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Board of India
DEPUTY GENERAL MANAGER
OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS
Phone: +91-22-26449685
Email: oia@sebi.gov.in
SEBI/HO/OIA/OIA_OIA/P/OW/2022/ 35308 /1
August 4, 2022

Mr. Emmanuel Faber
Chair, International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB)
Columbus Building,
7 Westferry Circus, Canary Wharf,
London E14 4HD, UK

Dear Sir,
Subject: ISSB's Exposure Drafts 'IFRS S1 General Requirements for Disclosure
of Sustainability-related Financial Information' and 'IFRS S2 Climate-related
Disclosures'

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the following Exposure Drafts published
by the International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) - IFRS S1 General
Requirements for Disclosure of Sustainability-related Financial Information ("S1 or
General requirements") and IFRS S2 Climate-related Disclosures ("S2 or climaterelated disclosures").
The ISSB aims to develop consistent and comparable baseline sustainability reporting
standards. We would thus encourage the IFRS Sustainability Standards to incorporate
the principles of 'just transition', so that the Standards are proportional, inclusive and
reflective of the ground realities in diverse jurisdictions. Towards this end, ISSB may
build adjustments in the IFRS Sustainability Standards from the perspective of
emerging markets or incorporate flexibilities that allow reporting entities to assess the
materiality of the disclosure based on their jurisdictional context. In this context, we
have put forth some specific comments below.
1. Definition of 'sustainability'
It is noted that the IFRS S1 does not set out a clear definition of 'sustainability'. The
spectrum of sustainability is wide and covers a wide range of topics such as
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biodiversity, pollution, financial inclusion, women safety etc. Given that a number
of jurisdictions have developed or are in the process of developing their own
taxonomy in line with their Nationally determined contributions (NDCs),
commitments in COP26 and national priorities, it would therefore be relevant to link
the definition of 'sustainability' to jurisdiction-level taxonomies.

2. Determination of 'significant' and 'material' sustainability and climate-related risks
and opportunities
While IFRS S1 proposes the disclosure of material information about all of the
significant sustainability-related risks and opportunities to which an entity is
exposed, IFRS S2 includes both the terms 'significant' and 'material' in the context
of exposure to climate-related risks and opportunities. We note the Exposure Drafts
do not define term 'significant' and do not provide guidance or context as to the
relationship between the significance and materiality of the sustainability-related
risks or opportunities. We believe greater clarity and practical examples in this
regard would be helpful.
Further, given that jurisdictions have different NDCs, have adopted varied transition
paths and have diverse operational realities, sustainability related risks and
opportunities may vary across geographies. ISSB may thus consider providing
flexibility to entities to consider the jurisdictional context, while determining the
significance of a sustainability-related risks or opportunities. For example,
availability of freshwater could be a key issue for many water-stressed regions/
jurisdictions compared with water-surplus regions / jurisdictions. A similar lens of
jurisdictional context may also be required for materiality assessment. For instance,
disclosure of financed emissions (as required in Appendix B - Industry based
disclosure requirements on "Asset Management & Custody Activities") may not be
relevant in jurisdictions where Mutual Fund penetration is low. Thus, jurisdiction
specific factors, such as 'per capita' may be relevant for determining materiality of
the metrics.

3. Appropriateness of Metrics
The specific metrics referred to in IFRS S2, including the industry-based metrics in
Appendix B of IFRS S2, may need to be modified to make them more relevant and
comparable across developed and emerging markets. For instance, intensity ratios
based on economic value should be adjusted for purchasing power parity of the
industry or should be sought only on the basis of physical output. Further, some of
the industry-based metrics in Appendix B may not be relevant depending on the
business model or areas of entity's operations or the metrics refer to particular
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standards (eg: Appendix B - Appliance Manufacturing) that may have low global
acceptance or applicability. To address these issues, we would suggest that
industry-based metrics should not be included as requirements under the IFRS
Standards and should only be regarded as reference points for entities in
determining their own metrics, taking into account their particular circumstances.
4. Disclosure of forward looking quantitative information

In jurisdictions, where companies are still making progress on sustainability
reporting, some of the proposed requirements on disclosure of forward looking
quantitative information (such as anticipated effects of significant sustainability (and
climate)- related risks and opportunities on companies' financial position, financial
performance and cash flows, and assets that are vulnerable to transition/ physical
risk) could result in information that is speculative, mis-leading, and liable to be
potentially misinterpreted. We therefore suggest that, to begin with all forward
looking disclosures should be allowed to be made in qualitative terms only.

