
Amended ESRS Exposure Draft July 2025 Public Consultation Survey

1. Introduction

1. EFRAG assumes that you give consent to publish your responses. Please select NO here if you do not want that your responses are made public.

YES, I accept that my response is made public

3. Part 1: Information about the respondent

2. 1. Please enter the following information:

Name : Mariyan
Surname : Nikolov
Name of organisation : BETTER FINANCE

3. 2. Please enter your email

nikolov@betterfinance.eu

4. 3. Which of the following stakeholder types do you represent?

NGO

4. Please disclose your company's revenue in EUR below (at group level, if applicable)

5. Please disclose your company's total assets in EUR size below (at group level, if applicable)

6. Preparers: Please select your company size by employees (at group level, if applicable)

5. 7. Country of headquarters

Belgium

8. Preparers: Is your company in scope for the preparation of ESRS sustainability statements under the CSRD (adopted in 2022)? [Companies in scope: over 250 employees, €50 million in
net turnover, or €25 million in total assets]

9. Preparers: Did your company prepare a sustainability statement for Financial Year 2024?

10. Preparers: Does your company also prepare or intend to prepare a sustainability statement under IFRS S1/S2?

4. Part 2: General Feedback

2. 11. Clarifications and simplification of the Double Materiality Assessment (DMA) (ESRS 1 Chapter 3) and materiality of information as the basis for sustainability reporting

Rationale for the changes

The Amendments have clarified the requirements in ESRS 1 Chapter 3 about materiality of information and simplified the DMA process. They are described in Lever 1 of simplification in the
Basis for Conclusions (see BfC Chapter 4).

Link here to access the Log of Amendments, ESRS 1, Chapter 3 if you would like to review the detailed Amendments and their rationale.

The Explanatory Memorandum (EM) which accompanies the EC Omnibus proposals (page 5) identified the following objective for this lever: “[the simplification] will provide clearer
instructions on how to apply the materiality principle, to ensure that undertakings only report material information and to reduce the risk that assurance service providers inadvertently
encourage undertakings to report information that is not necessary or dedicate excessive resources to the materiality assessment process”.

Description of the changes

To meet this objective, EFRAG has introduced the following changes which aim to strike a balance between simplification and the necessary robustness of the Double Materiality
Assessment (DMA):

A new section presenting practical considerations for the DMA has been drafted, including the option of implementing either a bottom-up or top-down approach (Chapter 3.6 of
ESRS 1)
More prominence has been given to materiality of information as a general filter and all the requirements are subject to it.
The relationship of impacts, risks and opportunities, and topics to be reported has been clarified (ESRS 1, paragraph 2 and 22)
It has been explicitly allowed to include information about non-material topics (ESRS 1, paragraph 108) if they are presented in a way that avoids obscuring material information
Emphasis is put on ESRS being a fair presentation framework, to reinforce the effectiveness of the materiality principle and avoid excessive documentation effort due to a
compliance and checklist approach to the list of datapoints (DP); an explicit statement of compliance with ESRS is included in (ESRS 1, Chapter 2)
To avoid excessive detail in reported information, it has been clarified that all the disclosures can be produced either at topical level or at impacts, risks and opportunities (IRO)
level, depending on the nature of the IROs and on how they are managed
The list of topics in AR 16 (now Appendix A) has been streamlined by eliminating the most detailed sub-sub-topic level and has now an illustrative only and non-mandatory status.
More emphasis has been put on the aggregation and disaggregation criteria for reporting information at the right level. Explanations have been provided with respect to the
consideration of sites for the DMA and reported information, so as to avoid long lists of sites being included in the sustainability statement.

Please do not comment here in “Gross versus Net” as it is covered by the next question.

Question

If you intend to provide feedback also on Part 3 of this questionnaire (at level of DR or paragraph), please note that by answering this question, you will not be allowed to include comments
on Chapter 3 of ESRS 1 in Part 3, to avoid duplication of input. Your comments on Chapter 3 can only be provided here.

Do you agree that the proposed amendments have sufficiently simplified the DMA process, reinforced the information materiality filter and have succeeded in striking an acceptable balance
between simplification and robustness of the DMA? Do you agree that the wording of Chapter 3 of ESRS 1 is sufficiently simplified?

I partially agree and partially disagree

3. Provide comments below

EFRAG's amendments to the Double Materiality Assessment (DMA) aim to simplify reporting, but for end-users such as individual investors the changes are only partially acceptable.
The option to apply a top-down or bottom-up DMA (Ch. 3.6) recognises different practices, but without clear guardrails on thresholds and evidence, it risks divergence: two firms could reach opposite
conclusions on the same issue. A short method note explaining approach, thresholds, and stakeholder inputs would strengthen comparability.
Applying materiality as a filter to all requirements reduces box-ticking, but the lack of a baseline of always-on disclosures (governance roles, pay links, climate transition plan status etc.) important
investor-relevant data may disappear. The burden shifts to users to detect omissions.
Clarifying the link between IROs and topics (ESRS 1, paragraph 2 and 22) improves logic, but without a mapping table of IROs to reported or omitted DRs, companies can still over-aggregate or
selectively scope out issues, creating blind spots.
Emphasising fair presentation and explicit compliance moves beyond checklists, but increases judgement, legal risk, and audit costs. Consistency could be improved by requiring a short, standardised
assertion on exclusions and estimation reliance.
Permitting disclosure at topic or IRO level cuts duplication, but mixed levels break data pipelines used by investors and regulators. Tabular anchors for key datapoints are needed to keep information
extractable.
Finally, streamlining AR 16 into a non-mandatory appendix and loosening site reporting declutter reports, but reduce signposts and can hide local outliers. A coverage checklist and "outlier flag"
requirement would preserve comparability.
In sum, while readability improves, the changes risk widening discretion and weakening transparency.

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29445


4. 12. New guidance in ESRS 1 on how to consider remediation, mitigation and prevention actions in assessing materiality of negative impacts

Rationale for the changes

To address a frequent  implementation  question and an area of divergence  in practice, new guidance has been introduced (ESRS 1 paragraphs 34 to 36 and Appendix C; Basis for
Conclusions (BfC) Chapter 8) on how to consider implemented remediation,  mitigation  and  prevention  actions  in the DMA (the so called “gross versus net” issue). The EFRAG SRB has
prioritised the guidance on impacts, as in financial materiality there is already reporting experience which can be leveraged.

Description of the changes

Appendix C, which has the same authority as other parts of the Standard, illustrates how to perform the assessment, i.e. before or after the actions that have been taken and have reduced
the severity of the impact. The new guidance specifies how to treat actions in DMA differentiating ‘actual’ from ‘potential’ impacts.  It also differentiates the current reporting period from the
future reporting periods (the latter is relevant as impacts of previous years that are material are also to be reported in the current period). For impacts that are assessed as material, the
respective actions are reported (which also include policies implemented through actions).  Actual impacts are assessed for materiality before the remediation actions in the reporting
period when they occur, while in future periods they are not reported if fully remediated. For potential impacts, when the undertaking must maintain significant ongoing actions to contain
severity and/or likelihood below the materiality level, the impact is assessed before the actions are reported. This provision has been introduced to deal with cases such as health and safety
negative impacts in highly regulated industries.

Key discussion points at EFRAG SRB level 

Some of the EFRAG SRB members consider the added guidelines excessively complex. The approach to disregard implemented actions when assessing materiality of potential impacts, if
there are significant ongoing actions, has been the source of split views in the EFRAG SRB. The members that supported the inclusion of this provision considered that it would be
inappropriate to conclude that due to the high level of prevention and mitigation standards in a sector, a given topic is not reported. On the contrary, other members think that this gross
approach to potential impacts will result in excessive reporting.

Question

If you intend to provide feedback also on Part 3 of this questionnaire, please note that by answering this question, you will not be allowed to include comments on Paragraphs 34 to 36 and
Appendix C of ESRS 1, in Part 3 to avoid duplication of input. Your comments on Paragraphs 34 to 36 and Appendix C of ESRS 1 can only be provided here.

Do you agree that the new guidelines clarify how to consider remediation, mitigation and prevention implemented actions in the DMA, contributing to more relevant and comparable
reporting?

I partially agree and partially disagree

5. Provide comments below

By distinguishing between actual and potential impacts and by clarifying the timing of assessment, the amendments introduce greater structure. 
However, this is only partially acceptable for individual investors. A key concern is the loss of time-series visibility. Once impacts are fully remediated, they are excluded from future reports. While this
may appear logical from a disclosure burden perspective, it erases evidence of past recurrent problems such as repeated workplace accidents. This lack of continuity makes it difficult for investors to
assess whether issues have been permanently resolved or whether they may resurface, undermining the ability to monitor risk trends over time.
Another weakness lies in the inconsistent treatment of potential impacts. The requirement to assess such impacts before mitigation, if significant actions are ongoing, is conceptually sound. However, it
leaves substantial room for interpretation. Different issuers may adopt varying thresholds for what constitutes "significant ongoing action," which threatens comparability across disclosures. This
variability risks undermining the very consistency that the amendments aim to provide.
A further challenge is the excessive technical complexity introduced in Appendix C. Preparers and auditors are now required to make highly nuanced judgments, yet the absence of standardised
reporting formats, such as gross-to-net tables, means that outputs presented to investors may vary considerably. This complexity not only burdens issuers but also risks confusing end-users who rely on
clarity to make decisions.
To address these concerns, several investor-focused improvements are necessary. A short methodological note should be required to explain how gross vs. net decisions have been applied, ensuring
transparency of approach. A mandated gross-to-net bridge, setting out the gross impact, mitigation actions, and the resulting net effect, would provide much-needed comparability. The definition of "fully
remediated" should be clarified, with a requirement to disclose if similar impacts recur, ensuring that time-series visibility is not lost.

