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Jakarta, 29 July 2022 
 
Ref.: 908/TF/IAI/VII/2022 
 

Comments on the Exposure Draft IFRS S2 Climate-related Disclosures 

To: 

Mr Emmanuel Faber  

Chair, International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) 

Columbus Building, 7 Westferry Circus  
Canary Wharf, London, E14 4HD 

United Kingdom 
 

Dear Mr Faber, 

As a response to the sustainability reporting initiative from the International Federation of 
Accountants (IFAC) and IFRS Foundation, in December 2020 the Institute of Indonesia 
Chartered Accountants (IAI) organized the Task Force on Comprehensive Corporate Reporting 
(Indonesia Task Force on CCR). Led by IAI as the recognized Professional Accountancy 
Organization and standard-setter for financial reporting, membership of the Indonesia Task 
Force on CCR consisted of representatives of key stakeholders in Indonesia, as presented in 
Appendix A – Membership of the Indonesia Task Force on CCR. On behalf of the Task Force, 
we would like to present you with our collective responses to the Exposure Draft IFRS S2 
Climate-relate Disclosures (ED IFRS S2). 

Overall, we support the development of the IFRS Sustainability Disclosure Standard by ISSB 
(the Board) under IFRS Foundation. We believe that IFRS Foundation’s work on setting out 
accounting and sustainability disclosure standards will help create a high-quality and consistent 
reporting system. 

We recognize the aspiration for a global comprehensive baseline for climate-related 
disclosures. Moreover, we appreciate the building blocks approach considered by the Board to 
ensure global acceptability and applicability of the standards. We believe it is important to 
acknowledge potential challenges in harmonizing existing frameworks and practices 
implemented in different jurisdictions. Cooperation with national jurisdictions will be 
important in harmonization of key disclosure requirements in the standards, supplemented by 
jurisdictional-specific requirements.  

This letter highlights our overarching comments for consideration in relation to ED IFRS S1, 
accompanied with our detailed responses to the questions in the ED, as presented in Appendix 
B – Comments on Exposure Draft IFRS S2. 
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Ensure international acceptability and applicability 

We support and commend the Board’s efforts in ensuring the international applicability of the 
standards (including ED IFRS S2), especially by using three approaches as explained in the 
BC133 [(1) referring to an internationally applicable standard, (2) providing a general 
definition, (3) referring to jurisdictional requirements]. However, we envisage that the Board 
should consider only using Approach 2 and Approach 3. We understand that in Approach 1, 
the Board uses international applicable standards which “most jurisdictions abide”, but the term 
“most jurisdiction”  might not be relevant to some countries. 

We also found that the revision approach is not completely applied to all the requirements. We 
found in Home Builders industry requirements: 
• “The entity shall disclose the simple average score of all homes that obtained a certified 

HERS® Index Score.”  
• “The entity may disclose the number of homes delivered that are certified to ENERGY 

STAR® for Homes or equivalent certification programs.” 
 

While in the BC138-140 the requirement ENERGY STAR® is deleted (revision Approach 3).  
Therefore, we suggest the Board consider a more thorough review of the industry disclosure 
requirement to make sure the revision approach is applied consistently. 

The international applicability issue also applied to the requirement in Paragraph 23 (e) which 
stated that entities shall disclose comparability between their target and the latest international 
agreement. The aforementioned international agreement refers to the Paris Agreement 
(BC121), which not all countries adopt/sign the agreement. We understand that the Paris 
Agreement is a well-known norm for the effort of GHG reduction. Indonesia is also one of the 
countries that sign the agreement as well. However, every county has its jurisdiction policy and 
faces different challenges regarding environmental issues. Therefore, the target for every 
country will be different. If entities require to achieve a target too high, it will be difficult and 
costly for entities. And in the end, it will increase resistance from entities to apply this standard.  

In our jurisdiction, we have our specific target. In 2021, through the Long-Term Strategy for 
Low Carbon and Climate Resilience (LTS-LCCR) 2050, Indonesia already set an 
unconditional target of 29% and a conditional target of up to 41% compared to business as 
usual in 2030. Indonesia is one of the most vulnerable countries to the negative impact of 
climate change. Indonesia faces the risk of losing small islands and the narrowing of its coastal 
areas due to rising sea levels that will threaten cities located on the coastline. Due to this 
consideration, we suggest the Board consider the use of each jurisdictional National 
Determined Contributions (NDCs) as a reference to compare entities' targets regarding climate-
related risk.  
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Consider proportionality and scalability 

We are in view that the IFRS Sustainability Disclosure Standards will be challenging to 
implement especially by stakeholders in emerging countries. Therefore, we recommend that 
the Board explicitly consider proportionality and scalability in its standard setting activities. 
For example, some of the proposed disclosure requirements could be preceded with phrases 
like "where relevant in the circumstances of the entity" to demonstrate where requirements are 
scalable. This would also help reporting entities assess which requirements are material and 
therefore require disclosure. 

 

Duplications in requirements: A case for an overarching Conceptual Framework 

We envisage there are instances of duplicative requirements between ED IFRS S1 and ED 
IFRS S2 such as in ED IFRS S1 paragraph 13 and ED IFRS S2 paragraph 5, where the 
requirement is in the exact same sentence except the word “sustainability-related” in ED IFRS 
S1 was changed in ED IFRS S2 to “climate related”. We understand that the aforementioned 
requirements are the Core Content of the TCFD recommendations. 

Mirroring to current requirements in IFRS Accounting Standards, we are of view that the Board 
should consider adopting an overarching Conceptual Framework for the IFRS Sustainability 
Disclosure Standards. The Core Content requirement provides general features requirements 
which outline the principles used in both Standards. Hence, could be considered as he basis for 
the Conceptual Framework.  

 

GHG Emission Reporting 

We also have a concern regarding the requirements for Scope 3 reporting. We view that entities 
will be facing difficulty to identify and gather all the information needed, thus will be very 
expensive to comply with this requirement. Therefore, we recommend the implementation of 
Scope 3 should be up to the entity, to understand what data that available on the entity regarding 
this requirement. Therefore, users of the report can compare Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3 
separately.  

IFRS S2 Paragraph 21(a)(vi) which include required disclosure of upstream and downstream 
emissions scope 3 emissions within company’s value chain will be very challenging for 
company who do yet have system in place to track such emissions. There is also no clarity of 
how far on the value chain the disclosure should be. This is especially challenging as well 
because company in emerging economies is likely to have challenges in tracking their supply 
chain. 
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Further clarification on terms and definitions 

Some terms throughout the ED IFRS S2 pose a risk of inconsistent application of the proposed 
objective and incomparable information. We suggest the Board further clarify the following 
terms: significant, the time frame of short, medium, and long-term, value chain and enterprise 
value and to provide the clear definition on the body of the Standards, not only on Basis for 
Conclusion. We consider these terms as a determining factor that will influence how the 
proposed requirements will be applied, a clear definition is needed to support the disclosure of 
consistent and comparable information. 

We recommend an additional disclosure regarding assumptions used by entities at the 
beginning of their report, to provide context for business environment (internal & external), 
value chain, business model, and business operation. Because we need to understand that every 
entity has different issues. Therefore, that information will be the first step before disclosure 
about risks and opportunities and so on. It relates to the general information about sustainability 
within the entities (i.e., what, and how sustainability aspect relates to the entity’s operation, 
whether it is significant or not, and which part of business the aspect relates to). The ISSB can 
refer to the CDSB REQ-02 especially on the Natural, social, and human capital dependencies. 

 

Basis of assumptions 

ED IFRS S2 require many judgments and assumption in most aspect. Due to giving a 
reasonable assurance on that report, assumptions and estimates would present a particular 
challenge to verify by the auditors. Both IFRS S1 and S2 stated that  some disclosures need to 
be explained or in the form of forward-looking information. Any forward-looking estimate and 
method to compute GHG emission depend on assumptions that relevancy and reliability are 
different from one place to another place. IAS 1 (paragraphs 117-124) and IAS 8 (paragraphs 
7-19) require entities to disclose the accounting policies used in preparing the financial 
statements and other accounting policies that are relevant to understanding the financial 
statements. A similar requirement could be applied to ED IFRS S2 requiring entities to disclose 
the basis of preparation which might include the policies used in preparing sustainability-
related financial information. This would help assurance providers and regulators to assess 
whether the reporting entity has provided a complete and accurate depiction of its climate-
related disclosures. 