5. Flexibility in implementation
Since individual jurisdictions are best placed to gauge the readiness of their
markets to make disclosures as per IFRS Standards, flexibility should be given to
jurisdictions in deciding the effective date of adoption and for implementing the
standards in a phased or staggered manner.
The commitments and associated timeframes for addressing climate-related risks vary
across jurisdictions, and consequently the significance and urgency of climate-related
disclosures for companies would accordingly vary. We note that the Exposure Drafts
seek a significant level of detail in information, which could be challenging for
companies across geographies, including India, to report on, given the differences in
the maturity and progress of sustainability disclosures. This may limit the ability of the
IFRS Standards to be adopted across all markets and serve as a global baseline
standard. Detailed comments on specific questions in IFRS S1 and IFRS S2 are set
out as Annex 1 and Annex 2 to this letter.
Sustainability reporting is an important topic that is becoming as vital as reporting on
financial and operational performance. In India, SEBI in May 2021, has issued the
Business Responsibility and Sustainability Report (BRSR) towards having quantitative
and standardized disclosures on environment and sqcial parameters to enable
comparability across Indian listed companies.
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We appreciate the efforts of the ISSB in developing consistent and comparable
sustainability reporting standards. We believe that incorporation of our above
observations in the IFRS Sustainability Standards will help in the development and
adoption of high-quality reporting standards which are relevant across geographies.
We would welcome the opportunity to continue to work with ISSB on setting future
standards and would be glad to discuss the content of this letter in more detail.

Yours Sincerely,

Pr~iclc
Enclosures:

a) Annexure 1: SEBl's comments on Exposure Draft: IFRS S1 General
requirements for Disclosure of Sustainability related Financial information
b) Annexure 2: SEBl's comments on Exposure Draft: IFRS S2 Climate related
Disclosures
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Annex 1 – SEBI’s Detailed comments on specific questions in IFRS S1
Q. No.
1.
(a)

(b)

2.
(a)

(b)

Question
Overall Approach
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?
Do you agree that the proposed
requirements set out in the Exposure
Draft meet its proposed objective
(paragraph 1)? Why or why not?
Objective
Is the proposed objective of disclosing
sustainability-related
financial
information clear? Why or why not?
Is the definition of ‘sustainabilityrelated 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?

Comments
As stated in the main letter, the
spectrum of sustainability is wide and
covers a wide range of topics such as
biodiversity,
pollution,
financial
inclusion, women safety etc. Given
that a number of jurisdictions have
developed or are in the process of
developing their own taxonomy in line
with their Nationally determined
contributions (NDCs), commitments in
COP26 and national priorities, it would
therefore be relevant to link the
definition
of
‘sustainability’
to
jurisdiction-level taxonomies.

The proposed objective of the IFRS
S1 (as set out in Paragraph 1) is to
require disclosures on significant
sustainability-related
risks
and
opportunities that are useful to the
primary users of general purpose
financial reporting when they assess
enterprise value and decide whether
to provide resources to the entity.
Definition of “significant”
As we have stated in the main letter,
the Exposure Drafts do not define the
term ‘significant’. Paragraph 51 of
IFRS S1 inter-alia states that to
identify sustainability-related risks and
opportunities, entities can consider the
industry-based SASB standards, the
CDSB framework, etc.
Given that jurisdictions have different
NDCs, have adopted varied transition
paths and have diverse operational

Q. No.

4.
(b)

Question

Core content
Are the disclosure requirements for
governance,
strategy,
risk
management and metrics and targets
appropriate to their stated disclosure
objective? Why or why not?