6. 13. Improved readability, conciseness and connectivity of ESRS Sustainability Statements

Rationale for the changes

Starting with the input gathered from the first-time adopters, EFRAG has introduced several changes to support the production of more readable and concise sustainability statements, that
are better connected with corporate reporting as a whole. This corresponds to Lever 2 of simplification in the Basis for Conclusions (BfC) (Chapter 4).

Description of the changes

EFRAG has clarified the flexibility that preparers have in preparing their statements. The Amendments describe the possibility of including an 'executive summary' at the beginning of the
sustainability statement and have put greater emphasis on the use of appendices to separate more detailed information from key messages. The amendments have also clarified the
concept of ‘connected information’, discouraging fragmentation and/or repetition of information (ESRS 1, Chapter 8).

Question

Do you agree that these proposed Amendments, when combined with the other changes in the Amended ESRS, provide an appropriate level of flexibility to support more relevant and
concise reporting, as well as to promote better connectivity with corporate reporting as a whole?

I partially agree and partially disagree

7. Provide comments below

The amendments to ESRS sustainability statements – executive summaries, greater use of appendices, and removal repetition – represent progress in readability and accessibility. The option to move
technical details into appendices could make statements more user-friendly without eliminating access to the underlying information.
However, these changes are only partially acceptable from the perspective of retail/individual investors and associations representing them. First, readability does not automatically equal usability: the
introduction of flexibility risks widening the gap in how much information is placed in the "core" versus in appendices. Without minimum requirements, some issuers may under-report decision-critical
details (e.g., on governance failures, workforce metrics, or climate transition plan credibility) in the main report, effectively burying material risks.
Second, comparability remains a concern. If each company can decide how much content goes into an executive summary versus appendices, investors will face inconsistent formats, which hinders
side-by-side analysis. For example, a bank might summarise transition risk metrics up front, while a manufacturer relegates them to appendices, forcing users to look for key disclosures.
Third, connectivity with financial reporting is still loosely defined. ESRS 1 (Ch. 8) discourages fragmentation, yet it does not require explicit cross-referencing to audited financial statements or to
SFDR/Taxonomy datapoints. For end-users, this weakens the ability to assess the link between sustainability risks and financial performance, a long-standing concern of BETTER FINANCE since the
2022 survey.
To ensure these improvements serve investors, ESRS should require a balanced executive summary with a one-page KPI table including positives and negatives with year-on-year change; a "no-bury"
rule so material information stays in the core statement; a cross-reference matrix mapping each disclosure requirement to its location and omissions; and digital connectivity through XBRL tagging to
maintain machine-readability.



8. 14. Restructuring of the architecture and interaction between ESRS 2 and Topical Standards 

Rationale for the changes

The Amendments have restructured the architecture of ESRS, focusing on the interaction of ESRS 2 and topical standards. They have also modified the standard-setting approach for
policies, actions and targets (PAT) to adopt a more principles-based and less prescriptive approach. These Amendments are described as Lever 3 in the Basis for Conclusions (BfC)
(Chapter 4).

The Explanatory Memorandum (page 5) identified the following objective for this lever: simplify the structure and presentation of the Standards. 

Description of the changes

To achieve this objective, EFRAG has implemented the following changes, which aim to strike an appropriate balance between (a) prescriptiveness of the requirements and preparation
effort and (b) the users’ need for relevant, faithful and comparable information:

Minimum Disclosure Requirements in ESRS 2 (renamed “General Disclosure Requirements”) have been simplified but retained as ‘shall’ disclose.
A drastic reduction of ‘shall’ datapoints PAT has been achieved, sometimes reformulating them as Application Requirements (‘ARs’) to support more consistent application.
Topical specifications to GOV, SBM and IRO (Appendix C of ESRS 2) have been deleted, with a few exceptions maintained as separate Disclosure Requirements in topical standards
(e.g. resilience in ESRS E1).
The requirement to disclose PAT for material IROs if adopted is maintained. But the requirement to disclose whether the undertaking plans to implement a PAT for material topics
and timeline has been eliminated. The indication of which material topics are not covered by PAT is maintained.
The amendments have improved the connectivity between the disclosure of PAT and the description of IROs (now in ESRS IRO 2) to which they relate. They have also improved the
ability to disclose information at a higher aggregation level than the material IROs, if this reflects the way IROs are managed.  

Question

Do you agree that these proposed amendments strike an appropriate balance between (1) prescriptiveness of the requirements and preparation effort from the one hand, and (2) need for
relevant and comparable information from the other?

I partially agree and partially disagree

9. Please provide comments below

The restructuring of ESRS 2 and its interaction with topical standards was meant to simplify reporting, but from the perspective of individual investors the balance between simplification and comparability
remains only partially achieved. The reduction of prescriptive "shall" datapoints for Policies, Actions and Targets (PAT) and their reformulation as Application Requirements lowers preparer burden, yet it
risks eroding consistency across issuers. Investors, especially non-professional ones, rely on a baseline of comparable disclosures to benchmark governance quality, sustainability ambition, and
performance over time. Without uniform requirements to disclose whether a company plans to adopt PATs for material issues, and by when, critical signals about management intent are lost.
The deletion of topical specifications in governance (GOV), strategy (SBM), and impacts, risks, opportunities (IRO) reporting is another concern. While simplification reduces duplication, it removes
guardrails that previously ensured that PAT disclosures were connected to material risks and opportunities. For example, resilience disclosures in ESRS E1 have been retained, but others were dropped;
this creates uneven coverage across topics. The result is more discretion for issuers and greater risk of selective reporting, reducing comparability for end-users.
In practice, the amended structure could produce reports that are shorter, but harder to interpret across companies. A simplified but still prescriptive minimum baseline e.g., mandatory disclosure of
whether PATs exist, coverage gaps, and timelines, would help investors identify which firms are credible in addressing material risks. In short, while readability and flexibility have improved, the
amendments tilt too far toward issuer discretion. For individual investors, this undermines the ability to assess corporate preparedness in a holistic way.

10. 15. Improved understandability, clarity and accessibility of the Standards

Rationale for the changes

The Amendments have reorganised the content of the requirements, clearly separating the mandatory from the non-mandatory ones, and eliminating the “may” disclose provisions, which
proved to be problematic to understand. These Amendments are described as Lever 4 in the Basis for Conclusions (BfC) (Chapter 4).

The Explanatory Memorandum (page 5) identified the following objective for this lever: simplify the structure and presentation of the Standards. 

Description of the changes

To achieve this objective, EFRAG has implemented the following changes:
“May disclose” datapoints have been all eliminated.
All the “shall disclose” datapoints are now in the main body of the standard (no more datapoints in AR) and mandatory application requirements are relocated below the DR to which
they belong (and below each Chapter in ESRS 1), covering ‘how to disclose’ guidelines.
Language of the Standards has been improved for understandability, conciseness and consistency of ESRS.  

Question

Please focus your considerations only on the mandatory content of the Exposure Drafts. The following question covers the Non-mandatory Illustrative Guidance (‘NMIG’).

If you intend also to provide feedback on Part 3, when providing your comments, please refrain from duplicating the comments that you will provide at Standard or DR level.

Do you agree that these proposed amendments achieve the desired level of clarity and accessibility?

I partially agree and partially disagree

11. Provide comments below

The amendments to the ESRS that eliminate "may disclose" datapoints and clearly separate mandatory "shall" requirements from methodological Application Requirements (ARs) make the standards
more readable and structurally consistent. For end-users of sustainability information, this simplification removes guesswork over whether certain datapoints are optional and improves navigation,
especially when disclosures are cross-cutting across ESRS 1 and 2. The consolidation of mandatory content in the main body also creates a cleaner framework for assurance.
However, for individual investors the improvements are only partially sufficient. While language is clearer, clarity does not automatically ensure comparability or accessibility. Companies still retain wide
discretion in how they apply materiality filters, choose aggregation levels, and determine reporting boundaries. Thus, even with more accessible drafting, two issuers may present information that looks
coherent but is not directly comparable, leaving investors unable to benchmark risks and performance reliably. Silent omissions also remain possible, as firms can exclude topics deemed "not material,"
even when they are universally relevant to investor decisions (e.g., board oversight of ESG, sustainability-linked pay, climate transition plans etc.). This undermines the objective of accessibility for non-
professional users, who cannot easily detect what is missing.
The relocation of ARs under each DR improves flow but still leaves critical datapoints, like disaggregation by geography, workforce category, or value chain segment underspecified. For investors, this
means disclosures may be technically compliant yet stripped of decision-useful granularity. Furthermore, some universally relevant datapoints (e.g., country-by-country tax information, grievance
mechanisms, quantitative diversity targets) remain absent from the mandatory set. In short, the drafting changes succeed in simplifying form, but without guardrails such as baseline always-on
disclosures, tabular KPI anchors, and mandatory cross-referencing matrices, the substance remains uneven.

12. 16. Usefulness and status of “Non-Mandatory Illustrative Guidance” (NMIG)

As a result of the simplification process, part of the mandatory content in the 2023 Delegated Act has been moved to “Non-Mandatory Illustrative Guidance” (NMIG). NMIG does not address
all the existing implementation questions on each standard. It simply gathers the content that:
a) was in the Delegated Act
b) is now deleted; and
c) contributes to the overall datapoints reduction.

