
Question	1—Overall	approach	
The	Exposure	Draft	sets	out	overall	requirements	with	the	objective	of	disclosing	sustainability-related	financial	information
that	is	useful	to	the	primary	users	of	the	entity’s	general	purpose	financial	reporting	when	they	assess	the	entity’s
enterprise	value	and	decide	whether	to	provide	resources	to	it.

Proposals	in	the	Exposure	Draft	would	require	an	entity	to	disclose	material	information	about	all	of	the	significant
sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	to	which	it	is	exposed.	The	assessment	of	materiality	shall	be	made	in	the
context	of	the	information	necessary	for	users	of	general	purpose	financial	reporting	to	assess	enterprise	value.

01-AP.	(a)	Does	the	Exposure	Draft	state	clearly	that	an	entity	would	be	required	to	identify	and	disclose
material	information	about	all	of	the	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	to	which	the	entity	is
exposed,	even	if	such	risks	and	opportunities	are	not	addressed	by	a	specific	IFRS	Sustainability
Disclosure	Standard?	Why	or	why	not?	If	not,	how	could	such	a	requirement	be	made	clearer?

Broadly	Agree

AY-2.	Are	you	responding	as	an	individual,	or	on	behalf	of	an	organisation?
Organisation

AY-3.	Please	provide	the	name	of	the	organisation	you	are	responding	on	behalf	of:
FAR,	the	institute	for	the	accountancy	profession	in	Sweden



01-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:
It	is	clear	that	an	entity	would	be	required	to	identify	and	disclose	material	information	about	all	of	the	significant
sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	to	which	the	entity	is	exposed.	We	would	like	to	stress	that	this	question
ought	to	the	re-frased	since	there	is	a	difference	in	"all	of	the	sustainability-related…"	and	the	ED:s	p.2	"all	of	the
significant	sustainability-related..."

	
01-BP.	(b)	Do	you	agree	that	the	proposed	requirements	set	out	in	the	Exposure	Draft	meet	its	proposed
objective	(paragraph	1)?	Why	or	why	not?

Broadly	Disagree

	
01-BR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

See	Q1	c)

	
01-CP.	(c)	Is	it	clear	how	the	proposed	requirements	in	the	Exposure	Draft	would	be	applied	together	with
other	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards,	including	the	[draft]	IFRS	S2	Climate-related	Disclosures?
Why	or	why	not?	If	not,	what	aspects	of	the	proposals	are	unclear?

Broadly	Disagree

	
01-CR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

In	(draft)	S2	there	are	references	to	SASB	standards	for	industry	application,	but	there	is	no	guiding	principle	in	S1	to
explain	what	sustainability	is	and	what	aspects	it	consists	of.	That	makes	it	very	hard	to	know	what	sustainability	topics,
i.e.	sustainability	risk	and	opportunities,	that	should	be	addressed.	Since	there	is	a	(draft)	S2	about	climate	reporting,
entities	might	draw	the	conclusion	that	climate	is	the	one	area	that	equals	sustainability	(at	least	at	this	time)	and	that
environmental	adaptation,	as	well	as	related	transitional	risks	and	opportunities,	are	those	that	should	be	reported	upon.
The	reference	to	SASB	is	a	imprecise	guideline	either	leaving	it	up	to	the	entity	to	decide	upon	what	they	consider	to	be
a	disclosure	topic,	or	can	be	interpreted	that	an	entity	must	identify	which	SASB	standard	that	applies	to	them,
including	suggested	metrics	within	the	standard.
Further,	the	relation	between	“significant”	and	“material"	need	to	be	clarified.

	
01-DP.	(d)	Do	you	agree	that	the	requirements	proposed	in	the	Exposure	Draft	would	provide	a	suitable
basis	for	auditors	and	regulators	to	determine	whether	an	entity	has	complied	with	the	proposals?	If	not,
what	approach	do	you	suggest	and	why?

Broadly	Agree

	
01-DR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

The	International	framework	for	assurance	engagements	regulates	the	conditions	that	needs	to	be	in	place	in	order	to
accept	an	assurance	engagement.	A	couple	of	conditions	that	need	to	be	met	are	that	the	criteria	to	be	used	are
suitable	and	are	available	to	the	intended	users	and	that	the	practitioner	has	access	to	sufficient	appropriate	evidence	to
support	the	practitioner’s	conclusion.	Suitable	criteria	exhibit	the	following	characteristics;	relevance,	completeness,
reliability,	neutrality,and	understandability.	The	fair	presentation	concept	presented	i	S1	requires	that	the	reported
information	meets	these	criteria	and	is	verifiable.
Good	practice	for	assurance	of	sustainabiblity	reports	is	currently	being	further	developed	by	the	IAASB.	However
some	aspects	need	to	be	considered	as	input	in	the	cost-benefit	analysis	and	could	be	areas	where	expectations	from
stakeholders	cannot	be	met:
*	The	proposed	information	is	largely	future-oriented	which	makes	it	very	hard	to	asses	depending	on	the
unpredictability	of	the	future.	We	believe	p	C24	supports	verifiability	of	future-oritented	information	"...Those	disclosures
can	be	supportable	by	faithfully	representing	fact-based	strategies,	plans	and	risk	analyses..."
*	The	concept	in	S1	p.51-55	is	broad	and	could	be	understood	as	that	an	entity	should	report	on	anything	significant	or
material	that	could	affect	the	value	of	a	reporting	entity	in	the	short,	medium	or	long	term.	This	would	encompass
everything	that	could	affect	a	entity's	value	and	that	a	entity	factors	into	its	strategy,	execution	of	operations,
management,	risk	management	and	internal	governance.	The	standard	is	asking	for	a	complete	governance	report	of
every	factor	that	could	affect	a	entity's	value	and	that	the	board	factors	into	its	strategy	and	monitors	or	asks
management	to	monitor.	Our	concern	is	whether	this	is	really	operational	how	it	would	be	possible	to	audit.
*	See	our	responce	to	Q2.	Imprecise	guidelines	on	what	to	report	upon	affects	the	assurance	as	to	how	the	auditor	can
asses	the	completeness	of	the	information.
The	ISSB	could	improve	and	facilitate	assurance	by	defining	critical	terms	(see	paragraphs	90),	providing	more
guidance	on	materiality	(see	paragraphs	65	–	69)	as	well	as	improving	the	requirements	on	sustainability-related	risks
and	opportunities	(se	paragraphs	13	–	17).

	



Question	2—Objective	(paragraphs	1–7)
The	Exposure	Draft	sets	out	proposed	requirements	for	entities	to	disclose	sustainability-related	financial	information	that
provides	a	sufficient	basis	for	the	primary	users	of	the	information	to	assess	the	implications	of	sustainability-related	risks
and	opportunities	on	an	entity’s	enterprise	value.

Enterprise	value	reflects	expectations	of	the	amount,	timing	and	uncertainty	of	future	cash	flows	over	the	short,	medium
and	long	term	and	the	value	of	those	cash	flows	in	the	light	of	the	entity’s	risk	profile,	and	its	access	to	finance	and	cost	of
capital.	Information	that	is	essential	for	assessing	the	enterprise	value	of	an	entity	includes	information	in	an	entity’s
financial	statements	and	sustainability-related	financial	information.

Sustainability-related	financial	information	is	broader	than	information	reported	in	the	financial	statements	that	influences	the
assessment	of	enterprise	value	by	the	primary	users.	An	entity	is	required	to	disclose	material	information	about	all	of	the
significant	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	to	which	it	is	exposed.	Sustainability-related	financial	information
should,	therefore,	include	information	about	the	entity’s	governance	of	and	strategy	for	addressing	sustainability-related
risks	and	opportunities	and	about	decisions	made	by	the	entity	that	could	result	in	future	inflows	and	outflows	that	have
not	yet	met	the	criteria	for	recognition	in	the	related	financial	statements.	Sustainability-related	financial	information	also
depicts	the	reputation,	performance	and	prospects	of	the	entity	as	a	consequence	of	actions	it	has	undertaken,	such	as	its
relationships	with,	and	impacts	and	dependencies	on,	people,	the	planet	and	the	economy,	or	about	the	entity’s
development	of	knowledge-based	assets.

The	Exposure	Draft	focuses	on	information	about	significant	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	that	can
reasonably	be	expected	to	have	an	effect	on	an	entity’s	enterprise	value.

	
02-AP.	(a)	Is	the	proposed	objective	of	disclosing	sustainability-related	financial	information	clear?	Why	or
why	not?