 

Transition and phased application 

Based on our collective experience in adopting and implementing IFRS Accounting Standards, 
we recognize the potential implementation challenges that will come with the IFRS 
Sustainability Disclosure Standards. Each jurisdiction will require extensive efforts to work 
and consolidate with their respective stakeholders, to adopt and implement the standards. This 
would crucially include harmonization of the standards with existing local reporting 
requirements.  
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We believe that the Board should consider the possibility of introducing a phased application 
of the standards (including ED IFRS S2), to allow users and stakeholders to prepare based on 
their level of readiness. 

We hope that our comments could contribute to your future deliberations on ED IFRS S2. 
Should you have further concerns regarding our comments, please do not hesitate to contact us 
at iai-info@iaiglobal.or.id. Thank you. 

  

Best regards, 

  

  

Prof. Lindawati Gani      Prof. Mardiasmo  
Member, Indonesia Task Force on CCR   President, IAI 
Member, National Council, IAI 
 
cc: 

1. Minister of State Owned Enterprises Republic of Indonesia; 
2. Governor of Bank Indonesia; 
3. Chairman of the Board of Commisioner of the Financial Service Authority (Otoritas Jasa 

Keuangan/OJK); 
4. Head of Centre for Financial Profession Supervisory-Ministry of Finance (Pusat Pembinaan 

Profesi Keuangan-Kementerian Keuangan/PPPK) Republic of Indonesia; 
5. President Director of Indonesian Stock Exchange; 
6. Chairman of Indonesian Chamber of Commerce & Industry (KADIN); 
7. President of Indonesia Institute of Certified Public Accountant (IAPI); 
8. Chairman of Indonesia Institute of Management Accountant (IAMI); 
9. Chairman of CFO Club. 
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APPENDIX A 
Membership of the Indonesia Task Force on  

Comprehensive Corporate Reporting 
 
Institute of Indonesia Chartered Accountants (IAI) 
The Institute of Indonesia Chartered Accountants or Ikatan Akuntan Indonesia (IAI) is the 
recognized Professional Accountancy Organization (PAO) in Indonesia. Established on 
December 23, 1957, IAI continues to serve and develop the accountancy profession in the 
country through among others, establishment of the Chartered Accountant (CA) Indonesia 
qualification and other professional accountancy certifications, continuous education and 
training, and standard-setting activities. IAI is home to more than 33,000 Indonesian 
accountants from different backgrounds; public accountants, educators, private (management) 
and public (government) sector accountants, tax, and forensic accountants. The Institute is 
recognized as a co-founding member of both the International Federation of Accountants 
(IFAC) and the ASEAN Federation of Accountants (AFA). IAI is also an associate member of 
Chartered Accountants Worldwide. IAI is committed to implement IFAC’s standards as the 
best practice in improving the quality of the accountancy profession in Indonesia. IAI through 
the Dewan Standar Akuntansi Keuangan/Indonesian Financial Accounting Standards Board 
(DSAK) as the independent accounting standard setting body in Indonesia is tasked with the 
issuance of the Standar Akuntansi Keuangan/Indonesian Financial Accounting Standards 
(SAK) that is applied in Indonesia. 
 
The Ministry of State Owned Enterprises (SOEs) (Kementerian Badan Usaha Milik 
Negara/KemenBUMN) 
The Ministry of SOEs are administering government affairs in the field of SOEs, to assist the 
President in administering state government. The Ministry of SOEs formulate and determine 
policies in the field of formulating strategic business initiatives, strengthening competitiveness 
and synergy, strengthening performance, creating sustainable growth, restructuring, business 
development, and increasing the capacity of BUMN business infrastructure. The Ministry of 
SOEs are also coordinate and synchronize of policy implementation in the field of formulating 
strategic business initiatives, strengthening competitiveness and synergy, strengthening 
performance, creating sustainable growth, restructuring, business development, and increasing 
the capacity of SOE business infrastructure. 
 
Bank Indonesia 
Bank Indonesia is an independent state institution, free from interference by the Government 
and/or other parties, unless explicitly stipulated in prevailing laws. Bank Indonesia is a fully 
autonomous state institution in terms of formulating and implementing its duties and 
responsibilities. As a public legal entity and in accordance with its duties and responsibilities, 
Bank Indonesia is authorised to issue legally binding regulations in the implementation of the 
law. The special status and position conferred are necessary to ensure Bank Indonesia can 
effectively and efficiently implement its role and function as the monetary authority. 
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Financial Service Authority (Otoritas Jasa Keuangan/OJK)  
OJK is an independent institution that has the functions, duties, and the authority to regulate 
and supervise financial service activities in the Capital Market, Banking Sector and Non-Bank 
Financial Industry. OJK is established in a bid to ensure that all activities in the financial 
services sector are carried out in an orderly, fair, transparent, accountable manner, and are able 
to realize a financial system that grows in a sustainable and stable manner, and is able to protect 
interests of consumers and society. 
 
Centre For Financial Profession Supervisory-Ministry of Finance (Pusat Pembinaan 
Profesi Keuangan-Kementerian Keuangan/PPPK) 
PPPK has the task of coordinating and carrying out the preparation of policy formulation, 
guidance, development and supervision and information services for the financial profession, 
namely Accountants, Public Accountants, Accounting Technicians, Appraisers, Public 
Appraisers, Actuaries, and other financial professions. In carrying out its duties, PPPK is under 
and responsible to the Minister of Finance through the Secretary General. 
 
Indonesian Stock Exchange (IDX)   
IDX was previously known as the Jakarta Stock Exchange (JSX) before its name changed in 
2007 after merging with the Surabaya Stock Exchange (SSX). IDX is member of the Self-
Regulatory Organizations (SRO), organizations that exercise the authority to apply regulations 
in the capital market industry.  
 
IDX is a stock exchange that provides various capital market infrastructures, from listing 
systems, trading systems and regulations. As the market provider, IDX has the authority to 
supervise those infrastructures to create a fair, orderly, and efficient market. All securities in 
the capital market can be listed and traded in IDX, ranging from stocks, corporate bonds, 
government bonds, Collective Investment Contracts (KIK), Asset-Backed Securities (EBA), 
and other types of assets traded on the exchange. In total, as of July 2022, the IDX had a 
combined total 908 listed companies (that consist of 728 equity only, 67 combined equity and 
bond, 53 bonds only, and the rest are from EBA, ETFs, REITs, etc.). Furthermore, IDX 
shareholders are securities companies that are listed as Exchange Members (AB). Currently, 
there are 94 EMs (93 is active and 1 is suspended). 
 
Indonesian Chamber of Commerce & Industry (KADIN) 
KADIN is an independent forum for Indonesian entrepreneurs, both those who do not join or 
who join employers' organizations and/or company organizations. KADIN has the objectives 
to foster and develop the capabilities, activities, and interests of Indonesian entrepreneurs in 
the field of state businesses, cooperative businesses, and private businesses in their position as 
national economic actors in the context of realizing a healthy and orderly national economy 
and business world and to create and develop a business climate that allows the widest and 
most effective participation in National Development. 
 
Indonesia Institute of Certified Public Accountant (IAPI) 
IAPI is a professional association which authorized to carry out the Professional Public 
Accountant Examination, preparation and determination of Professional Standards and Ethics 
of Public Accountants, as well as organizing Continuing Education Programs, as well as 
Quality Review of Public Accountants. IAPI was established on May 24, 2007 and currently 
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is a member of International Federation of accountants (IFAC) and an associate member of 
ASEAN Federation of Accountants (AFA).  
 
Indonesia Institute of Management Accountant (IAMI)  
IAMI is a professional association consisting of management accountants who work as 
executives in the state, government, and private companies. IAMI was established on April 1, 
2008. One of IAMI's activities in achieving its vision is to encourage and maintain the 
implementation of professional standards and codes of ethics by members. 
 
 
CFO Club Indonesia  
CFO Club Indonesia was established on 2016, as an Association for Finance Directors in 
Indonesia (“Perkumpulan Direktur Keuangan Indonesia”) and being recognized at the national 
level as an emerging and highly visible center and forum for networking, professional 
excellence, and as ambassador of finance profession in Indonesia to connect with the regulators 
and various government institutions. Currently, the Club has members covering a wide 
spectrum of sectors representing the Indonesian economy, comprises of CFOs of the most 
prominent local and multinational institutions and corporations in the country.   
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APPENDIX B 
Comments on Exposure Draft IFRS S2 

 

Question 1—Objective of the Exposure Draft 
Paragraphs BC21–BC22 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind the 

Exposure Draft’s proposals. 

(a) Do you agree with the objective that has been established for the Exposure 
Draft? Why or why not? 