It contains ‘how to report’ guidelines (methodology) and examples of possible items to cover when disclosing in accordance with a mandatory datapoint, mainly for narrative PAT
disclosures. Its content should not be understood as a list of items of information requiring justification when not reported, consistent with the fact that the previous datapoints are deleted.
The legal status of the NMIG will be considered by the European Commission (EC) in due course.  However, EFRAG recommends that the EC not include this content in the Delegated
Act. On the one hand, NMIG contains helpful support material that may reduce the implementation questions. On the other hand, it could trigger additional efforts of analysis and/or have an
ambiguous role as possible additional disclosure with entity-specific relevance if issued within the Delegated Act.  

You are invited to provide your comments on the purpose of NMIG, if any.

You can access the NMIG at this link.

Please select the NMIG you would like to comment on from the list below:

All

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29444


13. Provide comments below

The introduction of the Non-Mandatory Illustrative Guidance (NMIG) offers some benefits, but from the perspective of retail investors and their representative associations it is only partially acceptable.
The NMIG helps preparers and users to understand what has been moved, why it has been moved, and to navigate between the amended standards and supporting material. It also provides practical
aids where consistency is most needed by investors, such as the DMA flowchart, examples of connected information, and cross-cutting mappings. In standards like ESRS 2 and G1, NMIG also offers
useful cues on governance oversight, due diligence, anti-corruption policies, and training tables which, if consistently applied, could raise disclosure quality.
However, the reliance on NMIG as a purely illustrative tool also creates serious drawbacks for comparability and reliability of sustainability disclosures. By design, it is not a checklist, which avoids back-
door mandates, but also removes important normative "signposts" that investors previously used to compare companies' approaches to policies, actions, and targets. If the Commission follows EFRAG's
recommendation not to include NMIG in the Delegated Act, issuers and auditors may treat it as optional or irrelevant, weakening comparability precisely in areas critical to retail users, such as climate
transition plan documentation, governance roles, or incident reporting among others. In addition, several NMIG examples embed flexibility, such as aggregation choices or qualitative methodologies, that
may enable selective scoping and over aggregation.
To safeguard usability for end-users, NMIG should remain outside the Delegated Act to avoid shadow mandates, but only if companies are required to reference the sections they apply and explain their
methodological choices. Where NMIG offers templates, such as governance training tables, issuers should provide them in tabular form. This balance would retain simplification while ensuring
traceability, extractability, and comparability for individual investors.

14. 17. Burden reliefs and other suggested clarifications

Rationale for the changes

The Amendments introduced several horizontal reliefs (i.e. applicable across different requirements) that were suggested in the input gathered from preparers. They are expected to
contribute substantially to the reduction in the overall reporting efforts, beyond the datapoints reduction. These Amendments are described as Lever 5 in the Basis for Conclusions (BfC)
(Chapter 4).

The Explanatory Memorandum did not explicitly mention the reliefs, but the letter of the EC dated 5 May 2025 recommended including those foreseen in the ISSB’s IFRS sustainability
disclosure standards (IFRS S1 and S2). The Explanatory Memorandum nevertheless included the following objective (page 5): [the simplification] will also make any other modifications that
may be considered necessary, considering the experience of the first application of ESRS. The revision will clarify provisions that are deemed unclear. It will improve consistency with other
pieces of EU legislation. 

Description of the changes

EFRAG has implemented the following changes:
The relief “undue cost or effort” has been introduced, including for the calculation of metrics.
A relief for lack of data quality has been introduced for metrics (ESRS 1 Paragraph 91), allowing to report a partial scope and disclosing actions to improve the coverage in future
periods.
The systematic preference for direct data as input to the calculation of value chain metrics has been removed and undertakings may use direct data or estimates depending on
practicability and reliability (ESRS 1, Paragraph 91).
Undertakings may exclude from the calculation of metrics their activities that are not a significant driver of IROs (ESRS 1, Paragraph 90) and may exclude joint operations on which
they do not have operational control when calculating environmental metrics other than climate (ESRS 1, paragraph 60).
Disclosure about resilience is now limited to risks only and limited to qualitative information only (ESRS 2, Paragraph 24 and ESRS E1, Paragraph 21).
When disclosing financial effects, the information on investments and plans is now limited to those that are already announced (ESRS 2, AR 16 Paragraph 23(b)).
A new relief for acquisitions (disposals) of subsidiaries has been introduced (ESRS 1 Chapter 5.4) allowing to include (exclude) the subsidiary starting from the subsequent (from the
beginning of the) period.
From October 2024 to February 2025, several implementation issues were identified in the EFRAG ESRS Appendix dedicated to the Q&A implementation platform (Chapter of Basis
for Conclusions (BfC)). These issues have now been addressed by clarifying the corresponding provisions.

Following the EC representatives’ recommendation, EFRAG did not include additional relief for commercial sensitive information, pending the changes of level 1 regulation, where this
issue is being considered.

Question

EFRAG considered how to improve consistency with other pieces of regulation. Considering what can be achieved in these Amendments (as opposed to what requires modification by the
other regulation) EFRAG gave priority to the SFDR regulation. Please refer to question 28 if you intend to comment on this aspect. Other selected changes to enhance consistency are
described in the Log of Amendments for each standard.  

Please note that some of the reliefs described above go beyond the ones in IFRS S1 and S2 described in question 21 below. As interoperability with IFRS S1 and S2 is specifically
addressed in question 21 should be commented upon there. Please also refrain here from comments on the options proposed for quantitative financial effects, as question 17 is specifically
dealing with them.

Do you agree that these proposed Amendments provide sufficient relief and strike an acceptable balance between (a) responding to the stakeholders’ demands for burden reliefs and (b)
preserving the transparency needed to achieve the objectives of the EU Green Deal, as well as interoperability with the ISSB’s IFRS S1 and S2?

I partially agree and partially disagree

15. Please provide comments below

The horizontal reliefs do respond to preparers' burden concerns, but as drafted they tilt too far toward issuer discretion and risk eroding the transparency and comparability retail investors rely on. The
new "undue cost or effort" and data-quality reliefs may be necessary at first application, yet without a time-bound sunset clause and a clear gap-closure plan they can become open-ended optouts.
Allowing partial-scope metrics and removing the preference for direct data invite heavy use of estimates; unless a standard estimation hierarchy, assurance expectations, and coverage percentages are
disclosed, users cannot judge reliability. Permitting the exclusion of activities not a significant IRO driver and (for non-climate) certain joint operations creates boundary flex that can suppress
unfavourable exposures; investors need a quantified "% of activity excluded and why" statement to keep scope choices visible.
Two changes are particularly problematic for end-users. First, limiting resilience disclosures to risks only and to qualitative information removes the quantitative stress-testing signals investors need to
assess downside protection and strategic readiness. Second, restricting financial effects to already announced investments/plans strips out pipeline visibility; investors would benefit from at least ranges
or directional guidance for planned but unannounced measures. The acquisition/disposal relief is pragmatic, but material deals should still trigger pro-forma indicators and disclosure of timing effects.
On interoperability with ISSB S1/S2, some choices (e.g., qualitative-only resilience, weakened data-input discipline) risk divergence just where global alignment matters for retail users who depend on
data intermediaries mapping across frameworks.
In short, only an acceptable if paired with investor safeguards: (i) sunset dates and year-on-year progress tables for every relief invoked; (ii) mandatory disclosure of estimation methods, coverage, and
exclusions (% and rationale); and (iii) a brief method note so users and assurers can compare issuers' approaches.

16. 18. Relief for lack of data quality on metrics (ESRS 1 paragraph 92)

Amended ESRS have introduced the ‘undue cost or effort’ relief for all the elements of the reporting, from the identification of material IROs to the calculation of metrics (paragraph 89 of
ESRS 1), in line with IFRS S1 and S2, extending it to all metrics. In addition, paragraph 92 of ESRS 1 has introduced a provision applicable both to metrics in own operations and in
upstream and downstream value chain.  This allows an undertaking to report metrics with a partial scope of calculation, when there are no reliable direct or estimated data to be used in the
calculation. This relief does not exempt an undertaking from providing a disclosure, but it allows to disclose a calculation that includes only a partial scope. When using this relief, the
undertaking shall disclose actions undertaken to improve the coverage of its calculation in next periods. This transparency is expected to provide sufficient incentive to improve the data
quality and achieve a more complete scope in the calculation of the metrics. Accordingly, no time limit is included for the use of the relief. On this point, some EFRAG SRB members, while
supporting the relief, considered it essential to include a time limit.  

If you intend to provide feedback also on Part 3 of this questionnaire, please note that by answering this question, you will not be allowed to include comments on paragraph 92 of ESRS 1
in Part 3 to avoid duplication of input. Your comments on paragraph 92 of ESRS 1 can only be provided here.

Do you agree that the proposed relief for lack of data quality on metrics strikes an acceptable balance between providing the necessary flexibility for preparers and avoiding undue loss of
information?

I disagree

17. Please provide comments below

A partial-scope metric without a firm sunset clause, risks becoming a permanent optout, especially when coupled with the removal of the preference for direct data. Issuers can lean on estimates or
exclude hard-to-measure areas, producing figures that are not comparable year-to-year or peer-to-peer.
The expected incentive mechanism, disclosing actions to improve coverage, will not by itself, deliver the discipline investors need. Users require visibility on what is in and out of scope today. That
means stating the percentage of operations and value chain covered, the estimation hierarchy used, the specific data gaps, and a year-on-year progress table. Without these anchors, screens for SFDR
principal adverse impacts and stewardship workflows degrade into judgment-heavy, non-comparable exercises.
Individual investors are also exposed to the risk that the most material exposures, small suppliers, high-risk geographies, or problematic product lines, sit outside the reported perimeter for multiple
cycles. That would materially skew perceived risk. Assurance will struggle in this environment, because auditors must confirm on numbers whose boundary choices are both flexible and insufficiently
disclosed.
Accordingly, we support the relief only with investor safeguards: a time-bound sunset for each metric where partial scope is used; mandatory disclosure of coverage percentages, exclusions and
rationales; a standardised estimation hierarchy; and a concise method note. An additional requirement to flag when excluded portions become covered should be considered, and to explain any
reversals. With these conditions the relief could balance flexibility and transparency; without them, it risks entrenching permanent information gaps.