Broadly	Disagree

	
02-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

The	objective	in	p.1	is	clear	but	the	inconsistency	in	p.2	and	p.3.	needs	to	be	removed.	P.2	indicates	that	not	only
risks	and	opportunities	that	have	finacial	impact	should	be	disclosed,	but	material	information	about	ALL	sustainability-
related	risks	and	opportunities.	This	is	hopefully	not	the	intentionand	it	should	be	clarified	that	material	information	only
need	to	be	disclosed	regarding	significant	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities.
The	reference	to	SASB	and	other	standards	does	not	really	help	a	entity	in	meeting	the	objective	of	the	standard	-	to
give	users	data	on	how	the	enterprise	value	is	derived.	Disclosure	topics	in	for	example	SASB	standards	and	the
metrics	suggested	are	not	directed	at	enterprise	value	and	are	not	designed	to	give	a	user	information	about	future	cash
flows	and	the	cost	of	capital.	The	SASB	standards	inform	stakeholders	about	what	running	the	business	means	to	the
surrounding	community	in	various	terms.
Looking	at	the	overall	objective	and	the	scope	of	what	to	disclose,	a	user	could	now	reasonably	expect	to	get	all	sorts	of
information	about	all	those	factors	that	would	affect	cash	flows	and	valuation	of	a	entity,	that	would	be	all	sorts	of	info
about	costs,	revenues,	cost	of	capital	etc	from	various	sources	since	ESG	or	sustainability	is	pretty	much	everything
that	you	would	put	into	the	building	blocks	of	a	DCF.

	
02-BP.	(b)	Is	the	definition	of	‘sustainability-related	financial	information’	clear	(see	Appendix	A)?	Why	or
why	not?	If	not,	do	you	have	any	suggestions	for	improving	the	definition	to	make	it	clearer?

Broadly	Disagree

	
02-BR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

The	term	“sustainability-related	financial	information”	is	undefined	in	the	ED.	Although	defined	in	appendix	A,	it	is
difficult	to	understand	the	difference	between	“sustainability-related	financial	information”	and	“sustainability-related
financial	disclosure”.	In	the	BC,	there	is	a	definition,	but	it	still	leaves	the	term	“sustainability”	undefined.	We	realize	that
sustainability	will	be	defined	by	the	coverage	of	future	standards,	but	we	still	think	it	would	be	helpful	to	provide	a
conceptual	definition	in	the	ED.
The	use	of	the	term	”sustainability-related	financial	disclosures”	(appendix	A)	and	“financial	reporting”	(p.	3	indicates
that	“general	purpose	financial	reporting”	shall	include	a	depiction	of	its	sustainability	related	financial	information)	may
be	confusing	since	many	of	the	disclosures	may	be	non-financial.	Some	measures	are	non-financial	in	nature	but	could
affect	a	user's	enterprise	value	calculation.	The	standard	should	be	clearer	that	although	enterprise	value	is	measured	in
monetary	terms,	the	measures	themselves	will,	in	many	cases,	be	non-financial	in	nature,	even	though	they	may
ultimately	be	converted	to	a	monetary	impact	for	purposes	of	incorporating	in	an	enterprise	valuation	model.

	



Question	3—Scope	(paragraphs	8–10)
Proposals	in	the	Exposure	Draft	would	apply	to	the	preparation	and	disclosure	of	sustainability-related	financial	information
in	accordance	with	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards.	Sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	that	cannot
reasonably	be	expected	to	affect	users’	assessments	of	the	entity’s	enterprise	value	are	outside	the	scope	of
sustainability-related	financial	disclosures.

The	Exposure	Draft	proposals	were	developed	to	be	applied	by	entities	preparing	their	general	purpose	financial
statements	with	any	jurisdiction’s	GAAP	(so	with	IFRS	Accounting	Standards	or	other	GAAP).

	
03-AP.	Do	you	agree	that	the	proposals	in	the	Exposure	Draft	could	be	used	by	entities	that	prepare	their
general	purpose	financial	statements	in	accordance	with	any	jurisdiction’s	GAAP	(rather	than	only	those
prepared	in	accordance	with	IFRS	Accounting	Standards)?	If	not,	why	not?

Broadly	Agree

	
03-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

The	standard	should	however	be	clearer	on	application	based	on	how	various	GAAPs	are	applied.	Should	terms	be
interpreted	with	their	IFRS	meanings	or	based	on	the	GAAP	applied	and	what	should	a	entity	do	if	there	is	no	definition
of	a	particular	term	in	the	local	GAAP?	An	example	could	be	what	constitutes	an	“associate”.	Also	It	is	not	clear	if	the
S1	is	applied	to	groups	or	single	entities	and	what	should	be	done	if	local	GAAP	does	not	require	an	entity	to
consolidate	accounts.	Would	subsidiaries	still	have	to	be	consolidated	due	to	S1	requirements	(since	that	would	be
done	under	IFRS)?
In	addition,	different	GAAPs	may	have	different	rules	regarding	associates,	joint	ventures	and	joint	operations	(i.e.	what
to	consolidate	and	what	to	not	include).	In	addition,	the	ED	does	not	distinguish	between	joint	operations	and	joint
ventures	and	how	the	accounting	may	differ	under	different	circumstances	(e.g.	a	reporting	entity	would	recognise	its
share	of	assets	and	liabilities	in	a	joint	operation	under	IFRS,	but	other	GAAPs	may	use	proportionate	consolidation).
There	are	also	potential	overlaps	between	existing	IFRS	and	the	sustainability	standards	that	need	to	be	clarified	and
motivated.	For	example,	is	there	a	need	to	repeat	similar	or	identical	wording	already	included	in	IFRS	in	the
sustainability	standards,	and	how	would	the	two	sets	of	standards	be	related?	There	are	several	aspects	of	these
questions.
Further,	several	of	the	proposed	requirements	in	the	ED	are	already	included	in	existing	IFRS,	albeit	with	less	required
detail.	For	example,	IAS	1	already	requires	disclosure	of	material	information	that	is	potentially	relevant	for	capital
providers	(although	we	realize	that	sustainability-related	information	is	unlikely	to	just	appear,	absent	any	action	by	the
ISSB).	IAS	1	also	requires	disclosure	of	sources	of	estimation	uncertainty,	and	IAS	8	regulates	the	reporting	of	errors.
Other	links—perhaps	less	apparent—is	the	IAS	36	requires	impairment	of	assets	and	IAS	37	recognition	of	provisions
(including	those	resulting	from	sustainability-related	effects).	It	is	difficult	to	understand	how	p.	6	should	be	applied	in
relation	to	sustainability-related	financial	information,	as	compared	to	IFRS	financial	statements.	Relating	to	risks	and
opportunities,	should	the	same	emphasis	be	applied	to	them	both?	Compare	to	IAS	37	(e.g.	p.	30,	33,	90)	contingent
assets	and	contingent	liabilities,	and	thresholds	for	recognition	in	the	balance	sheet.	Is	there	a	risk	for	more	focus	on
opportunities	than	on	risks?	IFRS	has	a	higher	threshold	in	IAS	37	to	recognize	assets	compared	to
provisions/liabilities.	Our	general	view	is	that	the	same	regulation	should	not	be	included	in	two	different	places.
Finally,	in	some	instances	there	are	unclarityes	between	IFRS	and	the	ED,	with	an	unclear	motivation.	In	the	response	to
Question	1,	we	noted	the	possible	distinction	between	“material”	and	“significant”.	An	additional	example	is	the	relation
between	“intangible	assets”	and	“knowledge-based	assets”.	In	p.	6	d,	the	ED	introduces	the	term	“knowledge-based
assets”,	more	specifically	those	developed	by	the	entity.	A	reader	would	want	to	know	how	this	relates	to	IAS	38
Intangible	assets,	and	more	specifically	internally	generated	intangible	assets.
The	question	also	applies	to	the	term	“fair	presentation”,	see	response	to	Question	7.	In	order	to	link	the	two	sets	of
standards,	it	is	important	to	motivate	any	differences.

	



Question	4—Core	content	(paragraphs	11–35)
The	Exposure	Draft	includes	proposals	that	entities	disclose	information	that	enables	primary	users	to	assess	enterprise
value.	The	information	required	would	represent	core	aspects	of	the	way	in	which	an	entity	operates.
	
This	approach	reflects	stakeholder	feedback	on	key	requirements	for	success	in	the	Trustees’	2020	consultation	on
sustainability	reporting,	and	builds	upon	the	well	established	work	of	the	TCFD.

Governance
The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	that	the	objective	of	sustainability-related	financial	disclosures	on	governance	would	be:
	

to	enable	the	primary	users	of	general	purpose	financial	reporting	to	understand	the	governance	processes,
controls	and	procedures	used	to	monitor	and	manage	significant	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities.

Strategy
The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	that	the	objective	of	sustainability-related	financial	disclosures	on	strategy	would	be:
	

to	enable	users	of	general	purpose	financial	reporting	to	understand	an	entity’s	strategy	for	addressing
significant	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities.

	
Risk	management
The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	that	the	objective	of	sustainability-related	financial	disclosures	on	risk	management	would
be:
	

to	enable	the	users	of	general	purpose	financial	reporting	to	understand	the	process,	or	processes,	by	which
sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	are	identified,	assessed	and	managed.	These	disclosures	shall	also
enable	users	to	assess	whether	those	processes	are	integrated	into	the	entity’s	overall	risk	management
processes	and	to	evaluate	the	entity’s	overall	risk	profile	and	risk	management	processes.