Answer: 
We agree with the objective as mentioned in Basis for Conclusions Climate-Related 

Disclosure paragraph BC21, which stated that “The Exposure Draft has its objective to 

require an entity to disclose information about its exposure to significant climate-related 

risks and opportunities, enabling users of an entity’s general purpose financial reporting”. In 

our opinion, this is a very good step to start disclosing climate-related risks and opportunities. 

An entity needs to understand the use of its resources, activities, output, and outcomes to 

support the entity’s going concern in managing climate-related risks and opportunities 

concerning financial reporting. Therefore, that information can be an evaluation aspect for 

the entity to determine the right steps to be taken for the entity’s going concern. However, 

please note that the capability of each entity to assess climate-related risks and opportunities, 

how its response including its strategy may vary and currently there is no fixed standard of 

assessment. Therefore, we recommend the harmonization of several issues that occur 

between countries. We see some room for improvement on the objective section, by 

considering emphasizing that the [draft] standard launched by the IFRS aims to provide a 

complete, comparable, and verifiable disclosure standard. 

(b) Does the objective focus on the information that would enable users of general-
purpose financial reporting to assess the effects of climate-related risks and 
opportunities on enterprise value? 

Answer: 
In our opinion, the objective which focuses on information can enable users of  
general-purpose financial reporting to assess the effects of climate-related risks and 

opportunities on enterprise value. The entity will consider what kind of information is useful 

for the users of general-purpose financial reporting. However, this objective can be achieved 

if there is an appropriate metrics that can be applied to the entities, there should be noted that 

each jurisdiction has a different kind of metrics, to achieve information that can be 

comparable for the users of the general-purpose reporting. Therefore, we recommend 

harmonizing every element in the jurisdiction of each country in stages. That is also what is 

being written in the objectives, how to relate and achieve the objectives is a different issue, 

because the correlation, cause and effect is not an exact science, and it keeps changing.  

 

(c) Do the disclosure requirements set out in the Exposure Draft meet the objectives 
described in paragraph 1? Why or why not? If not, what do you propose instead 
and why? 

Answer:  
As mentioned earlier in line with the answer in point (a), in our opinion the disclosure 

requirements set in the Exposure Draft meet the objectives described in paragraph 1. In 
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addition, we think that there is still no clarity regarding the GHG effect on enterprise value, 

as the cause and effect and how it works are not yet fully established. The market for CER 

(Certified Emission Reduction) is not fully established, so quantifying its effects on an 

entity’s enterprise value is still difficult. For example, fossil fuel usage was not preferred, 

still, when there is an energy crisis due to Russia and Ukraine war, the enterprise value went 

up. We are not sure if the price of renewable energy went up at the same time or not. 

Question 2—Governance 
Paragraphs BC57–BC63 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind the 

Exposure Draft’s proposals. 

Do you agree with the proposed disclosure requirements for governance processes, 
controls and procedures used to monitor and manage climate-related risks and 
opportunities? Why or why not? 
Answer:  
We agree with the proposed disclosure requirements for governance as mentioned in 

paragraphs 4 to 6. Those requirements’ objective is to obtain transparent information about 

the governance in the entities concerning determining and assessing the climate-related risk 

and opportunity. However, in our opinion several issues need to be clarified or request 

further information as follows: 

• What kind of criteria will be used to assess the skills of management or committees 

that are responsible for identifying climate-related risks and opportunities? This 

criterion should be accepted either from a global perspective or each jurisdiction to 

achieve the same objectives.  

• Request for any application guidance to determine how to avoid duplication between 

IFRS S1 General Requirements for Disclosure of Sustainability-related Financial 

Information, IFRS S2 Climate-related Disclosures, and regulation related to annual 

report. 

  
 

Question 3—Identification of climate-related risks and opportunities 
Paragraphs BC64–BC65 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind the 

Exposure Draft’s proposals. 

(a) Are the proposed requirements to identify and disclose a description of 
significant climate-related risks and opportunities sufficiently clear? Why or 
why not? 

Answer: 
In our opinion, the proposed requirements to identify and disclose a description of significant 

climate-related risks and opportunities are sufficiently clear based on paragraphs 9 to 13 in 

IFRS S2. However, we notice that several words should be defined specifically as follows: 

• The word “significant” in Appendix A both IFRS S1 General Requirements for 

Disclosure of Sustainability-Related Financial Information and IFRS S2 Climate-

related Disclosure need further clarification. We request a further explanation 

regarding the definition of “significant” related to the sustainability-related risk and 

opportunities, also related to the climate-related risks and opportunities. We think 

that it can be helpful if there is guidance to indicate the information that is categorized 

as significant since it can be defined differently by each entity (parties) or 

stakeholders and it depends on the user's perspective. An alternative for defining 
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Question 3—Identification of climate-related risks and opportunities 
"significant" is to clearly define and classify the effects of Climate-related risks and 

opportunities into categories e.g., mild, moderate, and severe/critical. With clear 

definitions for each category, this may help users to describe the risks and 

opportunities they face. 
• The specific time frame is indicated by short, medium, and long-term. There could 

be a possibility for the different definitions of short, medium, and long-term. For 

example, from the finance perspective, the short term is usually defined as less than 

1 year, then medium term is usually defined as between 1 – 3 years and the long term 

is usually defined as more than 5 years. But as we know, this time frame is different 

from the climate or sustainability perspective. For example, the short terms are 

usually defined as 1 – 3 years, the medium terms are usually defined as  

5 – 10 years and the long terms are usually more than 10 years. We think that it would 

be better if there is a specific definition to achieve the same perspective for the 

users/stakeholder regarding climate-related disclosures. 

 

Some terms throughout the ED IFRS S2 pose a risk of inconsistent application of the 

proposed objective and incomparable information. We suggest the Board further clarify the 

following terms: significant, the time frame of short, medium, and long-term, value chain 

and enterprise value and to provide the clear definition on the body of the Standards, not 

only on Basis for Conclusion. We consider these terms as a determining factor that will 

influence how the proposed requirements will be applied, a clear definition is needed to 

support the disclosure of consistent and comparable information. 

We recommend an additional disclosure regarding assumptions used by entities at the 

beginning of their report, to provide context for business environment (internal & external), 

value chain, business model, and business operation. Because we need to understand that 

every entity has different issues. Therefore, that information will be the first step before 

disclosure about risks and opportunities and so on. It relates to the general information about 

sustainability within the entities (i.e., what, and how sustainability aspect relates to the 

entity’s operation, whether it is significant or not, and which part of business the aspect 

relates to). The Board can refer to the CDSB REQ-02 especially on the Natural, social, and 

human capital dependencies. 
 

(b) Do you agree with the proposed requirement to consider the applicability of 
disclosure topics (defined in the industry requirements) in the identification and 
description of climate-related risks and opportunities? Why or why not? Do you 
believe that this will lead to improved relevance and comparability of 
disclosures? Why or why not? Are there any additional requirements that may 
improve the relevance and comparability of such disclosures? If so, what would 
you suggest and why? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposed requirements to consider the applicability of disclosure topics, 

which are being defined in the industry requirements. It should be represented minimum 

requirements or become a benchmark that can be applied to each entity. However, we noted 

that some topics refer to the standards which are from Europe or American Standards and 

the implementation will be different as per country. These standards should be considered 
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Question 3—Identification of climate-related risks and opportunities 
and assessed whether they can be fully used in other jurisdictions for example in Asia. The 

standards should also be adjusted with local regulation since each jurisdiction can also 

develop metrics to measure the component of climate-related information in the local 

jurisdiction and cannot be applied globally. In our opinion, the leniency of those standards 

should be given to each national standard setter. It will be best to leave this issue to each 

national standard setter, therefore the government of that country as a stakeholder can also 

benefit from the implementation of this standard. 

 

Question 4—Concentrations of climate-related risks and opportunities in an entity’s 
value chain 
Paragraphs BC66–BC68 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind the 

Exposure Draft’s proposals. 

(a) Do you agree with the proposed disclosure requirements about the effects of 
significant climate-related risks and opportunities on an entity’s business model 
and value chain? Why or why not? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposed disclosure requirements about the effects of significant climate-

related risks and opportunities on an entity’s business model and value chain, which is 

mentioned in paragraph 12. We noted as mentioned in paragraph BC66, [Draft] IFRS S1 
proposes a definition of the value chain which applies to the Exposure Draft: “the full range 
of activities, resources and relationships related to a reporting entity’s business model and 
the external environment in which it operates”. This definition further clarifies that a value 
chain encompasses the activities, resources, and relationships an entity uses and relies on 
to create its products or services from conception to delivery, consumption, and end-of-life. 
This definition is intentionally broad. However, that doesn’t mean an entity has to provide 
information about all the climate-related risks and opportunities affecting the entity’s value 
chain. Based on these statements, we request further clarification for the requirements and 

request further information such as guidance on how to separate between the significant 

climate-related risk and opportunities in an entity’s business model and value chain. We 

think that the business model and value chain are quite linked, and they should be treated 

separately. We also think that the standards require the disclosure of information but do not 

explain how an entity should deal with instances where the third party providing the 

information is not itself required to comply with the IFRS Sustainability Disclosure 

Standards. 