18. 19. Relief for anticipated financial effects

Rationale for the changes

Preparers’ feedback to the public call for input indicated that disclosing quantitative information for financial effects is particularly challenging. This includes issues of lack of mature
methodologies and being commercially sensitive (refer to Basis for Conclusions (BfC) Chapter 7). Suggested solutions included the IFRS corresponding relief (IFRS S1 paragraph 37), the
deletion of the requirement to report quantitative information, or to report them only on a voluntary basis. The EFRAG SRB is specifically seeking input that would support the
determination of the most appropriate relief.

Description of the changes

The Amended ESRS currently includes two possible options, which would apply to all topics, including climate (DR E1-11):

a) Option 1 requires an undertaking to disclose both qualitative and quantitative information but allows omission of quantitative information under certain conditions. Option 1 is
substantially aligned with the IFRS relief, despite the fact that it includes some differences compared to it: under Option 1, as in the IFRS relief, the undertaking need not provide
quantitative information when it is not able to measure separately the financial effect of a specific topic (or IRO) or when the level of uncertainty is so high that the resulting information
would not be useful. Differently from the IFRS relief, Option 1 specifies that the undertaking may use the relief when there is no reasonable and supportable information derived from its
business plans to be used as input in the calculation of anticipated long-term financial effects. Different from the IFRS relief, the undertaking cannot omit quantitative information when it
does not have the skills, capabilities or resources to provide that quantitative information, as this part of the relief was considered not compatible with the entities that are expected to be in
scope of the Amended ESRS.

b) Option 2 limits the requirement to qualitative information only, and leaves companies to choose to report quantitative information on a voluntary basis, without having to meet any
conditions.  This option is not aligned with the treatment in IFRS S1 and S2.

Some of the EFRAG SRB members noted that Option 2 would result in undue loss of information important for investors and would fail to provide the correct incentive to build more mature
methodologies and reporting practices. Other members, on the contrary, supported the inclusion of Option 2.

Question

If you intend to provide feedback also on Part 3 of this questionnaire, please note that by answering this question, you will not be allowed to include comments on paragraph 23 of ESRS 2
in Part 3 to avoid duplication of input. Your comments on that paragraph can only be provided here.

Please select from the alternatives below the one that represents your view:

I agree with Option 1

19. Please provide the rationale for your preference and suggestions for improvements (if any)

Option 1 preserves the expectation of quantitative disclosure while permitting omission in defined, decision-useful circumstances. That approach is substantially aligned with the IFRS relief and therefore
supports global comparability, while making two clarifications that matter in practice: companies may use the relief where there is no reasonable and supportable information from business plans to
estimate long-term effects, and they may not claim lack of internal skills or resources as a reason to omit figures. For end-users, this balances feasibility with accountability.
Choosing Option 1 should come with safeguards so the relief does not become a soft escape hatch. First, issuers that omit quantitative estimates should provide a concise method note explaining the
nature of the IRO, why separate measurement is not possible or why uncertainty renders figures not useful, and which business plan inputs were missing; this can be brief but must be specific. Second,
when estimates are possible, ranges should be permitted and encouraged, with clear statements of key assumptions and drivers, consistent with the interoperability goal with IFRS S1/S2. Third, where
numbers are omitted, companies should disclose the scope of activities affected and a time-bound plan to reach quantification, with year-on-year progress so users can track when the relief is phased
out. Finally, because DR E1-11 remains a critical indicator of exposure to transition and physical risk even after simplification, Option 1's conditions should not be weakened further by other reliefs that
already limit forward-looking visibility (for example, the separate constraint that limits "investments and plans" disclosure to items already announced).

20. 20. ESRS E1: Disclosures on Anticipated Financial Effects

The content of the disclosure requirements on Anticipated Financial Effects (formerly E1-9 now E1-11) has been significantly reduced. Several datapoints are still included, which are
considered necessary for investors and lenders to be able to assess the undertaking’s exposure to transition and physical risk, including for lenders to be able to meet either supervisory
expectations or sector specific disclosure requirements. This question focuses on paragraphs 40 (a) to (d), 41 (a) to (f) and 42 of ESRS E1 and aims at collecting feedback on the feasibility
of the remaining datapoints.

If you intend to provide feedback also on Part 3 of this questionnaire, please note that by answering to this question, to avoid duplication of input, you will not be allowed to include
comments on DR E1-11 or paragraphs 40, 41 and 42 of ESRS E1 in Part 3. Your comments on those provisions will only be provided here.

Do you agree that the amended paragraph 40, 41 and 42 of ESRS E1 have been sufficiently simplified and that they strike the right balance between reporting effort and users’ needs?

I partially agree and partially disagree

Select the paragraph on which you want to express agreement / disagreement

21. Please provide comments below

The amended ESRS E1 has clearly trimmed the "anticipated financial effects" package and clustered what matters for users into three sections, physical risks (para 40), transition risks (para 41) and
opportunities (para 42). That direction is welcome, but from a retail investor lens the balance between simplification and decision-usefulness is not yet right.
For para 40 (physical risk), simplification risks drifting into vagueness when coupled with cross-cutting reliefs (partial scope, undue cost/effort). If companies can report with incomplete boundaries
indefinitely, investors will struggle to compare exposure across issuers or to track progress. A minimum method note should be mandatory: hazard set used, assets in scope, time horizons, and any
exclusions so users can interpret numbers consistently.
For para 41 (transition risk), the NMIG helps by illustrating what 41(d) could look like (e.g., ETS allowance gaps, carbon-price scenarios, monetised emissions) and what 41(e) "revenue at transition risk"
should show (activity breakdown, % of revenue, risk drivers, anticipated margin effects). But these are non-mandatory examples; without a small set of required anchors (e.g., monetised Scope 1+2 at
three carbon-price cases, ETS allowance deficit/surplus, % revenue at risk by activity), practice will fragment, and comparability will suffer. 
For para 42 (opportunities), the guidance points to cost-savings and similar items, which can enhance relevance, yet with absent symmetry rules, companies may emphasise the upside while
downplaying adjacent risks or necessary capex. 
Finally, the overall feasibility of 40–42 is entangled with the new financial-effects relief choices. If issuers can omit quantification widely, users lose the core comparatives these paragraphs are meant to
deliver. The consultation itself recognises this tension.



22. 21. Enhanced interoperability with the ISSB’s standards IFRS S1 and S2

Rationale for the changes

EFRAG has implemented several changes to enhance the level of interoperability with the ISSB’s standards IFRS S1 and S2.  These amendments are described in Lever 6 of simplification
in the Basis for Conclusions (BfC) (see Appendix 6). At the same time, however, the Amendments implemented for simplification reasons affect the level of interoperability with IFRS S1 and
S2, as resulting from the joint EFRAG IFRS interoperability guidelines (May 2024). For example, reliefs beyond those in IFRS S1 and S2, described above, negatively affect interoperability.

One of the Explanatory Memorandum (page 5) objectives is to further enhance the already very high degree of interoperability with global sustainability reporting standards. EFRAG
prioritised the interoperability with IFRS S1 and S2, following the majority input gathered in the public call for input and outreach.

Description of the changes

To achieve this objective, EFRAG implemented the following changes, which aim to achieve a higher level of interoperability while being compatible with the objectives of the Amendments.
In line with IFRS S1, emphasis has been put on ESRS being a fair presentation framework; materiality of information is now as general filter for the reported information.
To remove one of the main interoperability differences, the ESRS E1 GHG emission boundary has been replaced by the financial consolidation approach (ESRS E1 AR19), aligned
with the financial control approach in the GHG protocol, while a separate disclosure based on operational control is now required (and aligned with the corresponding disclosure in
the GHG protocol) only for entities with more complex ownership structures (ESRS E1, AR 20).
The IFRS reliefs (undue cost or effort, disclosure of ranges for quantitative financial effects) have been implemented, with the exception of the one on omitting commercially
sensitive information about opportunities (pending the outcome of Level 1 discussions), the one allowing to omit Scope 3 GHG emissions when impracticable and the one allowing
to omit quantitative financial effects when the undertaking does not have the necessary skills (please note that the relief on anticipated financial effects is treated in question 20).
The implementation of reliefs that go beyond the ones in IFRS S1 and S2 results in new interoperability differences (see question 16).
Language for requirements that are common to ESRS and IFRS S1 and S2 has been aligned whenever possible with the one in IFRS S1 and S2, in ESRS 1, 2 and E1.
The reference to SASB Standards and IFRS Industry-based Guidance as a source of possible (“may consider”) disclosure when reporting entity-specific sector information is now a
permanent feature (before it was temporary, i.e. until the issuance of ESRS sector standards).
The datapoint reduction resulted in the elimination of 7 “shall” datapoints aligned with ISSB standards described in Basis for Conclusions (BfC) (Chapter4).
Several changes have been introduced to further advance interoperability in ESRS E1 (Basis for Conclusions (BfC), Chapter 4).

Question

Do you agree that these proposed Amendments achieve an appropriate balance between increasing interoperability and meeting the simplification objectives?