Comments
realities, it is likely that jurisdictionspecific factors may be relevant for
investors in taking a decision to
provide resources to an entity. ISSB
may thus consider providing flexibility
to entities to consider the jurisdictional
context, while determining the
significance of a sustainability-related
risks or opportunities.
On governance – Referring to
Paragraph 13 (a) of IFRS S1,
considering that the Board of a
company as a whole should be
responsible
for
oversight
of
sustainability-related risks, seeking
details of a particular individual may
dilute Board responsibility.
On risk management - Risks may vary
across entities and there could be
risks other than sustainability risks that
are more important for some entities.
Therefore, in line with the stated
objective of the disclosures on risk
management, the disclosure at
Paragraph 26 (b) (ii) of IFRS S1 on
how an entity prioritizes sustainabilityrelated risks relative to other risks may
be re-worded as “how it identifies
sustainability-related risks”.

5.
(a)

Reporting entity
Do you agree that the sustainabilityrelated financial information should be
required to be provided for the same
reporting entity as the related financial
statements? If not, why?

With reference to Paragraph 40 of
IFRS S1, it is stated that while
investments in associates is included
in consolidated financial statements,
entities do not typically exercise
control over associates. To that
extent, there appears to be a
disconnect in the statement and we
suggest that ISSB may provide more
clarity in this regard.

Q. No.

(b)

7.
(a)

(b)

Question

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?
Fair presentation
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?

Do you agree with the sources of
guidance to identify sustainabilityrelated 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.

Comments
Further, to start with, disclosures may
be made by the stand-alone entity and
gradually
extended
to
the
consolidated entity.
While we agree on the disclosures
regarding value chain, entities may
initially have difficulty in providing this
information.
Thus, to start with, disclosures may be
made by the stand-alone entity and
may then be gradually extended to
include the consolidated entity and the
value chain.
Some entities may operate multiple
business segments, which could differ
significantly in their sustainability
metrics. Hence, it may be more
meaningful and useful if in such cases,
disclosures are made at the business
segment/ activity level. ISSB may
hence, consider giving guidance on
the approach to aggregation to be
followed when entities are in multiple
lines of business. Thresholds based
on revenue may be considered in this
regard.
With reference to Paragraph 51, the
sources of guidance to identify
sustainability-related
risks
and
opportunities and related disclosures,
may also include requirements
contained in any jurisdiction level
sustainability reporting requirements.
Further, in line with our comments in
the main letter, it would be relevant for
the IFRS Sustainability Disclosure
Standards to state that disclosure
requirements in global frameworks
such as SASB and CDSB may be
considered, while adjusting them to

Q. No.

8.
(a)

(b)

(d)

9.
(a)

11.

(c)

Question

Materiality
Is the definition and application of
materiality clear in the context of
sustainability-related
financial
information? Why or why not?
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?

Comments
the jurisdictional context, by using
factors such as ‘purchasing power
parity’ or ‘per capita’.

As stated in the main letter,
jurisdictional context may be relevant
while assessing materiality.
Further, a broader interpretation of
materiality may be considered, taking
into account the impact perspective
(commonly referred to as “double
materiality”). This is relevant since
impacts that issuers generate on
people and environment may activate
a feedback loop that ultimately affects
enterprise value.
Do you agree with the proposal to We agree with the proposal.
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?
Frequency of reporting
Do you agree with the proposal that the ISSB may consider providing more
sustainability-related
financial clarity on the updates or information
disclosures would be required to be which should be provided in the
provided at the same time as the interim financial statements. In our
financial statements to which they view, updates on events that are
relate? Why or why not?
material and impact financials, should
be disclosed in the interim financial
statements.
However,
updating
metrics on interim dates may not add
much value while adding to the
reporting burden.
Comparative information, sources
of
estimation
and
outcome
uncertainty, and errors
Do you agree with the proposal that Reference is drawn to climate-related
financial data and assumptions within scenario analysis which forms part of
sustainability-related
financial IFRS S2, where it may not be possible
disclosures
be
consistent
with ensure
that
assumptions
are

Q. No.

13.
(a)

14.