 

We recommend for the Board amend the paragraph to give specific information about the 

disclosure for the business model and value chain. Regarding the materiality determination, 

we need to consider the different perspectives between preparer and user. These differences 

can lead to differences in the information that wanted to be achieved by both parties. 

Materiality, in this case, needs to be measured by considering both quantitative and 

qualitative.  

 

(b) Do you agree that the disclosure required about an entity’s concentration of 
climate-related risks and opportunities should be qualitative rather than 
quantitative? Why or why not? If not, what do you recommend and why? 
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Question 4—Concentrations of climate-related risks and opportunities in an entity’s 
value chain 
Answer: 
We agree that the information about an entity’s concentration of climate-related risks and 

opportunities should be qualitative. Qualitative is better than quantitative because the 

measurement uses so many assumptions that sometimes are misleading. Many methods of 

measurement are based on developed countries' conditions in Europe and USA, which is 

sometimes misleading when applied to developing countries where infrastructure (and 

pollution) is not as advanced as countries in Europe or US. However, in our opinion, it needs 

to be mixed as certain measurements need to be measured quantitatively and others need to 

be measured qualitatively. Therefore, we suggest adding clause in this standard that 

accommodates if company want to disclose quantitatively. For example, for the banking 

industry, the presentation of quantitative data related to financing funds will make reports 

more informative, though several assumptions and advanced methods may be used and 

needed for assurance. Otherwise, for qualitative information disclosed, we recommend the 

entities to explain the limitations related to the criteria (the existence of reasoning).  

 

Question 5—Transition plans and carbon offsets 
Paragraphs BC71–BC85 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind the 

Exposure Draft’s proposals. 

(a) Do you agree with the proposed disclosure requirements for transition plans? 
Why or why not? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposed disclosure requirements for transition plans as mentioned in 

paragraph 13. In our opinion, the entity should disclose its transition plan and consider it to 

be in line with the entity’s vision and mission. Therefore, the entity can focus on the 

transition plan to achieve the entity’s objective overall. We noted that there are similarities 

information between in paragraph 13(b) and paragraph 23. Paragraph 13(b) stated 

information regarding climate-related targets for the transition plans, while paragraph 23 

stated the requirements that an entity shall disclose its climate-related targets. In our opinion, 

we think that information can be combined to avoid duplication of information when the 

entities prepare the reports. Therefore, we recommend for the Board amend paragraph 13. 

(b) Are there any additional disclosures related to transition plans that are 
necessary (or some proposed ones that are not)? If so, please describe those 
disclosures and explain why they would (or would not) be necessary. 

Answer: 
Regarding the additional disclosure related to transition plans, we think there are several 

information that need to be disclosed, as follows:  

1. Other topics to address risks that can arise  
We suggest the topics on this transition plans should not only focus on the carbon 

offset and GHG emission, but it will be better if it can include other topics such as 

water management, waste management, and other (according to the Appendix B – 

industry-based), in addressing physical risk, transition risk and another risk that can 

arise. 

2. Linkage to specific industrial topics or metrics 
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Question 5—Transition plans and carbon offsets 
In paragraph 13, point a, (i), (1), that states “… This information includes plans and 

critical assumption for legacy assets, including strategies to manage carbon energy 
and water-intensive operations, and to decommission carbon-energy and water-
intensive assets.”  
Regarding related phrases with bold highlighted above, it will be more 

comprehensive and more relevant if the transition plans issue should be linked to 

specific industry topics or metrics. Several issues like renewable and/or alternative 

new energy consumption, and other metrics and indicators can be referred to as CDP 

transition plan indicators.   

3. Consistency in entities transition plans  
It would be more useful if the Board required entities to disclose how their transition 

plans are consistent with a pathway towards low greenhouse gas emissions and 

climate-resilient development.   

 

In Indonesia, we have regulated these requirements in OJK Regulation concerning 

Sustainable Finance, including:  

• Development of Sustainable Financial Products and/or Services included increasing 

the portfolio of financing, investment, or placement in financial instruments or 

projects that are in line with the implementation of Sustainable Finance.  
• Development of the internal capacity of financial institutions; or  
• Organizational adjustment, risk management, governance management, and/or 

standard operating procedures (SOP) appropriate financial institutions. 
(c) Do you think the proposed carbon offset disclosures will enable users of general-

purpose financial reporting to understand an entity’s approach to reducing 
emissions, the role played by carbon offsets and the credibility of those carbon 
offsets? Why or why not? If not, what do you recommend and why? 

Answer: 
In our opinion, as stated in Basis for Conclusion Climate-related Disclosure paragraph B76 

to BC85 is quite clear to help the users/stakeholders to understand how the entity’s approach 

to reducing carbon emissions, also the role played by carbon offsets and the credibility of 

the carbon offsets.  

(d) Do you think the proposed carbon offset requirements appropriately balance 
costs for preparers with disclosure of information that will enable users of 
general-purpose financial reporting to understand an entity’s approach to 
reducing emissions, the role played by carbon offsets and the soundness or 
credibility of those carbon offsets? Why or why not? If not, what do you propose 
instead and why? 

Answer: 
In our opinion, the proposed carbon offset requirements appropriately balance costs for 

preparers and increase the credibility of the carbon offset in line with the entity’s strategy. It 

is the most direct relationship between cost and CER (Certified emission reduction). The 

government of Indonesia has assigned the certification of the CER to the Ministry of 

Environment and Forestry. 
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Question 6—Current and anticipated effects 
Paragraphs BC96–BC100 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind the 

Exposure Draft’s proposals. 

(a) Do you agree with the proposal that entities shall disclose quantitative 
information on the current and anticipated effects of climate-related risks and 
opportunities unless they are unable to do so, in which case qualitative 
information shall be provided (see paragraph 14)? Why or why not? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposal that entities shall disclose quantitative information as mentioned 

in Basis for Conclusion on Climate-related Disclosure paragraph BC97. Paragraph 97 states 

“information that is provided quantitatively, it can be expressed as a single amount or as a 

range. Disclosing a range enables an entity to communicate the significant variance of 

potential outcomes associated with the monetised effect for an entity; whereas if the outcome 

is more certain, a single value may be more appropriate”. We also noted that there will be 

many estimations, therefore a standard disclaimer that the actual result may be different than 

the estimation due to the various factors that should be added. In addition, it should be noted 

that based on the implementation report by TCFD, disclosing quantitative information might 

be challenging and difficult for entities. 
(b) Do you agree with the proposed disclosure requirements for the financial effects 

of climate-related risks and opportunities on an entity’s financial performance, 
financial position, and cash flows for the reporting period? If not, what would 
you suggest and why? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposed disclosure requirements for the financial effects of climate-

related risks and opportunities on an entity’s financial performance, financial position, and 

cash flows for the reporting period. As mentioned in paragraph 14(b), this paragraph is in 

line with the IAS 1 paragraph 125. However, we noted that there should have baseline to 

measure the anticipated effect of climate-related risk and opportunities concerning the 

financial statements for the reporting period.  
 

(c) Do you agree with the proposed disclosure requirements for the anticipated 
effects of climate-related risks and opportunities on an entity’s financial position 
and financial performance over the short, medium, and long term? If not, what 
would you suggest and why? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposed disclosure requirements for the anticipated effects of  

climate-related risks and opportunities on an entity’s financial position and financial 

performance over the short, medium, and long term. In our opinion, the anticipated effects 

of climate-related risk and opportunities can affect the entity's budget projections, which can 

also affect the entity's strategy to achieve the financial statements projection over the short, 

medium, and long term. However, as we mentioned in comment for question number 3 point 

(a) about definition of the short, medium, and long term should be defined specifically to 

avoid different perspectives from many stakeholders, and it would be better to add a standard 

disclaimer that the actual result may be different than the estimation.  
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Question 7—Climate resilience 
Paragraphs BC86–BC95 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind the 

Exposure Draft’s proposals. 