I partially agree and partially disagree

23. Please provide the comments below

On the positive side, aligning ESRS to a fair presentation framework and elevating materiality as a general filter mirrors IFRS S1's philosophy and reduces checklist reporting; this should make cross-
framework reading easier for retail investors and their representatives. Likewise, changing ESRS E1's GHG boundary to the financial consolidation approach reduces a long-standing divergence with
ISSB/GHG Protocol and is explicitly acknowledged in the consultation material; however, the separate disclosure on an operational-control basis is only required for more complex ownership structures,
which means many issuers may now disclose only financial-control emissions, weakening comparability for portfolio carbon accounting that relies on operational control as a secondary lens. 
Where the balance tips the wrong way is in the additional reliefs that go beyond IFRS S1/S2. ESRS now allows partial scope metrics where data quality is lacking, removal of the systematic preference
for direct value-chain data, exclusions of activities not deemed significant IRO drivers, qualitative only resilience, and limiting investment/plan disclosures to "already announced", all of which can
fragment time-series and reduce cross-issuer comparability exactly where retail users need stable anchors. EFRAG's own materials note these reliefs create new interoperability differences with ISSB,
and that seven previously ISSB-aligned "shall" datapoints were eliminated during the datapoint reduction. For users who compare companies side-by-side, these gaps translate into greater burden shifts.
Therefore, the direction toward IFRS S1/S2 is welcome, but the degree is uneven. To restore balance without undoing simplification, we would urge (i) requiring an operational-control emissions view for
all reporters alongside the financial-control view; (ii) placing guardrails on reliefs (short method note + time-bound plans to close partial scopes); and (iii) reinstating a minimal core of always-on
datapoints where ISSB and ESRS overlap (e.g., key governance and climate tables) to protect comparability for retail investors.

24. 22. Reduction in the number of mandatory and voluntary datapoints

The Amendments have realised a substantial reduction in the number of mandatory (-57%) and voluntary (-100%) datapoints, described in the Basis for Conclusions (BfC), Appendix 3.

The Explanatory Memorandum (page 6) specified that “the revision of the Delegated Act will substantially reduce the number of mandatory ESRS datapoints by (i) removing those deemed
least important for general purpose sustainability reporting, (ii) prioritising quantitative datapoints over narrative text and (iii) further distinguishing between mandatory and voluntary
datapoints, without undermining interoperability with global reporting standards and without prejudice to the materiality assessment of each undertaking.”

To achieve this objective, EFRAG undertook a systematic review of the datapoints, to eliminate the least relevant, i.e. those that are not strictly necessary to meet the disclosure objectives.
Most of the deleted datapoints stem from the narrative PAT disclosures, where a less prescriptive and more principles-based approach has been implemented. Therefore, most of the
deletions refer to narrative datapoints. In the context of such a systematic review, merging two distinct datapoints was not considered as a reduction.

Do you agree that the proposed reduction in “shall disclose” datapoints (under materiality) strike an acceptable balance between burden reduction and preserving the information that is
necessary to fulfil the objectives of the EU Green Deal?

I believe some of the deleted content should be maintained (please specify in the comments by indicating the relevant paragraph in the standard)

25. Comments on deleted datapoints in ESRS 2

For non-professional investors, fewer but clearer datapoints can indeed make reports easier to navigate. However, the balance is only partially acceptable because important investor safeguards have
been thinned alongside these deletions. The removal of narrative PAT requirements reduces forward-looking accountability, as ESRS 2 no longer requires companies to disclose whether they plan to
adopt a policy, action or target for a material issue or by when. This erases a crucial signal of management intent and momentum. Similarly, the transfer of content into non-binding NMIG strips away
"signposts" that once guided consistent practice.
Interoperability is another weak spot. EFRAG acknowledges that seven datapoints aligned with ISSB were eliminated, creating new global gaps. At the same time, new horizontal reliefs, partial scope,
no preference for direct value-chain data, compound the risk of uneven comparability. Retail investors, who rely on stable datapoints for screening, are left with less consistent inputs.
In the governance standard (G1), several datapoints should be reinstated. These include detailed disclosure of board competence and sustainability oversight (deleted ARs under DR GOV-1),
quantification of ESG KPI weight in remuneration schemes (DR GOV-3), country-by-country tax transparency (originally in G3), and quantitative indicators of corruption, bribery, and anti-competitive
practices, such as number of staff trained, confirmed incidents, and sanctions. All of these are indispensable for assessing governance integrity.
In the social standards, critical signposts were also lost. In S2 (Workers in the Value Chain), AR 41–44 were removed despite providing valuable guidance on risk dependencies, cross-referencing PATs,
integration into risk management, and governance functions. Their absence reduces visibility into how companies manage value chain risks. In S1 (Own Workforce), consolidation removed granularity
on fatalities (S1-13) and narrowed disclosures on human rights incidents, weakening comparability on workforce safety.

26. Comments on deleted datapoints in ESRS E1

27. Comments on deleted datapoints in ESRS E2

28. Comments on deleted datapoints in ESRS E3

29. Comments on deleted datapoints in ESRS E4

30. Comments on deleted datapoints in ESRS E5

31. Comments on deleted datapoints in ESRS S1

32. Comments on deleted datapoints in ESRS S2

33. Comments on deleted datapoints in ESRS S3

34. Comments on deleted datapoints in ESRS S4

35. Comments on deleted datapoints in ESRS G1



36. 23.Six datapoints exceptionally moved from “may” to “shall”

In accordance with the simplification mandate received, EFRAG has adopted a general rule of not increasing the reporting obligations. Accordingly, “may disclose” datapoints have not
been transformed into mandatory ones (subject to materiality). In the context of the comprehensive revision of some of the DRs, to provide for more focused and relevant information, 6
datapoints have been moved from “may” to “shall” subject to materiality. These exceptions are in the opinion of EFRAG justified. It is important to note that they do not add new
obligations, as they refer to an already existing disclosure objective, but they make explicit a separate element of required information. In consideration of their very low number when
compared to the overall datapoint reduction, they are not considered to jeopardise the achieved substantial simplification. On the contrary, their change of status improves the clarity of the
reporting requirements. More details on these datapoints can be found in the Basis for Conclusions (BfC) Chapter Appendix 3.

Do you agree that these exceptions to the general rule are appropriate and justified?

I partially agree and partially disagree

37. Please provide comments below

From the perspective of retail investors and their associations, these changes are justified, but they represent only a partial solution.
In ESRS E1, the new mandatory status of water withdrawal and discharge metrics is a welcome step. Water is a location-specific risk, and without consistent disclosure investors cannot meaningfully
compare exposure across issuers, particularly in water-stressed regions. Likewise, requiring disclosure of biodiversity transition plans adds clarity on forward-looking obligations and cost exposures.
Both adjustments address material issues where voluntary reporting would have left unacceptable gaps.
In governance, the decision to make procurement training disclosure mandatory also makes sense. Third-party integrity risk is a critical concern for retail investors, and optional training metrics would too
easily be ignored. However, to be genuinely decision-useful, these disclosures must go beyond boilerplate: they should include coverage ratios (percentage of procurement staff trained, training
frequency, and linkage to incident management).
While the datapoints chosen are valid, the selection is incomplete. Other deletions or reclassifications into NMIG were at least as material to investors. For example, the loss of fatality disclosures in S1,
the removal of Application Requirements 41–44 in S2 (which guided oversight of value-chain risks), and the dilution of G1 datapoints on executive pay links, anti-corruption incidents, and tax
transparency reduce comparability on issues central to governance integrity and workforce safety.
Accordingly, we emphasise that EFRAG should also reinstate additional datapoints of equal or greater investor relevance to ensure simplification does not come at the cost of accountability and
comparability.



38. 24. Four new mandatory datapoints (exception)

In accordance with the simplification mandate received, EFRAG has adopted a general rule of not increasing the reporting obligations. Accordingly, no new “shall” datapoints have been
added. In the context of the comprehensive revision of some of the DRs, to promote more focused and relevant information, 4 datapoints have been added. These exceptions are in the
opinion of EFRAG justified.

It is important to note that they do not add new obligations, as they refer to an already existing disclosure objective, but they make explicit a separate element of required information. In
consideration of their very low number when compared to the overall datapoint reduction, they are not considered to jeopardise the achieved substantial simplification. On the contrary,
their change of status improves the clarity of the reporting requirements. More details on these datapoints can be found in the Basis for Conclusions (BfC) Chapter 6.

Do you agree that these exceptions to the general rule are appropriate and justified?

I partially agree and partially disagree

39. Please provide comments below

Making four datapoints explicitly mandatory can be justified where they close obvious information gaps without undoing simplification. The ESRS 2 general disclosure (BP1) requiring the undertaking to
state that ESRS 1's general principles have been applied and to flag any divergence adds a much needed anchor for users. It supports assurance and helps investors understand when time horizons,
boundaries or presentation choices deviate from the norm. However, to avoid this becoming a self-justifying boilerplate, the standard should require a short, specific explanation of each divergence and
its quantitative or qualitative effect, and it should be digitally taggable so users can quickly scan and compare issuers.
E5-4 helps assess supply-chain vulnerability and transition exposure; it should reference a stable list (e.g., CRM/strategic lists in force), require the basis of calculation, and ideally indicate the main
materials involved and associated revenue dependency. E5-5 shines a light on control weaknesses; "unknown destination" is itself a risk signal. It should be disaggregated at least by hazardous vs non-
hazardous streams and accompanied by a year-on-year reduction plan, so the category does not persist indefinitely.

