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Dear EFRAG, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Discussion Paper on the connectivity of 

financial and sustainability reporting. We welcome EFRAG’s work on this topic and support the 

view that connectivity can improve the quality of corporate reporting regardless of the framework 

a company applies. 

Sustainability Signals is a disclosure-intelligence platform. We review and score sustainability 

reports at scale — currently 1,246 public reports across 30 markets — and most of that review 

is carried out analytically by software rather than by a person reading a single annual report end 

to end. Our comments are grounded in what we observe when processing reports this way 

across many companies and jurisdictions. We have set out our main observations below, with a 

short background note on our platform provided as a separate attachment. 

1. Connectivity needs to be machine-readable, not only narrative. The Discussion Paper 

largely frames connectivity as something a human reader follows through narrative cross-

references and anchor points. In practice, a growing share of reports is consumed through 

automated extraction rather than cover-to-cover reading. Connectivity that exists only in 

prose is effectively invisible to the tools that process these reports. We would encourage 

EFRAG to treat machine-readability as a core requirement, with links between 

sustainability and financial data expressed through digital tagging (for example the ESRS 

XBRL taxonomy and ESEF) rather than text alone. 

2. Inconsistent terminology is a real and widespread obstacle. The Paper identifies 

inconsistent terminology as a gap, and this matches what we see constantly. The same 

concept is labelled differently from one company to the next and from one market to the 

next, which makes it difficult to link related disclosures reliably and automatically. A 

standardised set of anchor-point identifiers, or at a minimum a controlled vocabulary, 

would make connectivity verifiable rather than merely asserted. 

3. A link existing is not the same as a link being meaningful. A cross-reference can 

make a report appear integrated without any substantiation behind it. We would suggest 

that verifiability be treated as part of connectivity itself rather than as a separate question 



— a connectivity claim should be traceable back to specific evidence within the report. 

This protects against the appearance of integration where none exists in substance. 

4. Data aggregators and analytics providers are a key user group. The Paper frames 

users broadly. We would suggest naming aggregators and analytics providers explicitly, 

because they are now a major route through which connected information actually reaches 

investors. Connectivity designed only for a single human reader of one report overlooks 

how this information is mostly consumed today. 

5. Underreporting in segment disclosures is consistent with our observations. The 

Paper notes possible underreporting of sustainability-related information in the segment 

disclosures of the financial statements. This is consistent with what we see: sustainability-

relevant information rarely surfaces in segment notes, even where it clearly bears on a 

segment’s performance. 

6. Connectivity mechanisms must work across both ESRS and ISSB. We work across 

reporters applying both ESRS and ISSB standards. For connectivity to support 

comparability, its mechanisms need to be interoperable across both frameworks; 

otherwise comparability breaks down for any user looking at companies in more than one 

regime. 

7. Shared assumptions across sections should be reconciled. Where the same 

assumption appears in both the sustainability statement and the financial statements — for 

example climate transition assumptions versus the assumptions used for impairment 

testing or asset useful lives — those assumptions should be reconciled rather than left to 

sit inconsistently in different sections of the report. 

We would be glad to share aggregate findings from our coverage to support EFRAG’s future 

work on this topic, and we are happy to be contacted for any clarification. 

Yours faithfully, 

Nikhil Reddy Gogu 

Founder, Sustainability Signals 

nikhil@sustainabilitysignals.com 