	
Metrics	and	targets
The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	that	the	objective	of	sustainability-related	financial	disclosures	on	metrics	and	targets	would
be:
	

to	enable	users	of	general	purpose	financial	reporting	to	understand	how	an	entity	measures,	monitors	and
manages	its	significant	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities.	These	disclosures	shall	enable	users	to
understand	how	the	entity	assesses	its	performance,	including	progress	towards	the	targets	it	has	set.

	
04-AP.	(a)	Are	the	disclosure	objectives	for	governance,	strategy,	risk	management	and	metrics	and
targets	clear	and	appropriately	defined?	Why	or	why	not?

Broadly	Disagree

	
04-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

There	are	some	need	for	clarfications,	for	example:
The	objective	and	purpose	of	the	wording	“...	could	affect	the	entity's	business	model	and	strategy	over	the	short,
medium	and	long	term”	which	for	example	can	be	found	in	p.	11	(b),	14	(d)	and	16	(b)	.	Is	the	definition	of	short-term,
medium-term	and	long-term	based	on	how	each	entity	respectively	defines	these	timeframes?
Regarding	enterprise	value	and	the	definition	of	short/medium/long	term	it	is	questionable	if	a	present	value	based	on
cash	flows	from	very	far	in	the	future	makes	much	sense.	It	would	make	sense	to	define	time	periods	for	cash	flow	to
periods	that	affect	enterprise	value	since	S1	states	that	information	is	given	to	allow	users	to	estimate	enterprise	value.
Since	S1	is	linked	to	financial	information,	GAAP-reporting	and	enterprise	value	it	might	make	sense	to	define	the	short-
term	period	to	the	IFRS	concept	of	a	entity's	normal	operating	cycle.	Such	clear	time	definition	might	also	enable	better
comparability	with	a	high	degree	of	relevance.
In	section	“Core	content”	(for	example	p.	11	(d))	the	wording	“assess,	manage	and	monitor”	is	mentioned.	There	is	no
mention	of	“mitigation”	at	all	in	which	from	our	perspective	would	be	interesting	to	understand.	The	only	place	in	the
ISSB	S1	ED	where	mitigation	is	mentioned	is	in	section	“Connected	information”	p.	43	where	it	says,	“strategic
response	to	mitigate	such	risks…”.	It	needs	to	be	made	clear	if	“mitigation”is	not	included	in	the	scope	of	reporting	for
core	content	or	regarded	as	incorporated	in	another	wording.

	
04-BP.	(b)	Are	the	disclosure	requirements	for	governance,	strategy,	risk	management	and	metrics	and
targets	appropriate	to	their	stated	disclosure	objective?	Why	or	why	not?

Other

	
04-BR.	Please	explain	your	answer:



Governance:
Agree
Some	disclosure	requirements	of	information	may	put	the	entity	at	a	strategic	disadvantage	(e.g.	20(b)).	This	cost
should	be	balanced	against	what	information	needs	a	user	could	reasonably	have	and	require.	There	is	probably	a	need
to	balance	granularity	of	disclosure	with	the	potential	to	put	an	entity	at	a	competitive	disadvantage	by	being	too
granular	with	such	information.	Too	much	detailed	information	might	lead	to	competitive	disadvantages	for	some	entities.
It	is	important	to	understand	where	the	trade-off	results	in	a	financial	impact	(positive	or	negative)	on	the	entity	as	well
as	an	environmental	or	social	one	(positive	or	negative).	Entities	might	be	hesitant	to	disclose	meaningful	information	on
trade-offs,	as	this	might	expose	them	for	additional	stakeholder	challenge	and	criticism,	perhaps	value	placed	on	one
item/objective/resource	greater	than	another.	More	detailed	descriptions	are	needed	for	the	entity	to	understand	which
trade-offs	(both	assessed	by	the	entity,	as	mentioned	in	p.13	(e)),	as	well	as	considered,	as	mentioned	in	p.21	(c)	has
to	be	disclosed	under	the	scope	of	the	ISSB	standards.
In	p.13	(f)	it	could	be	clarified	if	and	how	disclosures	shall	be	made	if	targets	related	to	significant	sustainability-related
risk	and	opportunities	are	included	in	remuneration	policies.
Strategy:
Disagree
Regarding	the	value	chain	it	will	be	difficult	to	apply	p.15(b)	and	the	impacts	across	an	entire	value	chain	(depending
on	how	that	is	defined).	There	are	so	many	components	to	take	into	consideration	in	a	“full”	value	chain.	There	should	be
clearer	guidance	as	to	what	to	encompass	in	a	value	chain	and	how	to	determine	the	relevant	value	chain.	Preferably	the
disclosure	is	based	on	how	management	considers	value	chain	risk	in	its	strategic	planning.
The	objective	of	the	standard	is	to	disclose	risks	and	opportunities	related	to	all	items	of	“its	business	model,	strategy
and	cash	flows,	its	access	to	finance	and	its	cost	of	capital”,	this	disclosure	is	very	wide	and	may	be	difficult	to	apply	in
practice.	We	recommend	clarifying	this	objective	to	facilitate	application.
In	regards	to	the	value	chain	in	p.	20	(b)	there	is	the	following	wording	“a	description	of	where	in	its	value	chain
significant	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	are	concentrated	(for	example,	geographical	areas,	facilities	or
types	of	assets,	inputs,	outputs	or	distribution	channels)”.	This	disclosure	may	lead	to	an	exposure	for	the	entities.
Compare	with	disclosure	information,	where	information	may	be	omitted	if	it	would	adversely	affect	the	entity	in	an
ongoing	dispute:	In	IAS	37	Provisions	Contingent	Liabilities	and	Contingent	Assets	p.	92	it	is	stated:	“In	extremely
rare	cases,	disclosure	of	some	or	all	of	the	information	required	by	p.s	84-89	can	be	expected	to	prejudice	seriously	the
position	of	the	entity	in	a	dispute	with	other	parties	on	the	subject	matter	of	the	provision,	contingent	liability	or
contingent	asset.	In	such	cases,	an	entity	need	not	disclose	the	information,	but	shall	disclose	the	general	nature	of	the
dispute,	together	with	the	fact	that,	and	reason	why,	the	information	has	not	been	disclosed.”	Consider	adding	similar
wording	regarding	exposures	in	the	value	chain,	that	information	need	not	be	disclosed	if	it	can	compromise	the	entity.
Comments	to	specific	wordings	in	specific	p.s:
●	In	p.	15	(c)	and	p.	21	disclosures	(refer	to	comment	on	p.21	below)	of	the	effect	of	“strategy”	and	“decision	making”
should	be	made.	“Decision	making”	is	a	very	wide	concept.	Consider	clarifying.
Sustainability	Related	Risks	/	Opportunities:
Agree
Regarding	entity	value	and	the	definition	of	short/medium/long	term	it	is	questionable	if	a	present	value	based	on	cash
flows	from	very	far	in	the	future	makes	much	sense.	It	would	make	sense	to	define	time	periods	for	cash	flow	to	periods
that	affect	entity	value	since	S1	states	that	information	is	given	to	allow	users	to	estimate	entity	value.
Since	S1	is	linked	to	financial	information,	GAAP-reporting	andentity	value	it	might	make	sense	to	define	the	short	term
period	to	the	IFRS	concept	of	a	entity's	normal	operating	cycle.	Such	clear	time	definition	might	also	enable	better
comparability	with	a	high	degree	of	relevance.
Financial	position,	financial	performance	and	cash	flows
Agree
●	The	application	of	p.15	(d)	and	p.22	(a)	and	(c)	to	quantify	how	much	impact	sustainability-related	risks	have	had
during	the	period	and	the	expected	effect	going	forward	will	in	some	cases	be	difficult.	For	example,	when	valuing
assets	such	as	investment	properties	at	fair	value,	it	can	be	difficult	to	distinguish	how	much	of	an	increase	in	value	/
decrease	is	due	to	sustainability-related	risks	or	opportunities.
●	There	is	a	125-like	p.	(IAS	1	Presentation	of	Financial	Statements	p.	125)	in	p.	22	(b)	to	combine	the	financial
information	with	the	sustainability-related	information.	The	p.	states,	“information	about	sustainability	related	risks	and
opportunities	identified	[...]	for	which	there	is	a	significant	risk	that	there	will	be	a	material	adjustment	to	the	carrying
amounts	of	assets	and	liabilities	reported	in	the	financial	statements	within	the	next	financial	year”.	This	concept	is
already	covered	by	IAS	1	Presentation	of	Financial	Statements,	i.e.	if	it	is	expected	to	lead	to	significant	changes	in	the
accounting.	Is	it	the	intent	of	the	ISSB	that	this	information	shall	be	disclosed	both	in	the	IFRS	part	of	the	report,	as
well	as	in	the	non-IFRS	part	for	sustainability-related	matters?	According	to	IAS	1	Presentation	of	Financial	Statements
p.125,	the	book	value	of	the	assets	and	liabilities	that	risk	a	“material	adjustment”	must	be	disclosed.	This	requirement
(disclosure	of	book	value)	is	not	found	in	p.	22	(b).	Should	the	requirements	be	the	same	to	facilitate?
●	In	p.	22	(c).	Refers	to	“how	it	expects	its	financial	position	to	change	over	time”	-	Part	(b)	is	very	clear	on	the	time
frame	as	being	the	next	financial	year.	Time	frame	for	part	(c)	and	(d)	are	more	unclear.	Consider	the	entity	disclosing
the	time	frame	it	is	using.	Is	not	the	disclosure	in	p.	22	(c)	and	(d)	considered	as	disclosures	of	forecasts?	A	question
here	is	how	forecasts	shall	be	audited.
●	In	p.	22:	consider	clarify	the	following	sentence	“An	entity	shall	disclose	quantitative	information	unless	it	is	unable	to
do	so”	the	wording	in	e.g.	IFRS	3	Business	Combination	“If	disclosure	of	any	of	the	information	require	by	the	subp.	is



