
QUESTION 1 – CHAPTER 2: UNDERPINNING CONCEPTS  
 
a) What is your view on Chapter 2’s description of different types and mechanisms of 
connectivity of information across different reports (based on ESRS, ISSB Standards, the 
IFRS MCPS, and other publications), which include providing explanations that tell a 
story/integration of information; coherence via giving a more complete picture or 
explaining inconsistencies; consistency of data, assumptions, and narrative; connection 
of quantitative information via cross referencing and reconciliation; disclosure of current 
financial effects, and intertemporal (across reporting periods) connectivity via the 
disclosure of anticipated financial effects)?  
 
We note that this DP focuses primarily on connectivity between two annual report 
sections (or what the DP refers to as ‘reports’): the financial statements and the 
management commentary containing the ESRS sustainability statement (para 1.12).  
 
While this provides a necessary and helpful regulatory focus to the DP’s proposals, 
it would be important to clarify that the DP does not fully address the broader 
concept of connectivity, which can be applied at different levels from one single 
section of a report (internal connectivity within the management commentary) to 
multiple reports (connectivity between the annual report, other reports published 
by an entity and information on an entity’s website, for example). 
 
The DP and the illustrations in the Supplemental Document use different terms to 
refer to types of connectivity. This makes it difficult to apply the concepts set out in 
the DP. For example: 

• Integration of information is not identified as a type of connectivity on p.6 of 
the Supplemental Document 

• The Supplemental Document refers to direct and indirect connectivity – these 
terms are defined in the ESRS but are inconsistently referred to in the DP. 
(They relate to ‘connection of quantitative information via cross referencing 
and reconciliation’ above). 

 
Integration of information is described at para 2.16-2.17, and coherence at para 2.20-
2.22. However, the concepts overlap, as ‘explaining the relevant context and 
relationships with related information’ (para 2.20) seems to form part of ‘telling a 
story’ (para 2.16). Further, the integration of information is not supported by any 
example in the Supplemental Document. 
 
Paragraphs 2.16-2.26 and 2.28 (summarised at Figure 2.3) seem to conflate types and 
mechanisms of connectivity. Types and mechanisms should be clearly 
distinguished to ensure that different types of connectivity can be applied in 
practice: in theory, each type of connectivity should be implemented with a 
mechanism of connectivity. For example: 

• While intertemporal connectivity is a type of connectivity, anticipated 
financial effects disclosures is a mechanism. 



• Coherence is a type of connectivity that should be implemented through a 
mechanism (cross-reference, sign-posting or a summary note in the financial 
statements). 

• Direct and indirect connectivity relate to cross-referencing and reconciliation 
– as such, they appear to be mechanisms for connectivity rather than types. 

 
Finally, we suggest that you may wish to consider, as a mechanism of connectivity, 
the summary of an entity’s strategy or business model within the management 
commentary.  
 
A concise, centralised articulation of an entity’s strategy and business model is a 
strong anchor point for corporate reporting and can serve as a nexus for connections 
between other sections of management commentary and the financial statements. 
Paragraph 4.14 further highlights the relevance of strategy and business model 
disclosures. Please refer to our comments to Q1(b) and Q2(a) for further discussion. 
 
 
b) If any, what other types or mechanisms of connectivity can be applied or are applied 
by companies that you consider useful but are not included in Chapter 2?  
 
Connectivity between different disclosure topics 
 
Para 2.28(a)(ii) describes how cross-referencing could ‘show the relationship 
between different topics disclosed within the report.’ The example given, between a 
company’s climate-related transition plan and impacts and risks on the company’s 
workforce, is effectively what the Integrated Reporting Framework would describe 
as connectivity between different capitals.  
 
The disclosure of climate-related current and anticipated financial effects is 
arguably only another manifestation of connectivity between different topics: in this 
case, between an entity’s climate risks and opportunities and its financial 
performance, position and outlook. Understanding how an entity’s resources and 
dependencies are inter-related with another, from a business perspective, should 
form the foundation for connectivity in disclosures. 
 
Thus, connectivity between different topics, or capitals, is a crucial type of 
connectivity and this is overlooked in the DP. Rather than a passing reference under 
‘cross-referencing’, we would argue that it deserves to be recognised as a distinct, 
overarching type of connectivity in its own right. 
 
Connectivity between disclosure topics and strategy 
 
The user feedback, highlighted at para ES9(i), that ‘disclosure of anticipated 
business impacts should precede the disclosure of anticipated financial effects’, is 
insightful. This underscores the importance of connecting entities’ strategies and 
business models to disclosures, an aspect of reporting which is currently weak (para 
4.29).  



The KPMG (2025) finding that while ‘many sustainability statements included the 
required disclosures, […] the link to the company’s overall business strategy was 
unclear’ resonates with previous global reviews of integrated reports (such as 
ACCA’s Insights into Integrated Reporting series: Insights into Integrated Reporting | 
ACCA Global). 
 
