and Samref (50%) : 

  

      

    

  

   

      

    
    
      
    

    
    

  

    

   
     
   

  

   

  

     

      

    

   

   

3 (Strathcona, Sarnia, Nanticoke) 

1 (Singapore 592,000kbd!   
  

    

if your company doesn’t operate any refinery, no further question is required. 

Definition of the downstream intensity 

2. How many of your operated refineries alrea 

indicators? 

alculate / would be’ asily calculate the following 

  

  
  

    

          
    

  

CWT (Solomon Complexity We Tons — mass based) 7 

CWB (Solomon Complexity Weig Barrels — volume based) 3 

Both 

Neither of these t . i 

Additional comments: 

EU refineries have had to calcul nnual CWT for 2014- >018 fy will need to continue coing so as of ETS 

phase 4 (in 2021 for 2019 and 202 riven by ETS legislation. They also need to | every year from then of 

report yearly GHG emissions. > 

   As of 2019, there wa federal 

requirements. This w 

based on CWB in place sin prior to th Srp li ied version af cwe). 

‘Stops a abies whem oivasil 

ae eathoe tex is @ a fa missions for emitters >25,000tCO2e. It has no regulations requiring 

CWT, CWB or Sclomor EE Ae iwapore Refinery salvees ibes to Solomon EEL benchmarking ane 

eheretarg 1. This rove will need to be socialised with the Refinery 

BLE     
  

interested as well in considering other options? 

L] Throughput : 

[ Other (specify): ..... 

No other option 
  

Additional comments: 

Canadian and provincial governrnents now accept CWB. Significant effort has been undertaken to OA/OC 

historical data for the purpose of establishing the facility and/or sector benchmarks. 

Should use existing/commonly accepted metrics rather than developing new ones. CWT methodology has been 

actively used by EU regulators and EU refining industry for many years, and has been mutually accepted as an 

adequate denominator for benchmarking emission intensity.     
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Solomon already has an emissions intensity metric (CEl) for refining — but that uses a different methodology 

which is not being used by the EU regulator in the EU ETS context so would be additional. 
    

  

4. Any additional comment to consider? 

CWT by itself is not an intensity... it is only the denominator. The numerator should be sufficiently “smart” 

to not just look at total GHG emissions but also reflect “deemed emission impacts” from transfers of 

heat/steam, waste gas, electricity production/import/export etc. EU ETS legislation includes 

methodologies on how to do this. These numerator calcs (when done on that “smart” basis) are 

significantly more complex than the CWT calc... and they are only requir he EU regulator once every 

five years. So we can’t say that the intensity calculation is “available” refineries. This would 

require additional analysis per site every year. Need to balance rnative of selecting 

Solomon CEI as intensity metric and reporting that on a bi-yea uld not require any 

additional analysis/computation work for participating sites. 

  

    

   

    

       
  

Target setting      

    

   

  

      

5. Could the baseline be 2017 to replicate the workd ne intensity and 

the upstream carbon intensity? 

L] Yes 

L] No (no further question required) 
  

Additional comments: 

    
   
   
   

16-2017 average as the 

the benchmarks for ETS 

rsus a single year baseline, 

pective, ideally we’d us 

EU regulator for pr 

lf using CO2/CWT approach: From an EU circui 

baseline, given that that’s the same timeframe used 

Phase 4. From a site by site perspectivegé 

to filter impacts of Turnarounds etc @ 

   

       an even year as baseline y even better: the average of 2 or 

72014 and 2016). 

lf using CEl metric: would need t 

more historical Solomon studies     

    
date. We continue to be 

variability and plannec 

‘aramend continuins 

Micovernent has o 

   
   

      
   

  

hat a three year average is preferable for 

enance. The benchmark years for both 

se these baseline years and if desirable use 

to 2017 to normalize the cata. For refining 

lt takes significant effort te QA/C 

baseline purposes to better accot 

Canada and AB are 2013-2015. ly 

the Solomon data t imate how mi 

the rate of change isl steady (at 

   
   
    

  

    
            

    
  

6. What could be the targ 

L] 2025 (same as for y & carbon intensity upstream) 

r (specify): 2 
       

    

      

  

     

    
    

  

what we want to target... small/incremental improvements may be possible on a 

afineries will typically need a major turnaround opportunity to implement step 

can range between 3 and 8 years, are typically 5-6 years, with ~3-4 years 

@ant size projects. So | don’t think 2025 provides sufficient time to 

improvements. Agreed! 

Depends on amb 
year-on-year basis, h 

change projects... Turnaro 

lead time needed to develop 

realistically target significant intens     
  

7. To be able to release a carbon intensity in the annual report, data will need to be consolidated by the 3 

party between March and May. When will your company be able to provide all the data? 

If using CO2/CWt approach: May should be ok for EU sites (ETS emission account for Y is settled by April Y+1... 

so by then all data should be available). 

  

Acciimin 
FAYDOIUIEDIET 

    ga 
oe 

— S W
 c oC
 

3 = 2,
 ° =
 _ oO nm 2 o 3 ° gathering fo 
  

Page [ PAGE ] of [ NUMPAGES ] 

CONFIDENTIAL EM-HCOR3-00783917



Reporting TF - Confidential 

  

  
own raw input numbers, not the ones vetted/verified by Solomon associates. Solomon results are typically not 

available until well in 3Q. And in this case there would only be a data point every two years. 

Data ere verified in April / May {for submission in June}. Consolidated date are available just in time for the 

verification. | would not want to share data before verification as iH is not uincomrnon for errors to be identified 

and correctec during the process. Solomon is fess of a concern, in that the whole process will run in parallel 

(and independent of} the Solomon process.       

Appendix A: Minutes of the June 2019 F2F | 

between CWT/CWB/Throughput by Solo 

e This session was presented by Tracy J. Ellerington, Bruc 

(remote) from Solomon Associates. - 

e Discussion focused on the definition of the potential downstre 5 there is no consensus 

about the denominator among the member companies (UEDC, CWT. nroughput) 

e Solomon strongly recommended not to use throughp i ; acreasing complexity 

— Comparison    

    

       

      

    
    
   

   

  

were already convinced that throughput is n 

e Solomon also recommended not to use U& 

     
    
   

   
   

   

   
   
   
        

   
   

    

  

fits definition in 2004) 
units. Publication of UE 

tion, UEDC does not reveal 

the real carbon emission from some opera ures or intensities based on 

UEDC is not allowed without permission f§ : 

e Both CWB and CWT are Carbon based met 

i. CWT was developed in 2008 based on 4 

used in this specific regio 

simplifications that were 

gy. Extrapolation in other 

characteristics of th 

ili. Refineries in other 

regional population 

iV. Combining CWT in EU 

+ different crude quality 

Vv. Solomon has not updat 

ans require CWT/CWB methodologies tailored to the characteristics of the 

with CWB in other regio ould lead to inconsistencies (different units 

one region to anothet 
missions factors 

     

  

e definition (as it has not been asked to do 
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