impracticable”	disclose	the	fact	and	why	the	disclosure	is	impracticable,	the	wording	impracticable	and	a	definition	of
impractical	is	also	found	in	IAS	8	Accounting	Policies,	Changes	in	Accounting	Estimates	and	Errors.
●	Consider	to	clarify	what	a	current	plan	is	(p.	22	(c)	(i).
●	Consider	to	clarify	what	a	committed	plan	is	(p.	22	(c)	(i)).
●	In	p.23	the	wording	“An	entity	shall	disclose	a	qualitative	and,	when	applicable,	a	quantitative	analysis	of	the
resilience	of	its	strategy	and	cash	flows	in	relation	to	its	significant	sustainability-related	risks,	including	how	the	analysis
was	undertaken	and	its	time	horizon.”	Consider	to	clarify	what	“when	applicable,	a	quantitative	analysis”	mean.	Will
guidance	to	this	be	provided	under	p.	24?	(“Other	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards	will	specify	the	type	of
information	an	entity	is	required	to	disclose	about	its	resilience	to	specific	sustainability-related	risks,	such	as	when
scenario	analysis	shall	be	used.”)
Resilience
p.	23	-	“An	entity	shall	disclose	a	qualitative	and,	when	applicable,	a	quantitative	analysis	of	the	resilience	of	its
strategy	and	cash	flows	in	relation	to	its	significant	sustainability-related	risks,	including	how	the	analysis	was
undertaken	and	its	time	horizon.”	Consider	clarifying	“when	applicable,	a	quantitative	analysis”.	Clarify	if	guidance	is
provided	under	p.	24	(Other	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards	will	specify	the	type	of	information	an	entity	is
required	to	disclose	about	its	resilience	to	specific	sustainability-related	risks,	such	as	when	scenario	analysis	shall	be
used.”
Risk	Management
Consider	clarifying	p.26	b)	(ii)	“other	types	of	risks”	a	entity	is	expected	to	disclose,	does	this	include	all	types	of	risks
i.e.	financial,	operational	etc.	Also	consider	clarifying	what	to	disclose	in	regards	of	“how	it	priorities	sustainability	related
risks”.
Metrics	and	targets
Disagree
p.	28	is	very	vague.	“Metrics	shall	include	those	defined	in	any	other	applicable	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure
Standard,	metrics	identified	from	the	other	sources	identified	in	p.	54	and	metrics	developed	by	an	entity	itself.”	Refer
to	earlier	comments	on	where	to	draw	the	line	in	what	to	report.	Must	a	entity	apply	SASB	metrics	or	are	they	optional?
Could	a	entity	decide	in	lines	with	for	example	IFRS	8	(through	the	eyes	of	management)
p.	30	Consider	defining	the	meaning	of	"uses	to	manage	and	monitor"	and	if	it	corresponds	to	IFRS	8	Operating
Segments	view	that	if	you	report	a	metric	internally	to	the	chief	operating	decision-makers	(or	those	in	charge	of
governance	in	sustainability),	then	entities	should	disclose	this?
p.	31(b):	what	does	“validated”	mean?	Is	this	an	audit?	What	is	it	that	should	be	validated,	the	right	metric	or	the
mathematical	calculation?

	
Question	5—Reporting	entity	(paragraphs	37–41)
The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	that	sustainability-related	financial	information	would	be	required	to	be	provided	for	the	same
reporting	entity	as	the	related	general	purpose	financial	statements.
	
The	Exposure	Draft	proposals	would	require	an	entity	to	disclose	material	information	about	all	of	the	significant
sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	to	which	it	is	exposed.	Such	risks	and	opportunities	relate	to	activities,
interactions	and	relationships	and	use	of	resources	along	its	value	chain	such	as:

its	employment	practices	and	those	of	its	suppliers,	wastage	related	to	the	packaging	of	the	products	it	sells,	or
events	that	could	disrupt	its	supply	chain;
the	assets	it	controls	(such	as	a	production	facility	that	relies	on	scarce	water	resources);
investments	it	controls,	including	investments	in	associates	and	joint	ventures	(such	as	financing	a	greenhouse
gas-emitting	activity	through	a	joint	venture);	and
sources	of	finance.

The	Exposure	Draft	also	proposes	that	an	entity	disclose	the	financial	statements	to	which	sustainability-related	financial
disclosures	relate.

	
05-AP.	(a)	Do	you	agree	that	the	sustainability-related	financial	information	should	be	required	to	be
provided	for	the	same	reporting	entity	as	the	related	financial	statements?	If	not,	why?

Broadly	Agree

	
05-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

N/A

	



05-BP.	(b)	Is	the	requirement	to	disclose	information	about	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities
related	to	activities,	interactions	and	relationships,	and	to	the	use	of	resources	along	its	value	chain,	clear
and	capable	of	consistent	application?	Why	or	why	not?	If	not,	what	further	requirements	or	guidance
would	be	necessary	and	why?

Broadly	Disagree

	
05-BR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

•	p.	40	c)	is	problematic	since	from	a	financial	accounting	perspective	you	don’t	control	associates	etc…:	“p.	2	requires
an	entity	to	disclose	material	information	about	all	significant	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	to	which	it	is
exposed.	These	risks	and	opportunities	relate	to	activities,	interactions	and	relationships	and	to	the	use	of	resources
along	its	value	chain,	such	as:	…	(c)	investments	it	controls,	including	investments	in	associates	and	joint	ventures	(such
as	financing	a	greenhouse	gas-emitting	activity	through	a	joint	venture)...”
•	What	is	the	reporting	entity	scope	if	there	is	a	minority	in	the	group?	What	about	business	combinations?	Associates,
JVs	could	have	other	strategies,	listed	entities	that	a	group	might	control,	what	about	such	strategic	questions?
•	p.	41:	“Other	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards	will	specify	how	an	entity	is	required	to	disclose	or	measure
its	significant	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities,	including	those	related	to	its	associates,	joint	ventures	and
other	financed	investments,	and	those	related	to	its	value	chain.”	What	should	an	entity	do	in	the	meantime	(there	is	only
an	S2	right	now)?	And	how	is	this	related	to	p.	54?	Is	p	41	only	some	sort	of	umbrella	text	that	explains	as	an	intro
what	an	entity	then	should	do	under	for	example	p.	54?
•	Where	to	draw	the	line	regarding	the	value	chain?	How	to	determine	an	entity’s	value	chain?	To	what	extent	are
disclosures	required?	Would	entities	need	to	disclose	information	relating	not	only	to	their	suppliers	and	customers,	but
their	suppliers’	suppliers	and	customers’	customers?
•	S1	defines	reporting	entity,	but	how	does	that	work	with	the	entity’s	value	chain?

	
05-CP.	(c)	Do	you	agree	with	the	proposed	requirement	for	identifying	the	related	financial	statements?	Why
or	why	not?

Other

	
05-CR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

No	opinion

	
Question	6—Connected	information	(paragraphs	42–44)
The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	that	an	entity	be	required	to	provide	users	of	general	purpose	financial	reporting	with
information	that	enables	them	to	assess	the	connections	between	(a)	various	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities;
(b)	between	the	governance,	strategy	and	risk	management	related	to	those	risks	and	opportunities,	along	with	metrics
and	targets;	and	(c)	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	and	other	information	in	general	purpose	financial
reporting,	including	the	financial	statements.

	
06-AP.	(a)	Is	the	requirement	clear	on	the	need	for	connectivity	between	various	sustainability-related	risks
and	opportunities?	Why	or	why	not?