40. 25. Emphasis on ESRS being a “fair presentation” reporting framework

The Amendments clarify that ESRS is a fair presentation reporting framework, as it is for IFRS S1 and S2, with the expectation that this will support a more effective functioning of the
materiality filter and reduce the check list mentality associated to the adoption of a compliance approach. Adopting fair presentation is expected to support a reduction in the unnecessary
reported information and of the documentation needed to show that omitted datapoints are not material. The majority of the EFRAG SRB members consider that ESRS was already
conceived as a fair presentation framework and interpret the CSRD as requiring it. A minority of the EFRAG SRB members think that the CSRD does not require fair presentation. They think
that adopting fair presentation is not a simplification, due to the difficulty of exercising judgement of what is needed to fulfil the requirement, in particular for impact materiality where there
are less established reporting practice. They think that the Amendments may result in increased legal risks and audit costs.

Do you agree that explicitly requiring to adopt fair presentation in preparing ESRS sustainability statements will support a more effective functioning of the materiality filter, therefore
enabling more relevant reporting and reducing the risk of excessive reported information?

I partially agree and partially disagree

41. Please provide comments below

Explicitly framing ESRS as a fair-presentation framework can, in principle, support a more effective materiality filter. From a retail-investor perspective, fair presentation should curb mechanical box-
ticking, reduce repetitive boilerplate, and focus attention on decision-relevant matters. If applied correctly, preparers may feel less pressure to document immaterial datapoints simply to "prove"
compliance, which could shorten reports and surface what really matters.
Yet the same feature introduces risks that are especially acute for individual investors and the associations representing them. Fair presentation increases managerial judgment. Without guardrails, that
judgment can lead to wider dispersion in what gets reported, how it is aggregated, and which boundaries or estimation methods are used. Retail users depend on comparability across issuers and
periods; they also lack the time and analytical resources to reconstruct what is missing. If fair presentation is layered on top of other simplifications and reliefs, it can unintentionally legitimize "silent
omissions" of universally decision-relevant information, such as board oversight of sustainability, the weight of ESG KPIs in executive pay, the status of climate transition plans, or quantitative grievance
and complaint data among other metrics. 
For fair presentation to deliver on its promise without sacrificing comparability, three conditions are crucial. First, a compact baseline of always-on disclosures should remain in the core statement
regardless of DMA conclusions, covering governance roles, remuneration links, transition-plan status, and a minimal set of climate and conduct indicators. Second, each report should include a concise
method note that explains materiality judgments, aggregation choices, boundaries, estimates, and key omissions with reasons, so users can compare approaches across companies. Third, connectivity
must be operationalized through a standardised KPI table and cross-reference matrix, digitally tagged, so retail users and the tools they rely on can extract and compare.



42. 26. Exception for Financial Institutions' Absolute climate reduction Targets

One of the implementation challenges noted by financial institutions relates to the requirement in ESRS E1 paragraph 26(a). This requires, when the undertaking has adopted GHG
emissions intensity targets in conjunction with AR12 (“when only setting intensity targets”), to disclose also the associated absolute values” (refer also to Basis for Conclusions (BfC)
Chapter 8). EFRAG SRB and SR TEG discussed whether an exception would be needed for insurance, banking and asset management sectors, but they decided that it would be appropriate
to receive specific feedback before concluding. Those that support the exception argue that this information is not useful. They think that while for fossil fuel sectors gradual de-
commissioning is foreseen, emphasising the role of absolute targets for lenders and investors in all sectors would provide the wrong incentive, as high-emission sectors are those in need
of transition financing. They also consider that estimating the absolute targets would require multiple assumptions (such as about the composition of the portfolios, the production
capacity, the market shares and the level of emission intensity), making results unreliable and thus not leading to meaningful disclosures. Those who oppose this exception note that
complex estimates are common to all sectors. They also note also that both the information types of intensity and absolute targets are needed for a proper understanding of the
undertaking’s progress on climate and banks are no exception in this case. Intensity targets, while capturing efficiency, may mask rising emission levels. Absolute targets capture the total
impact but fail to take into account the effect of business growth. They finally note that an exception only for financial institutions would result in an unlevel playing position for the other
sectors.    

I disagree that financial institutions should be exempted from disclosing climate absolute GHG emission values targets when they have only set intensity targets

43. Explain your reasoning and if you agree, elaborate on how financial institutions will give transparency and foresight to investors about their target setting and the evolution of their
emissions.

Intensity-only targets can improve "efficiency per euro lent" while total financed emissions still rise as balance sheets or exposures to high-emitting sectors grow. Individual investors and their
associations do not build bespoke models to re-engineer banks' targets. They need a small set of stable, comparable anchors: what is the bank's total financed emissions today, where is it headed by
2030/2035/2050, and how will management get there? Intensity alone cannot answer those questions and can be gamed by shifting denominators. Absolute targets, paired with intensity metrics, reveal
both efficiency and outcome. 
Financial institutions can provide transparency and foresight by disclosing a clear path for absolute financed emissions from a stated base year to interim and long-term target years, with year-on-year
performance versus that path; provide a short method note covering data sources, scenario choices, attribution factors, asset-class scope and boundary, treatment of mergers and run-off, and whether
targets are set gross of carbon credits (and, if credits are used, quantify separately); segment the absolute trajectory by priority sectors (e.g., power, oil & gas, steel, aviation, buildings) and by asset
class (corporate lending, project finance, mortgages, securities portfolios, insurance underwriting where applicable). This shows whether reductions are coming from portfolio reallocation, client
decarbonisation, or balance-sheet effects.
Connecting targets to governance and incentives can also help financial institutions be transparent by identifying the board committee responsible, the executive accountabilities, and the weight of
climate KPIs in variable pay; confirm that risk appetite, sectoral limits, and client engagement policies are aligned with their selected pathway.

44. 27. ESRS S1: New threshold for reporting metrics disaggregated at country level

Amended ESRS S1 changes the threshold for the requirement to disaggregate the metrics for Characteristics of the undertaking’s employees, collective bargaining coverage and social
dialogue in the European Economic Area (S1-5 and S1-7 of Amended ESRS S1). Refer also to Basis for Conclusions (BfC) Chapter 8. Instead of being defined based on at least 50
employees by head count representing at least 10% of the total number of employees, the requirement is now to disaggregate the metrics for the top 10 largest countries by employee
headcount, to the extent that there are more than 50 employees in those countries. A minority of EFRAG SRB members noted that this change could trigger, in some cases, an increase in
the number of countries to report on for these two disclosures, and so an increased burden to prepare the information. The majority of EFRAG SRB members supported the change
because the current requirement has led to limited information available by country. In addition, the information is usually easily accessible, so the burden to prepare the information per
the new requirement is estimated to be limited.

If you intend to provide feedback also on Part 3 of this questionnaire, please note that by answering this question, to avoid duplication of input, you will not be allowed to include
comments on DR ESRS S1-5 and ESRS S1-7 in Part 3. Your comments on those provisions will only be provided here.

Do you agree with the change to the threshold for country-by-country disclosure for the DRs ESRS S1-5 and ESRS S1-7? 

I partially agree and partially disagree

45. Please provide comments below

From an individual investor perspective, moving from the "≥50 employees and ≥10% of total headcount" rule to "top 10 countries by headcount (≥50 employees)" is a step toward greater visibility. Under
the old threshold, very large, geographically dispersed groups often disclosed only one or two countries. The new rule will generally expand country coverage, is straightforward to apply, and relies on
information companies already track, improving comparability and reducing the "cliff effects" created by the 10% test. For non-professional investors, this can translate into clearer, more comparable
snapshots of where people are employed and how worker representation actually functions across major locations.
That said, a pure "top 10 by headcount" rule also creates blind spots. It can exclude smaller but higher-risk jurisdictions that fall outside the top 10 yet are important for labour rights, industrial relations,
or operational continuity (e.g., a small country with frequent disputes, very low bargaining coverage, or a history of harassment claims). The ≥50 employee floor can similarly omit sites just below the
threshold even when incident rates or union disputes are acute. In addition, anchoring S1-7 specifically to the EEA risks overlooking non-EEA countries where freedom of association or social dialogue
conditions may be more volatile, and therefore more decision-relevant to investors.
To preserve the benefits while closing these gaps, the final standard should keep the top-10 rule as the baseline but add a risk-based override: require inclusion of any country (inside or outside the
EEA) that meets one or more red-flag criteria e.g., a fatality or severe incident in the period; strike days above a group threshold; collective bargaining coverage below a set floor; a pending labour
lawsuit/class action; or a demonstrated adequate-wage gap.

46. 28. ESRS S1: Calculation approach to adequate wages outside the European Union (EU)

The Amended ESRS S1 reflects an amended methodology for the calculation of non-EU adequate wages set out in the Application Requirements (ESRS S1 AR 22). This change draws on
language from different parts of the agreement on the issue of wage policies, including living wages, adopted by the ILO Governing Body in 2024, after the ESRS Delegated Act was
adopted. A minority of EFRAG SRB members flagged three interrelated concerns: (1) the reference to wage-setting principles risks disclosures of minimum wages that fall well-below an
adequate wage standard, (2) the hierarchy requires companies to only assess relevant living wage data sets as a last resort, and (3) the DR/AR does not require companies to disclose
which prong of the methodology is used, which leads to lack of comparability.

In consideration of the complexity of this issue, EFRAG is running a targeted field test and is interested in involving a diversified sample of companies. This entails participating in
dedicated working sessions with EFRAG Secretariat where the company is expected to present how the revised methodology is feasible and relevant in practice (refer to the non-EU
hierarchy described in ESRS S1 paragraph AR 22 (b) i) to iii) to ensure transparency and comparability on this issue. A dedicated questionnaire will be sent directly to the companies
participating in the test to allow for their preparation. The working sessions will take place between 8 and 26 September. To confirm your interest in participating to the field test on
Adequate Wage please send an email to fieldtestadeqwages@efrag.org by August 18, 2025.