(a) Do you agree that the items listed in paragraph 15(a) reflect what users need to 
understand about the climate resilience of an entity’s strategy? Why or why 
not? If not, what do you suggest instead and why? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposed paragraph 15(a) reflects what users need to understand about 

the climate resilience of an entity’s strategy. However, the climate-related scenario analysis 

will use many assumptions that may or may not happen, so we wonder if this information, 

especially a quantitative one will create misleading information, rather than useful 

information. In any case, the preparer can decide that the effect will not be material or 

significant or cannot be quantified, and therefore will not disclose it. 

 
(b) The Exposure Draft proposes that if an entity is unable to perform climate-

related scenario analysis, it can use alternative methods or techniques (for 
example, qualitative analysis, single-point forecasts, sensitivity analysis and 
stress tests) instead of scenario analysis to assess the climate resilience of its 
strategy. 

(i) Do you agree with this proposal? Why or why not? 
(ii) Do you agree with the proposal that an entity that is unable to use 

climate-related scenario analysis to assess the climate resilience of its 
strategy be required to disclose the reason why? Why or why not? 

(iii) Alternatively, should all entities be required to undertake climate-
related scenario analysis to assess climate resilience? If the mandatory 
application were required, would this affect your response to Question 
14(c) and if so, why? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposal that if an entity is unable to perform climate-related scenario 

analysis, entities can use alternative methods or techniques to assess the climate resilience 

of their strategy. The alternative methods can help an entity to provide the minimum 

information needs by the stakeholders instead of not disclosing any information which it can 

be material for stakeholders or users of general-purpose financial reporting.  

 

(c) Do you agree with the proposed disclosures about an entity’s climate-related 
scenario analysis? Why or why not? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposed disclosure about an entity’s climate-related scenario analysis as 

mentioned in paragraph 15(b)(i). In our opinion, the proposed disclosure must describe the 

minimum information that will be useful for the users/stakeholders and the limitations 

related to the criteria if the entity chooses an alternative method.  

 

(d) Do you agree with the proposed disclosure about alternative techniques (for 
example, qualitative analysis, single-point forecasts, sensitivity analysis and 
stress tests) used for the assessment of the climate resilience of an entity’s 
strategy? Why or why not? 

Answer: 
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Question 7—Climate resilience 
As mentioned in the comment above point (b), we agree with the proposed disclosure about 

alternative techniques that will be used for the assessment of the climate resilience of an 

entity’s strategy.  

 

(e) Do the proposed disclosure requirements appropriately balance the costs of 
applying the requirements with the benefits of information on an entity’s 
strategic resilience to climate change? Why or why not? If not, what do you 
recommend and why? 

Answer: 
We noted that most entities that published sustainability reporting in Indonesia use the GRI 

Standard therefore we envisage that the requirements from this standard will create a high 

cost at the first implementation due to changes in the overall system, and internal control for 

the collection and production of relevant data. However, we have not carried out a cost-

benefit analysis on the Exposure Draft therefore we could not conclude or predict whether 

the benefit will outweigh the cost. 

 

Question 8—Risk management 
Paragraphs BC101–BC104 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind 

the Exposure Draft’s proposals. 

Do you agree with the proposed disclosure requirements for the risk management 
processes that an entity uses to identify, assess, and manage climate-related risks and 
opportunities? Why or why not? If not, what changes do you recommend and why? 
Answer: 
We agree with the proposed disclosure requirements for the risk management processes that 

an entity used to identify, assess, and manage climate-related risks and opportunities as 

mentioned in paragraphs 16 to 18. However, we are concerned about the overlap information 

of what was already mentioned in IFRS S1. We think that the risk management requirements 

IFRS 1 and IFRS 2 can be combined to avoid duplication of information. We also think that 

many companies have not implemented climate-related risk management into their risk 

management.  

 

Question 9—Cross-industry metric categories and greenhouse gas emissions 
Paragraphs BC105–BC118 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind the 

Exposure Draft’s proposals. 

(a) The cross-industry requirements are intended to provide a common set of cores, 
and climate-related disclosures applicable across sectors and industries. Do you 
agree with the seven proposed cross-industry metric categories including their 
applicability across industries and business models and their usefulness in the 
assessment of enterprise value? Why or why not? If not, what do you suggest 
and why? 

Answer: 
We agree with all cross-industry metrics categories proposed, which already consider 

TCFD’s criteria. As mentioned in TCFD implementation guidance issued in October 2021, 

these metrics help preparers to disclose consistently from year to year to facilitate 
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Question 9—Cross-industry metric categories and greenhouse gas emissions 
comparative and trend analysis. Measuring the same metrics over time provides a way to 

track progress. Therefore, we believe these metrics will help users to assess and compare 

enterprise values across the industry.   

However, in our opinion, some concerns need to be highlighted, as follows:  

1. Calculation method for an internal carbon price 

Internal carbon price needs a more standardized method to compute.  

2. Definition and measurement of the “vulnerable” term  

Paragraphs 21 (b) and (c) stated that an entity should disclose the amount and 

percentage of assets or business activities “vulnerable” to transition risks and 

physical risks. We consider it necessary to clarify the definition of vulnerable, how 

to measure it, and example tools that entities can use to assess such risks. This further 

explanation will be useful for preparers or management to understand and disclose 

that information.   

3. Requirements regarding cross-industry metrics indicators  

In our opinion, we need to consider, whether all entities are required to include the 

seven indicators or can be adjusted to the priorities and characteristics of each 

industry. For example, for the entities in financial industry such as bank, it is not 

appropriate to include indicators for internal carbon prices. Moreover, it must be 

noted that some entities particularly in Financial Services Industries are still struggle 

in providing scope 3 GHG Emission. 

(b) Are there any additional cross-industry metric categories related to climate-
related risks and opportunities that would be useful to facilitate cross-industry 
comparisons and assessments of enterprise value (or some proposed ones that 
are not)? If so, please describe those disclosures and explain why they would or 
would not be useful to users of general-purpose financial reporting. 

Answer:  
As mentioned earlier, in our opinion, the seven cross-industry metrics categories are already 

sufficient. Therefore, we think there is no other cross-industry metric category that should 

be considered.  

 

(c) Do you agree that entities should be required to use the GHG Protocol to define 
and measure Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3 emissions? Why or why not? Should 
other methodologies be allowed? Why or why not? 

Answer: 
We agree with the GHG protocol as the methodology to define and measure GHG emissions. 

We understand that GHG Protocol is generally accepted and globally recognized. Moreover, 

GHG protocol can be used for private and public sector operations and already partnered 

with WRI, WBSCD, governments, industry associations, NGOs, businesses, and other 

organizations. Therefore, it will be very helpful for users to understand and compare entities’ 

performance on GHG emissions across the industry or across the country.   

 

However, Scope 3 does not have clear boundaries. For example, to produce a car, we will 

need spare parts and some chemicals that are being produced in various countries (imported), 

how can the automotive producer get to the GHG emission computation from all the spare 

parts producers? Including the marine transportation GHG? How can an auditor verify the 
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Question 9—Cross-industry metric categories and greenhouse gas emissions 
figures? It can be done if there is an international system to compute all GHG emissions, but 

this system does not exist nowadays. Therefore, maybe the implementation of Scope 3 

should be up to the entity. An entity should disclose what scope 3 emissions are measured, 

and which one is too complicated or has no data available. Therefore, users of the report can 

compare Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3 separately.  

 

Currently in Indonesia, to achieve NDC 2030, the central bank of Indonesia (Bank Indonesia) 

together with Kementerian Koordinator Bidang Kemaritiman dan Investasi Republik 

Indonesia (Kemenko Marves) and Kementerian Lingkungan Hidup dan Kehutanan Republik 

Indonesia (KLHK) developed an application, named “Kalkulator Bijak”, to help entities 

calculate carbon emissions. This tool is already considering GHG protocol as a measurement 

methodology. However, until today, this tool is not able to calculate carbon emissions in 

scope 3 but can only be used to calculate carbon gas emissions in scope 1 and scope 2.  

 

We also have Peraturan Presiden Republik Indonesia Nomor 98 Tahun 2021  

Penyelenggaraan Nilai Ekonomi Karbon untuk Pencapaian Target Kontribusi yang 

Ditetapkan Secara Nasional dan Pengendalian Emisi Gas Rumah Kaca dalam Pembangunan 

Nasional (Presidential Decree of Indonesia Republic No 98 Year 2021 concerning 

Implementation of Carbon Economic Value for Achieving Nationally Determined 

Contribution Targets and Control of Greenhouse Gas Emissions in National Development). 

This calculation method is referring to IPCC (International Panel on Climate Change) and 

used to calculate carbon economic value in achieving NDC target. 