Broadly	Agree

	
06-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

It	is	clear	that	the	entity	shall	provide	information	that	enables	users	to	asses	the	connection	between	various
sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	and	to	asses	hpw	these	risks	and	opportunites	is	linked	to	the	general
purpose	financial	statements.	However	there	is	limited	guidance	about	how	to	link	sustainability	related	information	and
general	purpose	financial	statements.	Under	the	SEC	proposal	we	understand	that	certain	information	in	the	FS
regarding	the	quantitative	impact	of	climate	should	be	linked	to	various	line	items,	if	this	also	is	the	idea	in	S1	this
needs	to	be	made	clear.

	
06-BP.	(b)	Do	you	agree	with	the	proposed	requirements	to	identify	and	explain	the	connections	between
sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	and	information	in	general	purpose	financial	reporting,
including	the	financial	statements?	Why	or	why	not?	If	not,	what	do	you	propose	and	why?

Broadly	Agree

	



06-BR.	Please	explain	your	answer:
This	is	an	important	concept,	however	it	is	a	complex	task	to	connect	different	sets	of	information	and	further	guidance
are	therefore	needed.	For	example,	the	existing	guidance	in	Basis	for	Conclusions	of	the	Exposure	Draft	should	be
brought	in	as	part	of	the	standard.
Sustainability	risks	and	opportunities	can	affect	business	model	and	other	areas	of	strategy	often	covered	in
Management	Commentary.	Referencing	connectivity	between	sustainability	related	disclosures	and	Management
Commentary	is	also	important.	More	examples	may	be	needed	on	how	sustainability	disclosure	can	read	across	to	the
financial	statements.	Also,	how	sustainability	strategy	could	affect	future	financial	performance	and	position.

	
Question	7—Fair	presentation	(paragraphs	45–55)
The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	that	a	complete	set	of	sustainability-related	financial	disclosures	would	be	required	to
present	fairly	the	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	to	which	an	entity	is	exposed.	Fair	presentation	would
require	the	faithful	representation	of	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	in	accordance	with	the	proposed
principles	set	out	in	the	Exposure	Draft.	Applying	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards,	with	additional	disclosure
when	necessary,	is	presumed	to	result	in	sustainability-related	financial	disclosures	that	achieve	a	fair	presentation.

To	identify	significant	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities,	an	entity	would	apply	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure
Standards.	In	addition	to	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards	to	identify	sustainability-related	risks	and
opportunities,	the	entity	shall	consider	the	disclosure	topics	in	the	industry-based	SASB	Standards,	the	ISSB’s	non-
mandatory	guidance	(such	as	the	CDSB	Framework	application	guidance	for	water-	and	biodiversity-related	disclosures),
the	most	recent	pronouncements	of	other	standard-setting	bodies	whose	requirements	are	designed	to	meet	the	needs	of
users	of	general	purpose	financial	reporting,	and	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	identified	by	entities	that
operate	in	the	same	industries	or	geographies.

To	identify	disclosures,	including	metrics,	that	are	likely	to	be	helpful	in	assessing	how	sustainability-related	risks	and
opportunities	to	which	it	is	exposed	could	affect	its	enterprise	value,	an	entity	would	apply	the	relevant	IFRS	Sustainability
Disclosure	Standards.	In	the	absence	of	an	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standard	that	applies	specifically	to	a
sustainability-related	risk	and	opportunity,	an	entity	shall	use	its	judgement	in	identifying	disclosures	that	(a)	are	relevant	to
the	decision-making	needs	of	users	of	general	purpose	financial	reporting;	(b)	faithfully	represent	the	entity’s	risks	and
opportunities	in	relation	to	the	specific	sustainability-related	risk	or	opportunity;	and	(c)	are	neutral.	In	making	that
judgement,	entities	would	consider	the	same	sources	identified	in	the	preceding	paragraph,	to	the	extent	that	they	do	not
conflict	with	an	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standard.

	
07-AP.	(a)	Is	the	proposal	to	present	fairly	the	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	to	which	the
entity	is	exposed,	including	the	aggregation	of	information,	clear?	Why	or	why	not?

Broadly	Disagree

	
07-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

In	the	ED,	the	ISSB	identifies	“fair	presentation”	as	an	overriding	principle	to	which	disclosures	should	adhere.	In	the
BC,	the	ISSB	motivates	the	use	of	the	term	by	its	inclusion	in	IAS	1,	and	that	it	is,	therefore,	known	among	those
familiar	with	IFRS.	We	note,	however,	that	the	use	of	the	term	differs	between	the	ED	and	existing	IFRS.	In	the	ED,	fair
presentation	is	used	as	an	overriding	principle,	which	is	specified	in	terms	of	qualitative	characteristics.	Meanwhile,	in
the	existing	Conceptual	Framework,	the	IASB	has	chosen	not	to	refer	to	“fair	presentation”,	but	instead	only	define
financial	statement	quality	in	terms	of	the	qualitative	characteristics	directly.	In	existing	IFRS,	the	term	fair	presentation
is	used	in	a	much	narrower	sense,	relating	to	the	discussion	in	IAS	1	about	departure	from	IFRS.	It	is	unclear	to	us	why
the	ISSB	is	broadening	the	use	of	fair	presentation.

	
07-BP.	(b)	Do	you	agree	with	the	sources	of	guidance	to	identify	sustainability-related	risks	and
opportunities	and	related	disclosures?	If	not,	what	sources	should	the	entity	be	required	to	consider	and
why?	Please	explain	how	any	alternative	sources	are	consistent	with	the	proposed	objective	of	disclosing
sustainability-related	financial	information	in	the	Exposure	Draft.

Broadly	Disagree

	



07-BR.	Please	explain	your	answer:
The	ED	points	out	that	other	standards	used	as	source	of	guidance	to	identify	sustainability-related	risks	and
opportunities	and	related	disclosures	must	share	the	objectives	of	IFRS	SDS.	Alternative	sources	such	as	future
European	standards	issued	by	EFRAG	or	GRI	SRS	should	also	be	useful	as	alternative	sources,	however,	a
prerequisite	for	this,	is	that	the	ISSB	provides	guidance	on	how	different	materiality	concepts	should	be	considered
when	using	other	sources	to	identify	material	topics,	please	see	our	response	to	Q8	a).
See	Q1	c).	The	SASB	standards	KPI	requirements	are	not	written	to	give	a	user	data	to	assess	the	EV	of	a	reporting
entity.The	reference	to	all	sort	of	guidance	would	be	struggeling	for	preparers	who	would	not	know	what	is	good
enough,	and	for	an	assurance	provider	that	must	assess	for	example	completeness	of	the	sustainability	reporting.
Although	GRI	is	the	most	widely	used	and	globally	accepted	framework	for	sustainabiluty	reporting	no	reference	is
made	to	GRI	in	paragrapghs	53	or	54.	GRI	is	often	used	in	combination	with	SASB	and	TCFD	and	should	be
mentioned	in	the	IFRS	S1	standard,	however	with	our	answer	to	Question	8	(a)	in	mind.

	
Question	8—Materiality	(paragraphs	56–62)
The	Exposure	Draft	defines	material	information	in	alignment	with	the	definition	in	IASB’s	Conceptual	Framework	for
General	Purpose	Financial	Reporting	and	IAS	1.	Information	‘is	material	if	omitting,	misstating	or	obscuring	that
information	could	reasonably	be	expected	to	influence	decisions	that	the	primary	users	of	general	purpose	financial
reporting	make	on	the	basis	of	that	reporting,	which	provides	information	about	a	specific	reporting	entity’.

However,	the	materiality	judgements	will	vary	because	the	nature	of	sustainability-related	financial	information	is	different	to
information	included	in	financial	statements.	Whether	information	is	material	also	needs	to	be	assessed	in	relation	to
enterprise	value.

Material	sustainability-related	financial	information	disclosed	by	an	entity	may	change	from	one	reporting	period	to	another
as	circumstances	and	assumptions	change,	and	as	expectations	from	the	primary	users	of	reporting	change.	Therefore,	an
entity	would	be	required	to	use	judgement	to	identify	what	is	material,	and	materiality	judgements	are	reassessed	at	each
reporting	date.	The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	that	even	if	a	specific	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standard	contained
specific	disclosure	requirements,	an	entity	would	need	not	to	provide	that	disclosure	if	the	resulting	information	was	not
material.	Equally,	when	the	specific	requirements	would	be	insufficient	to	meet	users’	information	needs,	an	entity	would
be	required	to	consider	whether	to	disclose	additional	information.	This	approach	is	consistent	with	the	requirements	of
IAS	1.

The	Exposure	Draft	also	proposes	that	an	entity	need	not	disclose	information	otherwise	required	by	the	Exposure	Draft	if
local	laws	or	regulations	prohibit	the	entity	from	disclosing	that	information.	In	such	a	case,	an	entity	shall	identify	the	type
of	information	not	disclosed	and	explain	the	source	of	the	restriction.