Do you agree with the proposed change to the methodology for the calculation of non-EU adequate wages in ESRS S1?

I partially agree and partially disagree

47. Please provide comments below

The amended approach is only partially acceptable for end-users because it still permits outcomes that are formally compliant, but economically inadequate and hard to compare across companies. First,
the methodology's reference to general wage-setting principles risks legitimising disclosures anchored to statutory minimums in countries where these sit well below any credible adequate/living wage
benchmark. With an added disaggregation trigger: where a country-level share of sub-adequate wages exceeds a small threshold (e.g., 5–10% of headcount), provide sector/site commentary or actions
and requiring a time-bound remediation plan (as well as year-on-year progress table for any material gaps), the ILO-aligned methodology could satisfy both relevance (credible benchmarks) and
comparability (transparent, reproducible methods). Without them, the revised text risks producing smoother narratives that mask persistent wage shortfalls outside the EU.



48. 29. SFDR and other EU datapoints in Appendix B of Amended ESRS 2

The Omnibus proposals have not changed the general objective of supporting the creation of the data infrastructure necessary for implementing the Sustainable Finance Disclosure
Regulation (SFDR). Input from investors confirms the need to implement the correct flow of information from their investee. However evidence also suggests some of the Principal Adverse
Indicators (PAI) are not considered relevant in practice. As part of the systematic review of the datapoints for their reduction, EFRAG has assessed the relevance of the SFDR PAIs, as well
as the level of coverage of them resulting from the general datapoint reduction.

Appendix 4 of the Basis for Conclusions (BfC) illustrates how the EU datapoints in Appendix B of ESRS 2 (now Appendix A of Amended ESRS 2) have been modified.

The key changes for Environmental standards (ESRS E1-E5) are : 

(a)     8 SFDR PAI sensitive DPs have been deleted but they were either overlapping with other DPs or can be derived from other information (E1-5, para.38, 40-43; E1-6 para44, 53-55; E3-1,
para 14; E3-4, para 29; E5-5 para 37 (d) and 39);

(b) 1 SFDR PAI sensitive DPs in Appendix B (indicator number 12 Table #2 of Annex) was removed, following EFRAG’s approach of reducing the content provisions related to PAT under
topical standards. This refers to the topic of marine resources, which is not in scope of ESRS E3.

The key changes for Social standards (ESRS S1-S4) are: 

(a)  this was a consolidation exercise. Firstly, for the policies related to human rights and for the alignment with UNGP and OECD MNE Guidelines (two SFDR PAI number 9 Table #3 and
Indicator number 11 Table #1 of Annex 1), eight datapoints from the four Social standards have been merged into a “human rights policy” in ESRS 2 GDPR-P, for the four affected
stakeholder groups. Secondly, the indicator in relation to severe human rights cases (SFDR PAI number 14 of  Table #3 and number 10 of Table #1 of Annex 1) have been merged into one
and it is maintained across the four Social standards.

(b)  a small number of amendments on the scope has taken place for SFDR PAI Indicator 3 of Table #3 in relation to days lost. Fatalities (ESRS S1-13) has been deleted from its scope. The
scope of revised human rights incidents datapoint (ESRS S1-16, S2-3, S3-3, S4-3) is now clarified.

There were no changes in the ESRS G1.

In conclusion, despite the general significant reduction in DPs, the coverage of SFDR PAI has been only marginally reduced and thanks to a limited number of amendments, the relevance
of the corresponding information is increased.

Do you agree with the way the SFDR PAI have been incorporated in the Amended ESRS? You are invited to explain the reason why you agree or disagree and to provide your suggestions
for improvements or alternative simplification proposals, if any.

I agree

49. Provide comments below

Keeping ESRS as the feeder system for SFDR remains the right objective, and the July 2025 package does preserve most SFDR PAI coverage while cleaning up overlaps and consolidating duplicative
social-policy items into a single "human rights policy" disclosure in ESRS 2. That can make reports more navigable for non-professional investors and improve consistency across stakeholder groups.
The consultation materials explicitly state that, despite the broader datapoint reduction, SFDR coverage is "only marginally reduced," and explain the main social changes (policy consolidation and a
single severe human-rights incidents indicator) alongside targeted environmental deletions where items are either overlapping or derivable.

50. 30. ESRS E4 DR E4-4: Application requirement to guide undertakings in setting biodiversity- and ecosystems-related targets

As part of the simplification process, E4-4 (targets) disclosure specifications and application requirements have been mostly removed. In this context, methodological guidance for
companies to what biodiversity and ecosystems-related targets can cover would be helpful.  ESRS SET 1, E4 AR 26) outlines aspects that targets can address, including in relation to the
size of areas protected or restored, the recreation of natural surfaces or the number of company sites whose ecological integrity has been approved. While this AR could be kept in the
revised ESRS E4, some stakeholders highlighted that it could be further reviewed to better reflect latest trends in the evolving methodological landscape related to biodiversity and a
stronger alignment with relevant content from science-based frameworks such as SBTN.

If the respondents intend to comment on the respective paragraphs of Section 3, they will not be permitted to do so.

Do you agree with the review of AR 26 in Amended ESRS E4?

I agree

51. You are invited to provide suggestions for improvements, if any.

Reviewing AR 26 is the right move: after most of E4-4's specifications were stripped out, investors lost practical signposts for what a credible biodiversity target should look like. Refreshing AR 26 to
reflect the fast-moving methodological landscape, especially the Science Based Targets for Nature (SBTN), would reduce ambiguity for preparers and help retail investors recognise when targets are
decision-useful rather than marketing claims. The review of AR 26 should consider adding investor-oriented guardrails, like site-level triggers: if a material site sits in or near a biodiversity-sensitive area,
disclose site-specific targets or explain exceptions and require progress vs milestones.

52. 31. ESRS S1 DR15: Gender pay gap

Some of the feedback obtained during the public outreach on the Remuneration metrics (ESRS S1-15), which are derived from the SFDR PAI, was to revisit the gender pay gap ratios and
consider replacing it by the adjusted gender pay by employee category or, in some cases, by country. The gender pay gap metric in set 1 is aligned with the Pay Transparency Directive,
(EU) 2023/970, where the unadjusted ratio is required as a global percentage and the adjusted gender pay gap by employee category is a voluntary (“may”) datapoint.

The voluntary datapoint of adjusted gender pay gap by employee ratio has not been included in Amended ESRS S1, following careful analysis and consideration of the EFRAG SRB where
the pros and cons of changing the basis for gender pay gap were weighted. The conclusion reached was to maintain the global unadjusted pay gap and delete the adjusted gender pay gap
by employee ratio that  is a voluntary datapoint in set 1. The deletion of voluntary datapoints obey to the general approach in the revised architecture.

If the respondents intend to comment on the respective paragraphs of Section 3, they will not be permitted to do so.

Do you  agree with the deletion of the voluntary datapoint on adjusted gender pay gap?

I disagree

53. You are invited to provide suggestions for improvements, if any.

A company can improve the unadjusted gap by altering workforce composition without addressing equal pay for equal work. Deleting the adjusted metric leaves end-users with a single ratio that is highly
sensitive to changes in headcount mix and therefore prone to misinterpretation. It also weakens stewardship leverage, because investors cannot test whether management's "equal pay" claims are
borne out by controlled analysis.
Maintaining only the unadjusted figure also undermines comparability across countries and categories. Investors need to see whether gaps persist in key job families and major jurisdictions, because
litigation, turnover, and reputational risks arise locally and can be financially material. Without an adjusted, category-or country-level view, issuers with identical global gaps can mask very different
underlying realities, frustrating proxy voting, engagement, and SFDR-linked screening. 
Concerns about burden and consistency can be addressed without deletion. ESRS S1 could require a short method note (definition of "adjusted," variables controlled for, statistical model, coverage,
handling of part-time/temporary staff) and a lean disclosure set: adjusted gap for major employee categories and the top countries by headcount, alongside the global unadjusted figure, pay-quartile
distribution, and a remediation plan where gaps exceed a threshold. A phased implementation and alignment with Pay Transparency Directive methodologies would limit cost while improving reliability
and digital tagging would preserve extractability.

54. 32. ESRS G1 DR G1-2 and G1-6: Payment practices

The revision of ESRS G1 has led -among others - to the deletion of former paragraphs 14 and 33(a), addressing "payment practices" (within the context of management of relationship with
suppliers). These datapoints have been replaced by the PAT provisions and an additional specification for SMEs in paragraph 33(b). However, this deletion may still reduce visibility on how
undertakings engage with and support SMEs.

If the respondents intend to comment on the respective paragraphs of Section 3, they will not be permitted to do so.

Is the current replacement/formulation sufficient to meet the objectives of the CSRD in respect to the protection of SME's?

I partially agree and partially disagree



55. You are invited to provide suggestions for improvements, if any.

To meet the CSRD's objectives for SME protection while preserving simplification, a minimal, always-on KPI set should be reinstated in G1-6 as "shall" under materiality, anchored by: (i) standard
payment terms and percentage of invoices paid within terms, disaggregated at least by SME vs non-SME and EU vs non-EU; (ii) median/95th-percentile days to pay; (iii) share of spend with SMEs and
share of SME invoices exceeding statutory limits; and (iv) a short method note covering definitions, scope, and any exclusion of disputed invoices. The NMIG example table can remain as guidance, but
these core fields should be mandatory to ensure extractability and comparability across issuers. In short, replacing hard payment-practice datapoints with PAT narrative and a narrow SME note is not
sufficient. Without reinstated, disaggregated outcome metrics in G1-6, investors and policymakers lose a critical accountability lever for safeguarding SMEs and assessing supplier-relationship risk.