16.

Question
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?
Effective Date
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.
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.
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?
Costs, benefits and likely effects
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?

Comments
consistent with those used in the
entity’s financial statements.

As stated in the main letter, flexibility
may be given to individual jurisdictions
on adopting an effective date and on
implementation of the standards in a
phased or staggered manner.

Please refer to our comments in the
main letter on the aspects that may be
considered by ISSB, so that the
Standards are able to serve as an
effective global baseline.

Considering the complexity of the
subject and cost of compliance, it
would be useful to have a simplified
version of the Standards that could be
used by smaller entities.
Further, in line with our response to
Question 13 (a), implementation of the
Standards should be in a phased
manner, taking into account the fact

Q. No.

Question
Comments
Do you have any comments on the that companies are at different stages
costs of ongoing application of the of progress on sustainability reporting.
proposals that the ISSB should
consider?

Annex 2 – SEBI’s Detailed comments on specific questions in IFRS S2
Q. No.
3.
(a)

(b)

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

Comments

As stated in the main letter, the basis for
identifying what is ‘significant’ needs more
clarity and examples could be included in
support of the same. We also suggest that
since, transition paths and consequently,
climate related transition risks and
opportunities vary across jurisdictions, it
would be relevant for ISSB to provide
flexibility to entities to consider the
jurisdictional context, while determining
the significance of climate-related risks or
opportunities.
Due to the time constraints and
technicalities involved, we are not in a
position to provide detailed comments on
Appendix B. Our high-level comments are
given below:
 Some of the metrics may not be
material for an entity, taking into
account the jurisdiction where it
operates or its business model. For
instance, disclosure of financed
emissions (as required in Appendix B –
Industry
based
disclosure
requirements on “Asset Management
& Custody Activities”) may not be
relevant in jurisdictions where Mutual
Fund penetration is low.
 Some of the disclosures in the current
format are not truly comparable. For
instance, intensity ratios based on
economic value should be either be
adjusted for purchasing power parity of
the industry, to make it truly
comparable across jurisdictions or

Q. No.

4.

(b)

5.
(a)

Question

Concentrations of climate-related
risks and opportunities in an
entity’s value chain
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?

Comments
should be sought only on the basis of
physical output.
 Some of the metrics refer to particular
standards (eg: Appendix B – Appliance
Manufacturing) that may have low
global acceptance or applicability.
To address these issues, we would
suggest that industry-based metrics
should not be included as requirements
under the IFRS Standards and should only
be regarded as reference points for
entities in determining their own metrics,
taking into account their particular
circumstances.

We suggest that to begin with, the
disclosure of an entity’s concentration of
climate-related risks and opportunities
should be qualitative rather than
quantitative. This is because not all
companies would have the reporting
maturity to disclose forward looking
quantitative impacts. Thus, there is a risk
of disclosure of information that is
speculative, misleading, and liable to be
potentially
misinterpreted.
Such
disclosures may also increase the
possibility of litigation risk for entities.

Transition plans and carbon offsets
Do you agree with the proposed Transparency of transition plans is key to
disclosure requirements for transition understand the entities’ claimed efforts for
plans? Why or why not?
addressing climate-related risk. However,
transition risk is linked to the commitments
made by jurisdictions on climate-change
and thus, has significant dependence on
the geographies in which an entity
operates. We also suggest that reduction
in emission intensity may also be captured
in the definition of ‘transition plan’.

Q. No.

Question

6.
(a)

Current and anticipated effects
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?

7.
(a)

Climate resilience
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?

Comments
In view of the above comments, the
definition of the ‘transition plan’ in
Appendix A may thus include the
highlighted phrases:
An aspect of an entity’s overall strategy
that lays out the entity’s targets and
actions for its transition towards a lower
carbon economy in line with the
jurisdictions where it operates, including
actions such as reducing its greenhouse
gas emissions or emission intensity.