	
08-AP.	(a)	Is	the	definition	and	application	of	materiality	clear	in	the	context	of	sustainability-related
financial	information?	Why	or	why	not?

Broadly	Disagree

	
08-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

The	ISSB	needs	to	clarify	the	difference	between	the	IFRS	concept	of	materiality	and	the	double	materiality	concept.
P.50-55	states	that	in	addition	to	IFRS	Sustainability
Disclosure	Standards	an	entity	shall	consider	the	disclosure	topics	in	the	industry-based	SASB	Standards,	the	ISSB’s
non-mandatory	guidance	(such	as	the	CDSB	Framework	application	guidance	for	water-	and	biodiversity-related
disclosures),	and/or	the	most	recent	pronouncements	of	other	standard-setting	bodies	whose	requirements	are	designed
to	meet	the	needs	of	users	of	general	purpose	financial	reporting,	and	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities
identified	by	entities	that	operate	in	the	same	industries	or	geographies.	When	S1	refers	to	SASB	and	other	source	to
define	disclosure	topics	such	sources	might	have	a	different	starting	point	related	to	materiality	and	might	apply	a
double	materiality	concept	in	some	instances.	Preparers	need	to	understand	how	this	aspect	should	be	considered
when	using	other	sources	to	identify	material	topics.
We	believe	that	a	reporting	entity	would	likely	need	more	guidance	to	understand	how	to	apply	this	concept	for
sustainability-related	information.
Even	though	the	definition	material	information	“if	omitting,	misstating	or	obscuring	that	information	could	reasonably	be
expected	to	influence	decisions	that	the	primary	users	of	general	purpose	financial	reporting	make	on	the	basis	of	that
reporting”	is	consistent	with	that	applied	in	IFRS	financial	statements,	entities	are	likely	to	exercise	different	judgements
for	sustainability-related	information	than	previously	used	when	determining	materiality	for	financial	information	in	the
general	purpose	financial	statements.	The	primary	users	of	this	information	will	likely	be	more	diverse,	where	some	are
more	interested	in	topics	regarding	human	rights,	and	others	regarding	environmental	issues.	The	concept	of	“could
reasonably	be	expected”	is	also	more	difficult	to	apply	for	sustainability-related	information,	as	the	primary	users	might
have	very	different	preferences	(for	example	environmental	vs	social),	and	therefore	might	put	different	monetary	values
on	certain	non-monetary	measurements.	Also,	the	definition	of	“material”	in	IAS	1	p.7	includes	a	definition	of
“obscuring”	that	might	be	beneficiary	to	include	in	the	ISSB	S1	ED.



	
08-BP.	(b)	Do	you	consider	that	the	proposed	definition	and	application	of	materiality	will	capture	the
breadth	of	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	relevant	to	the	enterprise	value	of	a	specific	entity,
including	over	time?	Why	or	why	not?

Broadly	Disagree

	
08-BR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

The	S1	need	to	include	a	defintion	of	"sustainability"	in	order	to	avoid	differences	in	interpretation	and	resulting	in	lack	of
harmonisation	and	comparability.
See	ESRS	1	-	1.1.p	6	(a-c)
The	undertaking	shall	cover	the	following	sustainability	topics:
(a)	environmental	matters;
(b)	social	matters;	and
(c)	governance	matters.
Applying	the	concept	of	materiality	to	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	is	likely	to	be	a	highly	complex	and
judgemental	area,	even	more	so	than	for	the	financial	statements.	Primary	users	will	likely	have	to	consider	financial
implications	over	longer	time	periods.	It	might	be	difficult	to	assess	the	potential	impact	on	enterprise	value,	when
considering	longer	time	periods	given	the	increased	uncertainty.	Further	guidance	might	be	required	on	how	to	assess
potential	impact	on	enterprise	value.
Furthermore,	because	materiality	might	change	over	time,	these	judgements	might	need	to	be	reassessed	at	each
reporting	date,	to	take	changes	in	circumstances	and	assumptions	into	account.	This	will	likely	make	it	more	difficult	not
only	to	compare	sustainability-related	information	between	entities,	but	also	for	comparative	periods	for	a	specific	entity.
The	ISSB	S1	ED	has	proposed	to	solve	the	issue	with	comparability	between	periods	with	comparative	information
being	updated	to	reflect	updated	estimates	(p	63).	This	however	does	not	align	with	IAS	8	that	requires	changes	in
estimates	to	only	prospectively	update	the	financial	statements	(IAS	8	p.	36).	It	will	be	difficult	to	understand	changes
over	time	for	an	entity	when	estimates	are	updated	retrospectively.	Also,	it	will	be	difficult,	time	consuming,	and	not	in
line	with	IFRS,	to	update	for	estimates	retrospectively.
In	addition,	we	suggest	the	ISSB	further	details	the	materiality	exercise.	For	example,	the	ISSB	could	require
disclosing	the	processes	carried	out	to	assess	material	sustainability-related	financial	information	including	the	outcome
of	this	assessment.

	
08-CP.	(c)	Is	the	Exposure	Draft	and	related	Illustrative	Guidance	useful	for	identifying	material
sustainability-related	financial	information?	Why	or	why	not?	If	not,	what	additional	guidance	is	needed	and
why?

Broadly	Agree

	
08-CR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

However	we	believe	that	further	guidance	is	required	for	low-probability	outcomes.	p.	57	adds	that	what	could	influence
a	primary	user	“can	include	information	about	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	with	low-probability	and	high-
impact	outcomes”.	This	gives	rise	to	the	question	how	much	information	the	entity	would	have	to	give	about	very	unlikely
events.	Information	included	in	the	report	has	the	risk	of	becoming	too	far-fetched,	and	therefore	irrelevant	information
may	obscure	relevant	information.	Relevant	comparison	to	IAS	37,	p.	28	and	86	where	it	is	stated	that	information
needs	to	be	disclosed	regarding	contingent	liabilities,	unless	“outflow	of	resources	embodying	economic	benefits	is
remote”.
The	guidance	of	how	to	find	disclosure	topics	is	vague.	The	BC	states	“the	Exposure	Draft	proposes	an	entity	would	be
directed	to	refer	to	the	disclosure	topics	in	the	industry-based	SASB	Standards;	the	ISSB’s	non-mandatory	guidance
(such	as	the	CDSB	Framework	application	guidance	for	water-	and	biodiversity-related	disclosures);	the	most	recent
pronouncements	of	other	standard-setting	bodies	whose	requirements	are	designed	to	meet	the	needs	of	users	of
general	purpose	financial	reporting;	and	the	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities	identified	by	entities	that
operate	in	the	same	industries	or	geographies.”	That	is	a	very	imprecise	guideline	either	leaving	up	to	the	entity	to
decide	upon	what	they	consider	to	be	a	disclosure	topic.	Alternatively,	it	can	be	interpreted	to	mean	that	that	an	entity
must	identify	which	SASB	standard	that	applies	to	them,	including	suggested	metrics	within	that	standard.

	
08-DP.	(d)	Do	you	agree	with	the	proposal	to	relieve	an	entity	from	disclosing	information	otherwise
required	by	the	Exposure	Draft	if	local	laws	or	regulations	prohibit	the	entity	from	disclosing	that
information?	Why	or	why	not?	If	not,	why?

Broadly	Agree

	



08-DR.	Please	explain	your	answer:
There	seems	to	be	inconsistences	with	how	the	proposal	is	worded	in	regard	to	relieving	an	entity	from	disclosing
information	otherwise	required	by	the	Exposure	Draft	if	local	laws	or	regulations	prohibit	the	entity	from	disclosing	that
information	and	the	wording	in	the	implementation	guidance.	p.	62	states	“An	entity	need	not	disclose	information
otherwise	required	by	an	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standard	if	local	laws	or	regulations	prohibit	the	entity	from
disclosing	that	information.”	It	is	added	that	if	an	entity	omits	information,	an	entity	is	required	to	explain	the	omission
with	reference	to	applicable	law.	p.	IG9,	however,	states	“an	entity	that	wishes	to	state	compliance	with	IFRS
Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards	cannot	provide	less	information	than	the	information	required	by	those	Standards,
even	if	local	laws	and	regulations	permit	it	to	do	so”.	We	regard	these	p.s	inconsistent,	as	we	would	interpret	p.	62	as
an	entity	being	compliant	with	the	ISSB	standards	if	explanations	are	added.

	
Question	9—Frequency	of	reporting	(paragraphs	66–71)
The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	that	an	entity	be	required	to	report	its	sustainability-related	financial	disclosures	at	the	same
time	as	its	related	financial	statements,	and	the	sustainability-related	financial	disclosures	shall	be	for	the	same	reporting
period	as	the	financial	statements.

	
09-AP.	Do	you	agree	with	the	proposal	that	the	sustainability-related	financial	disclosures	would	be
required	to	be	provided	at	the	same	time	as	the	financial	statements	to	which	they	relate?	Why	or	why	not?

