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1. Introduction

| welcome the opportunity to comment on EFRAG’s Discussion Paper on the connectivity of
financial and sustainability reporting.

This submission focuses on coherence as an operational concept and argues that connectivity
cannot be fully achieved without mechanisms that ensure reporting responds to materially
changing risk environments. In its current framing, connectivity is largely presented as a matter
of alignment, consistency, linkage, and explanation across reporting components. Those
elements are important, but they do not by themselves ensure that reporting remains responsive
when underlying conditions change materially.

For present purposes, highly severe contexts are those in which credible public information
indicates plausible severe human, environmental, or systemic harm and materially alters the
undertaking’s risk environment. In such contexts, the key issue is no longer only whether
reporting components are connected to one another, but whether reporting as a whole reacts
meaningfully to the changed conditions.

2. Response to Question 1(a): Types and Mechanisms of Connectivity — The Role of
Coherence

The Discussion Paper appropriately identifies coherence as a key dimension of connectivity.
However, coherence is often understood too narrowly, as the absence of contradiction, the
alignment of narratives, or the consistency of reporting sections taken in isolation.

A broader and more operational conception is needed. Coherence should be assessed by
reference to whether reporting meaningfully reacts to changes in the underlying risk
environment. In that sense, coherence is not only relational, in the sense of linking pieces of
information, but consequential, in the sense of requiring that information produces reporting
effects.



An undertaking may present internally consistent reporting, aligned narrative language, and
formally connected disclosures while still leaving underlying assumptions, judgments, and
reporting outcomes unchanged despite evolving conditions. Where that occurs, connectivity
may exist at the level of presentation, but coherence remains incomplete at the level of
substance.

3. Response to Question 3: Observations from Practice

Based on the review of corporate reporting across multiple sectors, a recurring pattern can be
observed. Activities, exposures, or relationships linked to severe-risk contexts are often
acknowledged at a general level but do not lead to corresponding adjustments across reporting
components.

In practice, sustainability disclosures may refer to high-risk environments, severe contexts, or
material pressures, yet those references are not consistently translated into reassessment of
assumptions, adjustment in financial reporting, change in segment disclosures, revision of
exposure narratives, or documented escalation within governance structures. Reporting may
therefore remain formally coherent while not fully responsive to materially changed conditions.

This gap can be understood through the impact of coherence across four domains: operations
and business activities, financial position and performance, governance and oversight
processes, and disclosures and reporting outputs.

Operations and business activities concern whether activities, relationships, or exposures are
reassessed, modified, restricted, continued, or otherwise treated differently once the risk
environment changes.

Financial position and performance concern whether assumptions, valuations, provisioning,
sensitivities, segment treatment, or broader risk assessments are revisited in light of the
changed context.

Governance and oversight processes concern whether escalation, challenge, review, and
decision-making are activated at the appropriate levels.

Disclosures and reporting outputs concern whether the resulting effects, limitations, judgments,
and consequences are transparently reflected across the relevant reporting components.

In highly severe contexts, coherence should be assessed by reference to observable effects
across these four domains. Where information acknowledged in one part of reporting does not
propagate across operations and business activities, financial position and performance,
governance and oversight processes, and disclosures and reporting outputs, the reporting
package may remain internally aligned yet still fail to reflect the implications of the changed
environment. This does not necessarily indicate non-compliance. It may instead reflect a
structural limitation in how current frameworks operationalise connectivity.



4. Response to Question 4(d): Indicators and Event Triggers

The Discussion Paper raises the potential role of indicators, including event triggers, in
supporting intertemporal connectivity. This is an especially important area.

Connectivity over time requires not only linking past, present, and future information, but
identifying when reassessment becomes necessary. In this context, recognised public
knowledge thresholds may be useful as triggers. Where information becomes publicly available,
attributable to credible sources, widely disseminated, and acknowledged in the public domain, it
may function as a signal that prior assumptions should be revisited, governance responses
should be reassessed, and disclosures should be updated accordingly.

The importance of such trigger logic lies in its ability to convert materially changed conditions
into reporting consequences. Without it, undertakings may continue to rely on prior assumptions
or monitoring-based approaches even where the public risk environment has shifted
significantly. Trigger conditions would therefore strengthen intertemporal connectivity by
ensuring that reporting evolves in line with changing conditions rather than remaining anchored
in legacy assumptions.

5. Response to Question 8: Additional Comment — From Descriptive to Operational
Connectivity

A key implication of the above is that connectivity should not be understood solely as a matter of
cross-referencing, consistency, reconciliation, or alignment between reporting components. It
should also be understood as the alignment between reported information and the evolving risk
environment.

Without mechanisms that link reporting updates to changes in public knowledge, there is a risk
of formal coherence without substantive responsiveness. Reporting can remain internally
consistent while failing to capture emerging risks in a way that is decision-useful. This weakens
the usefulness of both financial and sustainability reporting, particularly where users would
reasonably expect that changed conditions should have generated visible reporting
consequences.

6. Conceptual Contribution: Connectivity as a Decision-Forcing Mechanism

The Discussion Paper largely frames connectivity as a descriptive and relational concept. This
submission suggests that connectivity should also be understood as a decision-forcing
mechanism. It should not only connect pieces of information, but help force the translation of
changed risk conditions into operational, financial, governance, and disclosure consequences.

On that view, connectivity is not exhausted by linkage. It also concerns whether information
leads to demonstrable reassessment and response. This cross-domain propagation of effects
across operations, financials, governance, and disclosure provides a practical test of whether
coherence and connectivity have been effectively operationalised.



Such an approach does not introduce new obligations. It clarifies when existing obligations
become operationally binding in practice. It may be understood as an acid test for coherence:
once a recognised threshold of public knowledge is crossed, reporting should demonstrate
whether and how the effects of that changed environment have propagated across operations,
financials, governance, and disclosure.

7. Conclusion

The Discussion Paper provides a valuable foundation for advancing connectivity in corporate
reporting. Its treatment of consistency, coherence, intertemporal connectivity, and event triggers
creates an important basis for further development.

The next step is to strengthen the operational content of coherence. In highly severe contexts,
coherence should not be assessed only by whether reporting sections align with one another,
but by whether changed conditions produce observable consequences across operations,
financials, governance, and disclosure. Clarifying that point would reduce interpretive ambiguity,
improve consistency across undertakings, and strengthen the alignment between reporting and
real-world risk environments.

Without such operational clarification, connectivity risks remaining a descriptive objective rather
than an effective reporting mechanism.
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