 

(d) Do you agree with the proposals that an entity is required to provide an 
aggregation of all seven greenhouse gases for Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3— 
expressed in CO2 equivalent; or should the disclosures on Scope 1, Scope 2 and 
Scope 3 emissions be disaggregated by constituent greenhouse gas (for example, 
disclosing methane (CH4) separately from nitrous oxide (NO2))? 

Answer: 
We recommend implementing the simple one first, which is CO2 equivalent, for certain 

industries that produce toxic gases a lot. Then, industry requirements may ask for disclosures 

of other gasses, such as CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6. Calculations using CO2 can be 

used to reflect changes in emissions from year to year. Currently, Indonesia set the target on 

gas emission using CO2 equivalent (according to Peraturan Presiden Republik Indonesia 

Nomor 98 Tahun 2021). Moreover, as mentioned earlier in question 9 (c), Indonesia now 

developing a tool to calculate carbon emissions that also uses CO2 equivalent.  

 

(e) Do you agree that entities should be required to separately disclose Scope 1 and 
Scope 2 emissions for? 

(i) the consolidated entity; and 
(ii) for any associates, joint ventures, unconsolidated subsidiaries, and 

affiliates? Why or why not? 
Answer: 
We agree with the requirement to separately disclose this y' entity. However, associates, joint 

ventures, unconsolidated subsidiaries, and affiliates are not under the entity’s management 
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Question 9—Cross-industry metric categories and greenhouse gas emissions 
control, and therefore the entity management should not be asked to be responsible for the 

disclosures of entities that are not under his or her control. 

 

Moreover, regarding disclosures on the consolidated entities, the Board needs to consider 

the alignment between boundaries and requirements for consolidation required by the IFRS 

S2 and GHG protocol. For example, according to GHG protocol, two distinct approaches 

can be used to consolidate GHG emissions: the equity shares and the control approaches. We 

need further clarification, regarding the approach used by the IFRS S2. Because the 

consolidation of GHG emissions data will only result in consistent data if all levels of the 

organization follow the same consolidation policy. Once a corporate consolidation policy 

has been selected, it shall be applied to all levels of the organization.   

  
(f) Do you agree with the proposed inclusion of absolute gross Scope 3 emissions as 

a cross-industry metric category for disclosure by all entities, subject to 
materiality? If not, what would you suggest and why? 

Answer: 
We agree for all entities should include absolute gross Scope 3 emissions as a cross-industry 

metric category in their disclosure. Because standards need to be applied across firms 

equally. With a materiality clause, it will be fair and reasonable for companies.   
  
However, according to IFRS S1 Paragraph 61, "An entity need not provide a specific 

disclosure that would otherwise be required by an IFRS Sustainability Disclosure Standard 

if the information resulting from that disclosure is not material”. It means materiality applies 

to all information in the sustainability reporting, so the “subject to materiality” clause is not 

necessary to be added to that statement.   

 

Moreover, as mentioned earlier, Scope 3 does not have clear boundaries. Therefore, maybe 

the implementation of Scope 3 should be up to the entity, to understand what data that 

available on the entity regarding this requirement. Therefore, users of the report can compare 

Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3 separately.  

 

 

Question 10—Targets 
Paragraphs BC119–BC122 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind the 

Exposure Draft’s proposals. 

(a) Do you agree with the proposed disclosure about climate-related targets? Why 
or why not? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposed disclosure about climate-related targets. It already considers the 

latest international agreement (Paris Agreement) on climate change under UNFCCC, based 

on the best available science. If all entities use the same target, then strategies to achieve the 

long-term goal of lowering greenhouse gas emissions will be easier to develop.   
 
However, some issues need to be considered which are as follows:  
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Question 10—Targets 
1. Climate-related target 

Paragraph 23 (e) stated that entities shall disclose comparability between their target 

and the latest international agreement. In our opinion, every county has its 

jurisdiction policy and faces different challenges regarding environmental issues. 

Therefore, the target for every country will be different. If entities require to achieve 

a target too high, it will be difficult and costly for entities. And in the end, it will 

increase resistance from entities to apply this standard. In 2021, through the Long-

Term Strategy for Low Carbon and Climate Resilience (LTS-LCCR) 2050, Indonesia 

already set an unconditional target of 29% and a conditional target of up to 41% 

compared to business as usual in 2030. Indonesia is one of the most vulnerable 

countries to the negative impact of climate change. Indonesia faces the risk of losing 

small islands and the narrowing of its coastal areas due to rising sea levels that will 

threaten cities located on the coastline. Due to this consideration, we need to use 

jurisdictional NDCs as a reference to compare the entity's targets regarding climate-

related risk.  

2. Alignment on disclosure of targets  

As mentioned earlier in the comment for question (5), we need to consider combining 

paragraphs 23 and 13 (b), to minimize confusion. Paragraph 13 (b)(i) stated that 

entities should disclose information regarding the process in place for review of the 

targets. “Targets” stated in this paragraph related climate-related targets to its 

strategy and decision-making. However, in paragraph 23, targets mean overall 

climate-related targets.  

 

(b) Do you think the proposed definition of the ‘latest international agreement on 
climate change is sufficiently clear? If not, what would you suggest and why? 

Answer: 
We agree that this definition is clear enough. However, we need to consider additional details 

regarding this agreement, such as the bodies who created this agreement, how many 

countries that already agreed with this agreement, announcements, or statements for change, 

etc. We need to consider certain countries who does not support the UNFCC agreement. For 

example, the US did not agree to Paris Agreement until Biden became president. This 

information will help users and preparers to understand more detailed information regarding 

this agreement in other sources, without worrying to have different perceptions regarding the 

agreement.  

 

Question 11—Industry-based requirements 
Paragraphs BC130–BC148 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind the 

Exposure Draft’s proposals to improve the international applicability of the industry-based 

requirements. 

(a) Do you agree with the approach taken to revising the SASB Standards to 
improve the international applicability, including that it will enable entities to 
apply the requirements regardless of jurisdiction without reducing the clarity 
of the guidance or substantively altering its meaning? If not, what alternative 
approach would you suggest and why? 
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Question 11—Industry-based requirements 
Answer: 
We highly appreciate the Board’s effort in ensuring the international applicability of the 

standards, especially by using three approaches as explained in the BC133 [(1) referring to 

an internationally applicable standard, (2) providing a general definition, (3) referring to 

jurisdictional requirements]. However, we envisage that the Board should consider only 

using Approach 2 and Approach 3. We understand that in Approach 1, the Board uses 

international applicable standards which “most jurisdictions abide”, but the term “most 

jurisdiction” refers to European or American countries.   

 

Currently, we have not carried out an applicability analysis to every international applicable 

standard (Approach 1) of the proposed standards in appendix B. However, we view that it 

might be easier for the entity if the requirement is revised using Approach 2 and Approach 

3. The Government of each country and the national standard-setting body should determine 

the detailed arrangement of the requirements.  

 

We also found that the revision approach is not completely applied to all the requirements. 

We found in Home Builders industry requirements: 

• “The entity shall disclose the simple average score of all homes that obtained a 

certified HERS® Index Score.”  

• “The entity may disclose the number of homes delivered that are certified to 

ENERGY STAR® for Homes or equivalent certification programs.” 

While in the BC138-140 the requirement ENERGY STAR® is deleted (revision Approach 

3). Therefore, we suggest the Board consider a more thorough review of the industry 

disclosure requirement to make sure the revision approach is applied consistently. 

 

(b) Do you agree with the proposed amendments that are intended to improve the 
international applicability of a subset of industry disclosure requirements? If 
not, why not? 

Answer: 
We understand that this proposed standard is already considering the international 

applicability issue. As mentioned in Paragraph BC131, only 10% (36 out of 350) metrics 

were identified as requiring additional technical refinement to enhance their international 

applicability. Besides, according to Paragraph BC132, this standard also considers some 

questions to evaluate each metric, such as definitions, calculation methodologies, etc.  
 

However, none of the questions is related to industry classification. In our opinion, we need 

to consider that the industry classification in Appendix B is still not internationalized. There 

will be a difference in perception regarding the definition and classification. For example, 

industries on Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) are classified into 12 sectors with 62 sub-

sectors. Meanwhile, according to Appendix B, industries are classified into 11 sectors with 

68 sub-sectors.   

Moreover, we also need to consider, that jurisdictional standards as determined by the 

Government should be implemented above the international standards (that may not apply 

to specific situations in that related country), and we recommend adding flexibility on the 

industry-based requirements by adding possibility of using metrics from each jurisdictional 

standard.  