Broadly	Agree

	
09-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

However	it	is	important	to	clarify	interim	reporting	requirements.	IF	IAS	34	is	applied	it	should	be	clear	that	no	non
financial	information	has	to	be	disclosed	in	an	interim	report.

	
Question	10—Location	of	information	(paragraphs	72–78)

The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	that	an	entity	be	required	to	disclose	information	required	by	the	IFRS	Sustainability
Disclosure	Standards	as	part	of	its	general	purpose	financial	reporting—ie	as	part	of	the	same	package	of	reporting	that	is
targeted	at	investors	and	other	providers	of	financial	capital.

However,	the	Exposure	Draft	deliberately	avoids	requiring	the	information	to	be	provided	in	a	particular	location	within	the
general	purpose	financial	reporting	so	as	not	to	limit	an	entity’s	ability	to	communicate	information	in	an	effective	and
coherent	manner,	and	to	prevent	conflicts	with	specific	jurisdictional	regulatory	requirements	on	general	purpose	financial
reporting.

The	proposal	permits	an	entity	to	disclose	information	required	by	an	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standard	in	the	same
location	as	information	disclosed	to	meet	other	requirements,	such	as	information	required	by	regulators.	However,	the
entity	would	be	required	to	ensure	that	the	sustainability-related	financial	disclosures	are	clearly	identifiable	and	not
obscured	by	that	additional	information.

Information	required	by	an	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standard	could	also	be	included	by	cross-reference,	provided
that	the	information	is	available	to	users	of	general	purpose	financial	reporting	on	the	same	terms	and	at	the	same	time	as
the	information	to	which	it	is	cross-referenced.	For	example,	information	required	by	an	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure
Standard	could	be	disclosed	in	the	related	financial	statements.

The	Exposure	Draft	also	proposes	that	when	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards	require	a	disclosure	of	common
items	of	information,	an	entity	shall	avoid	unnecessary	duplication.

	
010-AP.	(a)	Do	you	agree	with	the	proposals	about	the	location	of	sustainability-related	financial
disclosures?	Why	or	why	not?

Broadly	Agree

	
010-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

It	is	natural	that	the	information	is	in	the	annual	report	though	the	requirements	for	sustainability-related	information	may
have	negative	consequences	for	timeliness.

	



010-BP.	(b)	Are	you	aware	of	any	jurisdiction-specific	requirements	that	would	make	it	difficult	for	an	entity
to	provide	the	information	required	by	the	Exposure	Draft	despite	the	proposals	on	location?

Yes

	
010-BR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

Some	of	the	required	information	is	currently	being	disclosed	in	a	"governance	report",	"remuneration	report"	or
"management	report".	It	is	also	typical	for	listed	entities	in	Sweden	to	disclose	some	of	this	information	on	a	voluntary
basis	in	the	“soft	parts”	of	the	annual	report.	Further	more,	in	Sweden,	the	management	report	as	part	of	the	general
purpose	financial	statements,	is	subject	to	audit	according	to	national	law.
Companies	that	have	reporting	under	TCFD	might	already	have	some	of	these	disclosures	in	place	since	S1	uses	the
TCFD	structure.	However,	other	companies	might	have	the	information	in	various	places	in	the	full	scope	annual	report.
It	would	be	good	to	give	some	direction	about	how	companies	would	be	allowed	to	cross-reference	between	various
reports.

	
010-CP.	(c)	Do	you	agree	with	the	proposal	that	information	required	by	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure
Standards	can	be	included	by	cross-reference	provided	that	the	information	is	available	to	users	of	general
purpose	financial	reporting	on	the	same	terms	and	at	the	same	time	as	the	information	to	which	it	is
crossreferenced?	Why	or	why	not?

Broadly	Agree

	
010-CR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

However	clarification	is	needed	on	what	"	the	same	terms"	mean.	Does	it	mean	that	references	only	are	allowed	to	the
same	doument,	or	could	reference	be	made	to	information	in	other	reports	or	the	company	web	site?

	
010-DP.	(d)	Is	it	clear	that	entities	are	not	required	to	make	separate	disclosures	on	each	aspect	of
governance,	strategy	and	risk	management	for	individual	sustainability-related	risks	and	opportunities,	but
are	encouraged	to	make	integrated	disclosures,	especially	where	the	relevant	sustainability	issues	are
managed	through	the	same	approach	and/or	in	an	integrated	way?	Why	or	why	not?

Broadly	Agree

	
010-DR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

We	welcome	the	encouragement	to	integrate	information	and	the	clarity	that	preparers	should	avoid	duplication	of
information.	If	there	are	topical	standards	issued,	it	should	be	clear	that	there	is	not	a	need	to	duplicate	disclosures	that
would	otherwise	be	required	by	the	general	standard	if	they	are	covered	in	the	topical	standard.	Further	S1	could	state
that	the	governance,	strategy,	risk	management,	and	metrics	and	targets	information	does	not	necessarily	have	to	be
presented	under	such	headings.
The	standard	should	also	state	that	the	discussion/disclosure	should	be	entity	specific	and	not	boilerplate.

	
Question	11—Comparative	information,	sources	of	estimation	and	outcome	uncertainty,	and
errors	(paragraphs	63–65,	79–83	and	84–90)
The	Exposure	Draft	sets	out	proposed	requirements	for	comparative	information,	sources	of	estimation	and	outcome
uncertainty,	and	errors.	These	proposals	are	based	on	corresponding	concepts	for	financial	statements	contained	in	IAS	1
and	IAS	8.	However,	rather	than	requiring	a	change	in	estimate	to	be	reported	as	part	of	the	current	period	disclosures,
the	Exposure	Draft	proposes	that	comparative	information	which	reflects	updated	estimates	be	disclosed,	except	when
this	would	be	impracticable	—ie	the	comparatives	would	be	restated	to	reflect	the	better	estimate.
	
The	Exposure	Draft	also	includes	a	proposed	requirement	that	financial	data	and	assumptions	within	sustainability-related
financial	disclosures	be	consistent	with	corresponding	financial	data	and	assumptions	used	in	the	entity’s	financial
statements,	to	the	extent	possible.
	

	
011-AP.	(a)	Have	these	general	features	been	adapted	appropriately	into	the	proposals?	If	not,	what	should
be	changed?

Broadly	Agree

	



011-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:
We	generally	agree	with	the	fact	that	the	proposed	requirements	for	comparative	information,	sources	of	estimation	and
outcome	uncertainty	and	errors	have	been	based	on	corresponding	concepts	for	financial	statements	contained	in	IAS	1
and	IAS	8.	However,	we	have	the	following	points	to	note:
*	On	the	issue	of	comparatives	of	estimates,	there	were	arguments	both	for	and	against	their	restatement.	Although	we
appreciate	the	reasons	given	in	BC82-83	for	retrospective	adjustment	of	changes	in	estimates,	we	note	that	revising
comparatives	is	a	different	approach	from	what	entities	are	used	to	in	providing	IFRS	financial	information.	We	are
concerned	about	the	practicalities	of	revising	comparative	information	relating	to	estimates	as	it	is	highly	likely	that	the
information	to	be	disclosed	from	year-to-year	could	change,	particularly	for	sustainability-related	matters.	We	are	also
concerned	that	this	may	mean	that	entities	will	have	to	continue	tracking	previously	reported	estimates,	in	order	to
measure	them	against	their	actual	outcomes.	This	will	be	burdensome.
*	On	the	other	hand,	we	accept	that	restatement	of	estimates	may	be	necessary	to	reflect	more	reliable	data	that	has
become	available	in	a	future	period.
*	p.	79	states	that	‘Even	a	high	level	of	measurement	uncertainty	would	not	necessarily	prevent	such	an	estimate	from
providing	useful	information.’	It	is	unclear	whether	there	is	a	threshold	of	measurement	related	to	uncertainty	which	the
information	would	become	less	useful	or	useless.	Including	the	term	‘necessarily’	implies	that	there	is	such	a	threshold,
but	this	issue	is	not	further	addressed.	We	suggest	that	this	is	further	clarified	and	explained.
*	As	so-named	disclosure	standards,	the	IFRS	SDS	do	not	prescribe	what	exact	metrics	are	to	be	applied.	Therefore,
since	there	are	no	specific	requirements	for	metrics	provided,	whether	a	metric	is	not	disclosed	because	of	estimation
uncertainty	or	another	reason	(e.g.,	because	it	is	not	relevant	to	its	activities	as	per	p.	29)	is	unclear	and	may	create	the
need	for	judgement	beyond	the	level	that	the	ISSB	intended.	We	suggest	that	entities	should	be	required	to	explain
that	the	reason	for	not	disclosing	a	specific	metric	(that	would	otherwise	be	relevant	to	the	entity)	is	due	to	estimation
uncertainty.
*	p.	65	notes	that	where	relevant	for	the	current	period	the	entity	shall	disclose	comparative	information	for	narrative	and
descriptive	sustainability	related	information.	It	is	unclear	how	this	p.	will	be	interpreted	and	whether	it	may	lead	to
duplication	of	disclosure.	We	would	suggest	that	narrative	and	descriptive	information	be	included	only	where	it	differs
from	the	prior	period	(e.g.	where	strategy	has	changed	from	the	prior	year	explaining	the	current	year’s	strategy	and
how	it	differs	from	the	prior	year)
*	Comparative	figures	in	financial	statements	are	not	adjusted	for	changes	in	estimates	that	were	made	in	good	faith	(i.e.
where	they	do	not	constitute	an	error).
*	For	forward	looking	metrics,	the	estimates	in	comparative	periods	should	represent	the	best	information	available	at	a
point	in	time	and	therefore	the	information	provided	by	those	estimates	and	trends	associated	with	them	is	useful	even	if
after	the	authorisation	date	facts	and	circumstances	would	necessitate	a	different	estimate.	We	therefore	do	not	believe
that	comparative	figures	should	be	adjusted	in	such	circumstances.