As stated in our response to Question 4 (b)
above, there are concerns around the
disclosure of forward looking quantitative
information. Thus, we believe that to begin
with,
entities
provide
qualitative
disclosures on climate-related risks and
opportunities.
Further,
the
IFRS
Climate-related
Disclosure Standard may consider
providing application guidance with regard
to the possible methodologies for
assessing anticipated effects of climaterelated risks and opportunities in
quantitative terms.
There is lack of familiarity with the
techniques of scenario analysis. It is,
therefore, perceived that creating a robust
scenario analysis to reflect an entity’s
resilience will be challenging for many
entities.

Q. No.

Question

(b) (i)

The Exposure Draft proposes that if an
entity is unable to perform climaterelated scenario analysis, that 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.

Comments
Further, the need to consider and balance
costs for the preparers also needs to be
considered in this regard.
In view of the comments at point (a) above,
alternative methods such as a qualitative
analysis, should be permitted. The choice
and flexibility may be left to reporting
entities.

Do you agree with this proposal? Why
or why not?
(b) (iii)

8.

9.
(a)

Alternatively, should all entities be
required to undertake climate-related
scenario analysis to assess climate
resilience? If mandatory application
were required, would this affect your
response to Question 14(c) and if so,
why?
Risk management
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?
Cross-industry metric categories
and greenhouse gas emissions
The cross-industry requirements are
intended to provide a common set of
core,
climate-related
disclosures
applicable
across
sectors
and
industries. Do you agree with the
seven proposed cross-industry metric

Climate related scenario analysis should
not be made mandatory for reasons
mentioned at point (a) above.

Risks may vary across entities and there
could be risks other than climate risks that
are more important for some entities.
Therefore, in line with the stated objective
of the disclosures on risk management,
the disclosure at Paragraph 17 (b) (ii) on
how an entity prioritizes climate-related
risks relative to other risks may be reworded as how it identifies climate-related
risks.

One of the cross-industry requirement is to
disclose green-house gas emission
intensity as metric tonnes of CO2
equivalent per unit of physical or economic
output. As stated in our response to
Question 3, intensity ratios based on

Q. No.

Question
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?

Comments
economic value should be either be
adjusted for purchasing power parity of the
industry, to make it truly comparable
across jurisdictions or should be sought
only on the basis of physical output.
Further, as stated in the main letter, we
also have concerns on disclosure of
forward looking quantitative information
such as the amount and percentage of
assets or business activities vulnerable to
transition or physical risks or aligned with
climate-related opportunities as well as
capital deployment. Given the complex
judgments and assumptions involved, the
reliability and accuracy of any figure may
be questionable.

(d)

(e)

Do you agree with the proposals that
an entity be 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))?
Do you agree that entities should be
required to separately disclose Scope
1 and Scope 2 emissions for:
(i) the consolidated entity; and

Considering that addressing climaterelated risks in developing economies
might have longer timeframes than those
in developed economies, flexibility on
implementation of disclosures on internal
carbon pricing and factoring climaterelated considerations in remuneration,
may be left to individual jurisdictions.
The flexibility of disclosing green-house
gas emissions on aggregated or
disaggregated basis, should be left to
reporting entities.

The requirement for disclosure of
emissions for unconsolidated subsidiaries
and affiliates is not clear and appears to be
contradictory to the proposal at Paragraph

Q. No.

(f)

10.
(a)

11.
(a)

(b)