56. 33. Overall feedback per standard

The 12 ESRS Standards have been simplified. The Glossary (Annex II to the 2023 ESRS Delegated Act) has been amended to reflect the changes in the Standards. This includes the
reduction of datapoints, the clarification of several provisions that created implementation issues, the enhancement of readability and streamlining of their structure and content.
Amendments to the 12 Standards have been designed and implemented to achieve a substantial reduction in reporting efforts, while maintaining the core content that is needed to meet the
objectives of the European Green Deal.

Please note the following requirements that were not changed in the Amended ESRS as recommended by the EC representatives, as they are subject to ongoing developments on level 1
regulation:

1. Definition of value chain for financial institutions (ESRS 1); 
2. Exemption from consolidating subsidiaries by undertakings that are financial holdings (ESRS 1);
3. Relief for omission of confidential/sensitive information (ESRS 1);
4. Phasing-in provisions (ESRS 1);
5. Clarify the meaning of ‘“compatibility with 1.5 degrees’” for the Transition Plans disclosure (ESRS E1).

In this question you are allowed to provide your overall opinion on the level of simplifications achieved per each standard. You can choose to reply to one or more of the Standards.

If you intend to comment also at level of single DR in Part 3 of this questionnaire, you are kindly invited not to repeat the same content twice (here and in Part 3).

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Revised ESRS and the amended Glossary at this link.

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments and the markup of the Annex II (Glossary) at this link.

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting
the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

 I agree
I partially agree and partially

disagree I disagree

ESRS 1  X  

ESRS 2  X  

ESRS E1  X  

ESRS E2  X  

ESRS E3  X  

ESRS E4 X   

ESRS E5  X  

ESRS S1  X  

ESRS S2  X  

ESRS S3  X  

ESRS S4  X  

ESRS G1   X

Glossary  X  

57. Please provide comments regarding ESRS 1 below

58. Please provide comments regarding ESRS 2 below

59. Please provide comments regarding ESRS E1 below

60. Please provide comments regarding ESRS E2 below

61. Please provide comments regarding ESRS E3 below

62. Please provide comments regarding ESRS E4 below

63. Please provide comments regarding ESRS E5 below

64. Please provide comments regarding ESRS S1 below

65. Please provide comments regarding ESRS S2 below

66. Please provide comments regarding ESRS S3 below

67. Please provide comments regarding ESRS S4 below

68. Please provide comments regarding ESRS G1 below

69. Please provide comments regarding the Glossary below

https://www.efrag.org/en/amended-esrs
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29462


70. 34. Any other comments

Please provide here any other comments on the 12 EDs or on the Glossary

BETTER FINANCE's overall position is "partially acceptable" with targeted amendments. 
* ESRS 1 (General requirements): Readability and DMA clarifications help, but safeguards are necessary. The top-down/bottom-up option, the broad materiality filter, and flexibility to disclose at topic or
IRO level invite divergent practices and silent omissions. We ask for a short mandatory method note, a minimal always-on baseline (governance roles, sustainability-linked pay, climate transition-plan
status), IRO-to-DR mapping tables, site outlier flags, and digital connectivity (one-page KPI table, cross-reference matrix, XBRL). 
* ESRS 2 (General disclosures): Simplifying PAT and deleting topical specifications reduces duplication but also removes guardrails. We support consolidation only if issuers must disclose, per material
topic, whether PATs exist, coverage gaps, timelines, and a brief explanation when topical standards are omitted. 
* ESRS E1 (Climate): Streamlined anticipated-effects disclosures and GHG boundary alignment are positive, yet reliefs (partial scope, qualitative-only resilience) and optional quantification lead to
fragmentation. We suggest choosing Option 1 for anticipated effects and suggest using ranges, clear assumptions, coverage percentages, and year-on-year plans to phase out reliefs. No exemption for
financial institutions from absolute portfolio targets and require paired absolute-and-intensity paths. 
* ESRS S1 (Own workforce): Update the non-EU adequate-wage method, requiring method notes, coverage and gap metrics, and remediation plans. Do not delete the adjusted gender pay-gap metric;
investors need both unadjusted and adjusted lenses. 
* ESRS G1 (Business conduct): We disagree with dilution of governance datapoints. Reinstate quantitative disclosures on board competence, ESG-pay links, anti-corruption incidents and sanctions, tax
transparency, and payment practices. Procurement training is insufficient without outcome metrics.

5. Part 3: Detailed feedback at level of DR or paragraph of the ED (optional)

The survey allows to provide comments and suggestions at chapter / DR level or at paragraph level

When responding on Part 3 you will have the possibility to provide comments at paragraph level, in addition to commenting at DR (Chapter of ESRS 1) level. If you intend to provide
comments at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided Excel Template (XLSX file). Please upload the filled in Excel Template in the designated box at the end of the
survey. Be aware that comments provided in a different format than the provided template will create technical issues and EFRAG may not be able to process them.

Select at which level you would like to provide comments: 

Comments at chapter or DR level

Please select the ESRS standards on which you would like to provide comments at chapter or DR level

6. Part 3: ESRS 1

Overall agreement on the proposed amendments to the revised ESRS 1 text

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Amended ESRS at this link

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments at this link

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

If you would like to comment at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided XLSX template at the end of the chapters / DRs level part.
 

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29461
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29432
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29445


Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?















Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?









Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?







Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?





Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?







Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

 

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?



Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this chapter?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

7. Part 3: ESRS 2

Overall agreement on the proposed amendments to the revised ESRS 2 text

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Amended ESRS at this link

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments at this link

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

If you would like to comment at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided XLSX template at the end of the chapters / DRs level part.
 

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29433
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29446


Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

 

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

 

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?



Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?



Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

 

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

8. Part 3: ESRS E1



Overall agreement on the proposed amendments to the revised ESRS E1 text

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Amended ESRS at this link

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments at this link

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

If you would like to comment at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided XLSX template at the end of the chapters / DRs level part.
 

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29434
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29447


Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?





Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?











Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

9. Part 3: ESRS E2



Overall agreement on the proposed amendments to the revised ESRS E2 text

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Amended ESRS at this link

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments at this link

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

If you would like to comment at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided XLSX template at the end of the chapters / DRs level part.
 

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29435
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29448


Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

10. Part 3: ESRS E3

Overall agreement on the proposed amendments to the revised ESRS E3 text

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Amended ESRS at this link

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments at this link

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

If you would like to comment at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided XLSX template at the end of the chapters / DRs level part.
 

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29436
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29449


Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

11. Part 3: ESRS E4

Overall agreement on the proposed amendments to the revised ESRS E4 text

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Amended ESRS at this link

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments at this link

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

If you would like to comment at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided XLSX template at the end of the chapters / DRs level part.
 

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29437
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29450


Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

12. Part 3: ESRS E5

Overall agreement on the proposed amendments to the revised ESRS E5 text

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Amended ESRS at this link

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments at this link

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

If you would like to comment at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided XLSX template at the end of the chapters / DRs level part.
 

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29438
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29451


Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

13. Part 3: ESRS S1



Overall agreement on the proposed amendments to the revised ESRS S1 text

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Amended ESRS at this link

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments at this link

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

If you would like to comment at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided XLSX template at the end of the chapters / DRs level part.
 

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29439
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29452




Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?



Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?







Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?





Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?





Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?





Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?





Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

14. Part 3: ESRS S2

Overall agreement on the proposed amendments to the revised ESRS S2 text

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Amended ESRS at this link

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments at this link

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

If you would like to comment at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided XLSX template at the end of the chapters / DRs level part.

 

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29440
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29453


Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?



Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

15. Part 3: ESRS S3

Overall agreement on the proposed amendments to the revised ESRS S3 text

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Amended ESRS at this link

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments at this link

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

If you would like to comment at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided XLSX template at the end of the chapters / DRs level part.

 

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29441
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29454




Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

16. Part 3: ESRS S4

Overall agreement on the proposed amendments to the revised ESRS S4 text

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Amended ESRS at this link 

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments at this link

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

If you would like to comment at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided XLSX template at the end of the chapters / DRs level part.

 

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29442
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29455


Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

17. Part 3: ESRS G1



Overall agreement on the proposed amendments to the revised ESRS G1 text

You can access the Exposure Drafts of the Amended ESRS at this link

In case you would like to see the rationale behind the amendments, you can access the Log of Amendments at this link

Do you agree that the proposed Amended ESRS strikes an appropriate balance between the need for significant simplification and meeting the core objectives of the European Green Deal?

If you would like to comment at paragraph level, you are invited to do so by using the provided XLSX template at the end of the chapters / DRs level part.

 

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

 

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29443
https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29456


Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

 

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead



Do you agree with the amendments of this DR?

Please provide general comments on the DR below. When providing specific comments on paragraph level, please use the Excel Template instead

18. Part 3: File upload when commenting at paragraph level

Excel Template upload

If the respondent wishes to provide comments and suggestions at paragraph level it can do so via an Excel Template, EFRAG recommends to do so by downloading the Template from
here. The filled in Excel Workbook can then be uploaded as part of this survey. Please note that submissions of any other file that is not based on the Excel Template will not be processed
and considered.

Preview of the downloadable Excel Template:

Please upload the Excel Template with detailed comments on paragraphs using the Browse button.
 

https://www.efrag.org/en/media/29461
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