	
011-BP.	(b)	Do	you	agree	that	if	an	entity	has	a	better	measure	of	a	metric	reported	in	the	prior	year	that	it
should	disclose	the	revised	metric	in	its	comparatives?

Broadly	Agree

	
011-BR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

N/A

	
011-CP.	(c)	Do	you	agree	with	the	proposal	that	financial	data	and	assumptions	within	sustainability-related
financial	disclosures	be	consistent	with	corresponding	financial	data	and	assumptions	used	in	the	entity’s
financial	statements	to	the	extent	possible?	Are	you	aware	of	any	circumstances	for	which	this
requirement	will	not	be	able	to	be	applied?

Broadly	Disagree

	
011-CR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

There	will	be	situations	where	it	is	not	possible	to	use	a	consistent	estimate	(for	example	where	financial	reporting
requires	the	use	of	fair	values	based	on	market	participant	assumptions	and	sustainability	standards	require	a	“best
estimate”	approach).	Where	there	are	differences	in	the	nature	of	estimates	because	of	differences	in	requirements,	a
discussion	of	the	reasons	for	the	difference	should	be	encouraged	so	that	a	user	can	understand	the	differences	and
use	the	information	properly	to	derive	the	EV.
Consider	moving	this	requirement	in	the	connected	information	part	of	the	standard.

	



Question	12—Statement	of	compliance	(paragraphs	91–92)
The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	that	for	an	entity	to	claim	compliance	with	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards,	it
would	be	required	to	comply	with	the	proposals	in	the	Exposure	Draft	and	all	of	the	requirements	of	applicable	IFRS
Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards.	Furthermore,	the	entity	would	be	required	to	include	an	explicit	and	unqualified
statement	that	it	has	complied	with	all	of	these	requirements.

The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	a	relief	for	an	entity.	It	would	not	be	required	to	disclose	information	otherwise	required	by
an	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standard	if	local	laws	or	regulations	prohibit	the	entity	from	disclosing	that	information.
An	entity	using	that	relief	is	not	prevented	from	asserting	compliance	with	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards.

	
012-AP.	Do	you	agree	with	this	proposal?	Why	or	why	not?	If	not,	what	would	you	suggest	and	why?

N/A

	
012-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

N/A

	
Question	13—Effective	date	(Appendix	B)
The	Exposure	Draft	proposes	allowing	entities	to	apply	the	Standard	before	the	effective	date	to	be	set	by	the	ISSB.	It
also	proposes	relief	from	the	requirement	to	present	comparative	information	in	the	first	year	the	requirements	would	be
applied	to	facilitate	timely	application	of	the	Standard.

	
013-AR.	(a)	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,	those	using	the	sustainability-related	financial
disclosures	and	others.

Given	the	extensive	reporting	requirements,	we	would	like	to	emphasize	the	need	for	at	least	one	full	reporting	cycle	in
order	to	be	able	to	adhere	to	the	reporting	requirements.	Less	advanced/first	time	reporters	are	likely	to	need	even	more
time,	or	a	phased	in	approach	regarding	disclosure	requirements.

	
013-AP.	(b)	Do	you	agree	with	the	ISSB	providing	the	proposed	relief	from	disclosing	comparatives	in	the
first	year	of	application?	If	not,	why	not?

Broadly	Agree

	
013-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:

N/A

	
Question	14—Global	baseline
IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards	are	intended	to	meet	the	needs	of	the	users	of	general	purpose	financial
reporting	to	enable	them	to	make	assessments	of	enterprise	value,	providing	a	comprehensive	global	baseline	for	the
assessment	of	enterprise	value.	Other	stakeholders	are	also	interested	in	the	effects	of	sustainability-related	risks	and
opportunities.	Those	needs	may	be	met	by	requirements	set	by	others,	including	regulators	and	jurisdictions.	The	ISSB
intends	that	such	requirements	by	others	could	build	on	the	comprehensive	global	baseline	established	by	the	IFRS
Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards.

	
014-AP.	Are	there	any	particular	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?

Other

	



014-AR.	Please	explain	your	answer:
In	the	CRSD	EU	states	the	ambition	to	reach	simplification	and	harmonization.	Many	companies	operate	globally	and
risk	facing	even	more	extensive	and	burdening	reporting	requirements	if	they	need	to	report	according	to	multiple
standards	and	regulations	that	do	not	harmonize	with	each	other.	The	proposed	building-block	principle	in	the	IFRS	S-
standards	requires	the	standard	setters	to	conduct	a	dialogue	to	adapt	the	standards	to	each	other	and	provide
guidance	to	reporting	entities	on	how	for	example	global	standards	and	ESRS	relate	to	eaxh	other.	In	the	proposed
standard	it	is	not	clear	that	the	information	needs	of	other	users	and	stakeholders	will	be	met	given	the	specified
objective,	for	example,	regulators	and	NGO:s	that	focus	on	environmental	effects	are	unlikely	to	benefit	from	the
financial	focus	on	discounting	implied	in	the	specified	objectives.	Still,	we	support	the	objectives	as	they	stand,	given
the	advantages	they	bring	in	other	aspects.
It	would	be	preferable	to	have	one	set	of	global	standards	as	a	Global	Baseline,	and	not	separate	ISSB,	ESRS	and
SEC-standards.	Without	global	alignment	in	core	areas,	the	impact	and	usefulness	of	ESG	non-financial	reporting	will	be
significantly	diminished.	To	the	extent	that	local	and	regional	standard	setters	would	like	additional	disclosures	beyond	a
Global	Baseline,	these	additional	disclosures	should	be	clearly	distinguishable	so	that	the	comparability	of	information
meeting	the	Global	Baseline	is	not	obscured.	Furthermore,	a	Global	Baseline	will	reduce	costs	for	preparers	to	report
information	(allowing	preparers	more	resources	to	invest	in	sustainability	initiatives)	and	will	also	maximize	usefulness	of
information	for	investors.

	
Question	15—Digital	reporting
The	ISSB	plans	to	prioritise	enabling	digital	consumption	of	sustainability-related	financial	information	prepared	in
accordance	with	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosure	Standards	from	the	outset	of	its	work.	The	primary	benefit	of	digital
consumption	as	compared	to	paper-based	consumption	is	improved	accessibility,	enabling	easier	extraction	and
comparison	of	information.	To	facilitate	digital	consumption	of	information	provided	in	accordance	with	IFRS	Sustainability
Disclosure	Standards,	an	IFRS	Sustainability	Disclosures	Taxonomy	is	being	developed	by	the	IFRS	Foundation.	The
Exposure	Draft	and	[draft]	IFRS	S2	Climate-related	Disclosures	Standards	are	the	sources	for	the	Taxonomy.

It	is	intended	that	a	staff	draft	of	the	Taxonomy	will	be	published	shortly	after	the	release	of	the	Exposure	Draft,
accompanied	by	a	staff	paper	which	will	include	an	overview	of	the	essential	proposals	for	the	Taxonomy.	At	a	later	date,
an	Exposure	Draft	of	Taxonomy	proposals	is	planned	to	be	published	by	the	ISSB	for	public	consultation.

	
015-AR.	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	particular	disclosure
requirements	that	could	be	difficult	to	tag	digitally)?

No	comments

	
Question	16—Costs,	benefits	and	likely	effects
The	ISSB	is	committed	to	ensuring	that	implementing	the	Exposure	Draft	proposals	appropriately	balances	costs	and
benefits.

	
016-AR.	(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	analysing	the	likely	effects	of	these
proposals?

No	comments

	
GR16B.	(b)	Do	you	have	any	comments	on	the	costs	of	ongoing	application	of	the	proposals	that	the	ISSB
should	consider?

See	our	answer	to	Q1	c)	and	10	a)

	
Question	17—Other	comments

	
017-AR.	Do	you	have	any	other	comments	on	the	proposals	set	out	in	the	Exposure	Draft?

No	additional	comments.

	