Question
Comments
(ii) for any associates, joint ventures, 37 of IFRS S1 which states that an entity’s
unconsolidated
subsidiaries
and sustainability-related financial disclosures
affiliates? Why or why not?
shall be for the same reporting entity as
the related general purpose financial
statements.
Do you agree with the proposed While we agree that Scope 3 emissions
inclusion of absolute gross Scope 3 may be disclosed subject to materiality,
emissions as a cross-industry metric however, given the complexities around its
category for disclosure by all entities, calculation, there should be an appropriate
subject to materiality? If not, what transition period to enable development of
would you suggest and why?
methodologies and systems to capture
this information in a reliable manner.
Our above comment is also applicable to
the disclosures on Scope 3 emissions, that
are sought in various industry based
standards in Appendix B.
Targets
Do you agree with the proposed The exposure draft seeks disclosure of
disclosure
about
climate-related “how the target compares with those
targets? Why or why not?
created in the latest international
agreement on climate change”.
Given that targets are different for each
jurisdiction
under
international
agreements, it may be clarified that this
refers to targets set under international
agreements for the primary jurisdictions in
which the entity operates.
Industry-based requirements
Do you agree with the approach taken Please refer to our response at Question 3
to revising the SASB Standards to above.
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?
Do you agree with the proposed
amendments that are intended to
improve the international applicability

Q. No.

(e)

(i)

(j)

12.

Question
of a subset of industry disclosure
requirements? If not, why not?
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?

Comments

As per the exposure draft, carbon-related
industries
are
defined
as
those
responsible for relatively high direct or
indirect GHG emissions and include (but
not limited to) oil & gas, chemicals, metals
& mining, automobiles etc.
In this regard, we observe that an
automobile company that is manufacturing
only electric vehicles may not be a carbonintensive industry. It is thus, felt that
instead of providing a list of industries,
ISSB may consider linking the definition of
carbon-related industries to jurisdictionspecific taxonomies.
In the proposal for entities in the asset This may be more relevant for schemes
management and custody activities that are marketed as sustainable or ESG.
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?
Do you agree with the proposed Please refer to our response at Question 3
industry-based requirements? Why or above.
why not? If not, what do you suggest
and why?
Costs, benefits and likely effects
Do you have any comments on the Considering the complexity of the subject
likely benefits of implementing the and cost of compliance, it would be useful
proposals and the likely costs of to have a simplified version of the
implementing them that the ISSB Standards that could be used by smaller
should consider in analysing the likely entities.
effects of these proposals?
Further, implementation of the Standards
should be in a phased manner, taking into
account the fact that companies are at
Do you have any comments on the different
stages
of
progress
on
costs of ongoing application of the sustainability reporting and cost of
compliance.

Q. No.

13.

14.
(a)

(b)

(c)

Question
that the ISSB

Comments
proposals
should Addressing climate-related risks in
consider?
developing economies might look different
and have longer timeframes than those in
advanced economies.
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?
Verifiability and enforceability
Are there any disclosure requirements Some of the proposed disclosure
proposed in the Exposure Draft that requirements in the Exposure Draft involve
would present particular challenges to the use of significant judgement and
verify or to enforce (or that cannot be assumptions.
Enforcement
and
verified or enforced) by auditors and verification challenges may therefore
regulators? If you have identified any arise, in particular on the use of scenario
disclosure requirements that present analysis, and forward looking quantitative
challenges, please provide your disclosures such as the anticipated effects
reasoning.
of significant climate-related risks and
opportunities on companies’ financial
position, financial performance and cash
flow over a short, medium and long term;
vulnerability of assets to transition and
physical risks etc.
Effective Date
Do you think that the effective date of As stated in the main letter, flexibility may
the Exposure Draft should be earlier, be given to individual jurisdictions on
later or the same as that of [draft] IFRS adopting an effective date and on
S1
General
Requirements
for implementation of the standards in a
Disclosure of Sustainability-related phased or staggered manner.
Financial Information? Why?
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.
Do you think that entities could apply
any of the disclosure requirements

Q. No.

16.

Question
Comments
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?
Global baseline
Please refer to our comments in the main
letter on the aspects that may be
IFRS
Sustainability
Disclosure considered by ISSB, so that the Standards
Standards are intended to meet the are able to serve as an effective global
needs of the users of general purpose baseline.
financial reporting to enable them to
make assessments of enterprise value,
providing a comprehensive global
baseline for the assessment of
enterprise value.
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?