 

 
 
 

                       IKATAN AKUNTAN INDONESIA 
    (INSTITUTE OF INDONESIA CHARTERED ACCOUNTANTS) 

 

GRHA AKUNTAN, Jalan Sindanglaya No. 1, Menteng, Jakarta 10310 - INDONESIA 
Telp.: (62-21) 3190 4232 Hunting, E-mail: iai-info@iaiglobal.or.id, Home Page: http://www.iaiglobal.or.id 

15 

Question 11—Industry-based requirements 
 

(c) Do you agree that the proposed amendments will enable an entity that has used 
the relevant SASB Standards in prior periods to continue to provide 
information consistent with the equivalent disclosures in prior periods? If not, 
why not? 

Answer: 
We agree that the proposed amendments will enable an entity to continue to provide 

information consistent with the equivalent disclosures in prior periods. Because the proposed 

revision is related to definition and calculation methodology.  
 
Paragraphs BC149–BC172 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind the 

Exposure Draft’s proposals for financed or facilitated emissions. 

(d) Do you agree with the proposed industry-based disclosure requirements for 
financed and facilitated emissions, or would the cross-industry requirement to 
disclose Scope 3 emissions (which includes Category 15: Investments) facilitate 
adequate disclosure? Why or why not? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposed industry-based disclosure requirements for financed and 

facilitated emissions. However, we need to consider that this financed and facilitated 

emissions builds on the GHG Protocol Corporate Value Chain in Scope 3. As mentioned 

earlier, entities do not have control of the related entities. For example, s usage of electricity 

generated by third party is considered as scope 2 emission.  

 

(e) Do you agree with the industries classified as ‘carbon-related’ in the proposals 
for commercial banks and insurance entities? Why or why not? Are there other 
industries you would include in this classification? If so, why? 

Answer: 
We agree with the industries classified as ‘carbon-related’ in the proposals for commercial 

banks and insurance entities. It helps users to understand cross-industry contributions to 

carbon-related clients. We understand that commercial banks that fail to manage these 

transition risks and associated opportunities through their lending and investment 

management could face diminishing returns and reduced enterprise value. In our opinion, 

there are no other industries that must be included in this classification. 

 

However, it would be easier to be implemented if there are several guidelines related to the 

calculation of financed emissions. For instance, whether recognition of emission scope 3 

from emission produced by each company (lender) is proportional with banks’ loans granted. 

In addition, it is required a clearer explanation regarding the disclosure objective of classified 

industry as carbon related. Whether the classified industry mean that it will give the negative 

exposure for banks and insurance companies when they distribute funding to companies on 

list of the classified industry. If yes, it is necessary to have a more detailed classified industry, 

for example in Indonesia, there are detailed industrial categorizations with color 

classification, which are environmentally friendly (green), meeting the minimum threshold 

(yellow), not meeting the minimum threshold (red) in the Indonesian Green Taxonomy. 
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Question 11—Industry-based requirements 
(f) Do you agree with the proposed requirement to disclose both absolute- and 

intensity-based financed emissions? Why or why not? 
Answer: 
We agree with the proposed requirement to disclose both absolute and intensity-based 

financed emissions. As mentioned in GHG protocol, an absolute target is usually expressed 

in terms of a reduction over time in a specified quantity of GHG emissions to the atmosphere, 

the unit typically being tones of CO2-e. Meanwhile, an intensity target is usually expressed 

as a reduction in the ratio of GHG emissions relative to another business metric. This 

absolute target can transparently address potential stakeholder concerns about the need to 

manage absolute emissions. However, it does not allow comparisons of GHG 

intensity/efficiency. Therefore, we also need the intensity targets, which may increase the 

comparability of GHG performance among companies. We think that both absolute and 

intensity-based financed emissions are important to understand the progress of efforts to 

reduce carbon emissions. For example, Banks will have to implement this requirement of 

disclosure in stages, otherwise, they will lose their function as a banker for the development 

of the country.  

 

(g) Do you agree with the proposals to require disclosure of the methodology used 
to calculate financed emissions? If not, what would you suggest and why? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposals to require disclosure of the methodology used to calculate 

financed emissions. It enhances comparability and transparency across industries. Because 

entities may choose a different methodology to calculate financed emissions. As mentioned 

in Paragraph BC152, until recently, a corresponding lack of useful data and methodological 

clarity disclosed by financial institutions of the relevant information was a challenging 

undertaking. 
 

However, we still need to consider that none of the methodologies is generally accepted as 

a reliable or robust model because too many variables to predict the outcome. For example, 

Banks need to implement the methodology used and finance emissions only to a certain 

industry that is carbon-related sensitive according to the decision of the Bank risk 

management committee. 

 
(h) Do you agree that an entity is required to use the GHG Protocol Corporate 

Value Chain (Scope 3) Accounting and Reporting Standard to provide the 
proposed disclosures on financed emissions without the ISSB prescribing a more 
specific methodology (such as that of the Partnership for Carbon Accounting 
Financials (PCAF) Global GHG Accounting & Reporting Standard for the 
Financial Industry)? If you don’t agree, what methodology would you suggest 
and why? 

Answer: 
We agree on using the GHG Protocol to provide the proposed disclosure. However, as 

mentioned earlier, scope 3 computation is going to be unreliable, even though the boundaries 

of the scope are impossible to implement consistently. Therefore, we recommended GHG 

Protocol only be used for Scope 1 and Scope 2.  
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Question 11—Industry-based requirements 
(i) In the proposal for entities in the asset management and custody activities 

industry, does the disclosure of financed emissions associated with total assets 
under management provide useful information for the assessment of the entity's 
indirect transition risk exposure? Why or why not? 

Answer: 
We understand that activities in the asset management industry have different risk profiles 

from other financial sector entities. This is especially for assets under management (AUM) 

that are not disclosed on an asset manager’s statement of financial position and such entities 

do not extend or risk their capital in making investments on a client’s behalf.  

 

However, we need to consider that GHG computation is not an acceptable monetary currency 

unit (financial accounting measurement unit). The computation used too many assumptions. 

Its completeness of assumptions and relevancy is still not verifiable.  

(j) Do you agree with the proposed industry-based requirements? Why or why not? 
If not, what do you suggest and why? 

Answer: 
We agree with the proposed industry-based requirement. This is a result of rigorous efforts; 

however, it will keep changing and its relevancy will vary country by country. We need to 

consider, that jurisdictional standards as determined by the Government should be 

implemented above the international standards. - the Government of each country and 

national standard-setting body should determine the detailed arrangement of the 

requirements. Such as, which industry should implement these requirements and which part 

of the industry-based requirement should disclose by the industry. Therefore, we recommend 

using the industry-based requirements as guidance and letting the national standard-setting 

body determine together with its government what will be the most relevant and the first 

focus to implement in that country. 

 
(k) Are there any additional industry-based requirements that address climate-

related risks and opportunities that are necessary to enable users of general-
purpose financial reporting to assess enterprise value (or are some proposed 
that are not)? If so, please describe those disclosures and explain why they are 
or are not necessary. 

Answer: 
In our opinion, the industry-based requirements in this proposal are a good start for all 

entities. However, this requirement still focuses on GHG emissions. We need to consider the 

other important issues, such as water quality, biodiversity, and landscape planning.  

 
(l) In noting that the industry classifications are used to establish the applicability 

of the industry-based disclosure requirements, do you have any comments or 
suggestions on the industry descriptions that define the activities to which the 
requirements will apply? Why or why not? If not, what do you suggest and why? 

Answer: 
We agree with the industry descriptions in Appendix B, regarding industry-based disclosure 

requirements. However, we need to consider different industry classifications and 

descriptions all over the world. Therefore, these standards can be applicable and comparable 

to all entities.   
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Question 11—Industry-based requirements 
 

 

Question 12— Costs, benefits, and likely effects 
Paragraphs BC46–BC48 of the Basis for Conclusions set out the commitment to ensure that 

implementing the Exposure Draft proposals appropriately balances costs and benefits. 

(a) Do you have any comments on the likely benefits of implementing the proposals 
and the likely costs of implementing them that the ISSB should consider in 
analyzing the likely effects of these proposals? 

Answer:  
We appreciate and understand the objective of this proposal.  We believe that the expected 

benefit in the short, medium, and long term will be very high, especially to the environment. 

Even though there is still no empirical evidence regarding the benefit of this implementation. 

However, we also need to consider the support from every stakeholder to the company as an 

implementation benefit. For example, government subsidies, reduced financial costs, etc. 

This benefit will increase the willingness of entities to prepare this report.   

 

Besides, the cost related to the implementation of this proposal will be significant to entities 

and will differ depending on company size and business process. There are some issues 

related to the implementation cost of this proposal, as follows:   

1. Change in business activities or system 
Entities may need to change their business activities or system for the collection and 

production of relevant data and information 
2. Change in reporting structure 

Entities also need to change their reporting structures for internal control and 

consolidation processes, to achieve consistency across the entity. 
3. Lack of GHG emissions computation experts 

Many developing countries in Asia and Africa will not have the experts to compute 

all GHG emissions using a sophisticated method developed by the environmental 

experts in developed countries, a method that may not be relevant or applicable to 

these countries.   

 

Therefore, there will be areas where the cost will exceed the benefit. To avoid this issue the 

Board should consider delegating the implementation details of this IFRS S2 to national 

standard-setting bodies that should work together with their government.  

 

(b) Do you have any comments on the costs of ongoing application of the proposals 
that the ISSB should consider? 

Answer: 

As mentioned earlier, on question 12 (a), the cost related to the implementation of this 

proposal will be significant to entities. We need to consider that the entities need to 

implement a measurement system to fulfil this requirement. This will increase costs, 

including headcount to compute and maintain the system. This type of cost is all right. 

However, the consultation cost to verify the validity of GHG emission or Carbon 

sequestration is not will be very expensive. Currently cost to verify the carbon sequestration 
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Question 12— Costs, benefits, and likely effects 
is about 8-10 times the general audit fee. This makes cost does not equate to the benefit for 

many entities, especially because the carbon credit market is not developed yet. Cost to 

verify will only go down with the availability of experts and uniform understanding, which 

currently is not yet the case in certain countries. Also, the understanding of carbon reduction 

that is being produced with different kinds of machinery will always change with technology 

innovation. 

 

(c) Are there any disclosure requirements included in the Exposure Draft for which 
the benefits would not outweigh the costs associated with preparing that 
information? Why or why not? 

Answer: 

In our opinion, we need to consider that this proposal is mandatory only for some entities 

with a significant impact on climate change. Because as mentioned earlier regarding 

implementation cost and challenges faced by the entities, it will be very expensive. 

Therefore, we recommend this proposal to be implemented in stages depending on the 

industry and its significance/contribution to climate change. 

 

 

Question 13— Verifiability and enforceability 
Are there any disclosure requirements proposed in the Exposure Draft that would 
present challenges to verify or to enforce (or that cannot be verified or enforced) by 
auditors and regulators? If you have identified any disclosure requirements that 
present challenges, please provide your reasoning. 
Answer: 
In our opinion, we need to consider replacing the term “verify” with “assurance” because the 

information disclosed is qualitative and narrative. So, it will be very hard for auditors or 

regulators to verify all information disclosed. However, they can give a reasonable assurance 

opinion.   

 

Regarding disclosure requirements that need to reach a reasonable assurance, we think 

assumptions and estimates need to be assured. Both IFRS S1 and S2 stated that some 

disclosures need to be explained or in the form of forward-looking information. In IFRS S1, 

it stated that to help investors and creditors decide whether to use such information, an entity 

shall describe the underlying assumptions and methods of producing the information, as well 

as other factors that provide evidence that verify that it reflects the actual plans or decisions 

made by the entity. Any forward-looking estimate and method to compute GHG emission 

(especially on how much carbon is kept by the forest and how quickly a forest can recover 

and reach a certain canopy height) depend on assumptions that relevancy and reliability are 

different from one place to another place. Therefore, to verify the relevance of the 

assumption used, and the standard used to measure the GHG will need experts. The experts 

should know environmental science, a general auditor will not be able to verify the method 

being used. The environment expert should go through certification because otherwise, their 

result will vary. If in a certain country there is a government body that can certify, then it is 

best to guarantee uniformity and credibility, but if not, I do not think that a developing 

country can bear the cost to hire a handful of experts (or who call themselves experts) that 
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concentrate in developed country issues, rather than equipped with the knowledge of 

developing countries. 

 

 

Question 14— Effective date 
Paragraphs BC190–BC194 of the Basis for Conclusions describe the reasoning behind the 

Exposure Draft's proposals. 

(a) Do you think that the effective date of the Exposure Draft should be earlier, 
later or the same as that of [draft] IFRS S1 General Requirements for Disclosure 
of Sustainability-related Financial Information? Why? 

(b) When the ISSB sets the effective date, how long does this need to be after a final 
Standard is issued? Please explain the reason for your answer, including specific 
information about the preparation that will be required by entities applying the 
proposals in the Exposure Draft. 

Answer: 

In our opinion, the effective date for both IFRS S1 and S2 should be the same. Because in 

IFRS S1, entities are required to identify significant sustainability risks and opportunities 

exposed to their business activities. Therefore, if the entity has exposure to climate-related 

risk and opportunities, then IFRS S2 will be very relevant to be issued or implemented 

immediately. However, we believe that the Board should consider the possibility of 

introducing a phased application of both standards, to allow users and stakeholders to prepare 

based on their level of readiness. 

Based on our collective experience in adopting and implementing IFRS Accounting 

Standards, we recognize the potential implementation challenges that will come with the 

ISSB Sustainability Disclosure Standards. Each jurisdiction will require extensive efforts to 

work and consolidate with their respective stakeholders, to adopt and implement the 

standards. This would crucially include harmonization of the standards with existing local 

reporting requirements.  

(c) Do you think that entities could apply any of the disclosure requirements 
included in the Exposure Draft earlier than others? (For example, could 
disclosure requirements related to governance be applied earlier than those 
related to the resilience of an entity’s strategy?) If so, which requirements could 
be applied earlier, and do you believe that some requirements in the Exposure 
Draft should be required to be applied earlier than others? 

Answer: 

In our opinion, three disclosure requirements could apply earlier than others, as follows:  

1. Risk management  

Risk managers need to be applied earlier since it will give an analysis and 

understanding of what risks and opportunities, they faced regarding climate change. 

It will be the first step for them to plan strategies, in the short, medium, and long 

term. 

2. GHG emission calculation  

GHG emission measurement seems to be more widely implemented already, even 

when Governance or assessment of climate-related risks and opportunities are not 
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Question 14— Effective date 
formally formed. We recommend requirement to measure GHG emission to be 

implemented in stages and based on national considerations of industry readiness 

3. Governance 

Information regarding the governance body or bodies that are responsible for 

oversight of climate-related risk and opportunities needs to be applied earlier than 

the establishment of the strategies.  

 

 

 

Question 15— Digital reporting 
Do you have any comments or suggestions relating to the drafting of the Exposure Draft 
that would facilitate the development of a Taxonomy and digital reporting (for 
example, any disclosure requirements that could be difficult to tag digitally)? 
Answer: 
We have no suggestions now. 

 

Question 16— Global baseline 
Are there any aspects of the proposals in the Exposure Draft that you believe would 
limit the ability of IFRS Sustainability Disclosure Standards to be used in this manner? 
If so, what aspects and why? What would you suggest instead and why? 
Answer: 
We are in view that the IFRS Sustainability Disclosure Standards will be challenging to 

implement especially by stakeholders in emerging countries. Therefore, we recommend that 

the Board explicitly consider proportionality and scalability in its standard setting activities. 

For example, some of the proposed disclosure requirements could be preceded with phrases 

like "where relevant in the circumstances of the entity" to demonstrate where requirements 

are scalable. This would also help reporting entities assess which requirements are material 

and therefore require disclosure. 

 

 

Question 17—Other comments 
Do you have any other comments on the proposals set out in the Exposure Draft? 
Answer: 
The preparedness of different industries and different countries to implement this ED varies 

greatly. However, the ED is a good start to let entities and investors start thinking over 

climate-related risks and opportunities. We have several issues that need to be considered, 

as follows: 

1. Provide general requirements and direction  
To gain international acceptance, it is best to provide general requirements and 

direction on how disclosures should be done. Moreover, we suggest for core content 

arrangements such as governance and strategy be regulated principally in general 

requirements, to avoid any redundancy and confusion. 
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2. Harmonize within each jurisdiction  
We should gradually harmonize to the global setting within each jurisdiction. 

Otherwise, many disclosures cannot be implemented as intended. 
3. Industry-scale variations  

In the Exposure Draft IFRS S2 Appendix B, it is described related to climate-related 

disclosures, which are differentiated by the type of industry. In this case, ISSB should 

consider whether the disclosure obligation is relevant for all industry-scale categories 

(SMEs). Therefore, the ISSB needs to consider or differentiate the implementation 

of these standards so that they can be widely accepted for “industry-scale” variations, 

primarily related to the impact of the costs arising from this disclosure. 
4. Additional disclosure 

The report has included materiality, going concern, economic entity. It would be 

better if the report also mentions consistency (GHG emission methodology) and time 

principle (time comparison) 

 