Reporting frameworks should encourage stronger linkage in reporting between a 
company’s strategy, IROs, actions and reported metrics and financial effects (as 
suggested in para 4.28). A consistent focus on strategy throughout the management 
commentary, other sections of the annual report and the financial statements can 
help preparers to determine appropriate and connected borders of reports. It also 
drives integrated thinking within reporting entities, without which effective 
transition cannot take place. 
 
 
c) In paragraph 2.24 of Chapter 2, it is suggested that, as done under ESRS, ISSB 
Standards, and the 2025 IFRS MCPS, the IASB should develop explicit connectivity-
related requirements for information within and outside the financial statements. If you 
either agree or disagree with this suggestion, please explain why. 
 
Broadly agree. 
 
In principle, IFRS Accounting Standards could draw on aspects of the requirements 
in IFRS S1, paragraphs 21(b)(ii) (connection between disclosures across its 
sustainability-related financial disclosures and other general purpose financial 
reports, such as its related financial statements) and 23 (on consistent data and 
assumptions). Considering such aspects in the context of IFRS 18 may also support 
overall coherence and linkage in reporting. 
 
That said, we recognised that sustainability-related disclosures globally remain 
subject to jurisdiction-specific requirements, notwithstanding the adoption of ESRS 
and IFRS Sustainability Disclosure Standards. This may limit connectivity between 
the financial statements and disclosures outside the financial statements due to 
differences in reporting periods or underlying data requirements.  
 
Accordingly, EFRAG’s call for a Conceptual Framework for sustainability-related 
disclosures could provide a useful foundation for enhancing connectivity between 
financial statements and sustainability-related disclosures. Similarly, if an 
overarching Conceptual Framework applicable to both the IASB and ISSB is 
developed, it could help promote consistency, coherence and connected 
information across IFRS Accounting Standards and IFRS Sustainability Disclosure 
Standards. 
 
 
QUESTION 2 – CHAPTER 3: OVERVIEW OF ILLUSTRATIONS, AND ILLUSTRATIONS IN THE 
SUPPLEMENTAL DOCUMENT  

https://www.accaglobal.com/gb/en/technical-activities/technical-resources-search/2019/may/integrated-reporting.html
https://www.accaglobal.com/gb/en/technical-activities/technical-resources-search/2019/may/integrated-reporting.html


a) Do you have any comments on the practical usefulness of the 17 illustrations on 
connectivity in the Supplemental Document? Are you aware of any obstacles that your 
company or other companies you are familiar with may face in applying the mechanisms 
of connectivity illustrated in the Supplemental Document?  
 
The 17 illustrations are clearly presented, and taken together, are helpful to frame 
how the different types of connectivity may apply to entities in different sectors. 
 
We appreciate that it is challenging to select report excerpts into clear and concise 
illustrative examples, and connectivity is a particularly difficult concept to illustrate 
using excerpts because of its pervasive nature. We sensed at times that the 
examples failed to fully illustrate the mechanisms of connectivity.  
 
For example, the link between the pace of decarbonisation plans and the rate of 
depreciation in IE 7 remained implicit; similarly, in IE 9 the net revenue denominator 
for calculating the GHG intensity metric was inferred and was provided outside of 
the excerpts. In both cases, while the examples illustrated a ‘type’ of connectivity, 
the mechanism was missing. 
 
IE 5 illustrated coherence between two non-financial objectives identified in the 
Governance Report and the Sustainability Statement, and executive remuneration 
disclosures in the Financial Statements. Again, while this helpfully demonstrated 
coherence as a type of connectivity, the mechanism was less clear. This might have 
been illustrated with an additional excerpt, showing all the strategic non-financial 
objectives of the entity in one location (for example, from the Strategy section of 
management commentary). We acknowledge that the illustrative examples are 
constrained by real-life reporting practice. 
 
8 of the 17 examples illustrate consistency of amounts or of narrative between 
management commentary and the financial statements.  
 
It may be worth highlighting that consistency is the baseline expectation, and not an 
aspiration.  
 
 
b) Table 3.1 in Chapter 3 outlines the types and mechanisms of connectivity of reported 
information for the different illustrations in the Supplemental Document. Which of these 
do you consider most useful and why? If you have a view on this, please indicate under 
what circumstances it would be suitable or unsuitable to apply any of the mechanisms 
of connectivity shown in the illustrations. 
 
Types of connectivity 
 
The most useful types of connectivity are: 

• Intertemporal connectivity 
• Connectivity between different disclosure topics 
• Connectivity between disclosure topics and strategy 



 
Intertemporal connectivity is crucial in bridging the fundamental difference in 
reporting time horizons between sustainability disclosures and the financial 
statements. This is helpfully and clearly illustrated by illustrative examples 11 and 
12. 
 
Please refer to our response to question 1(b) for further considerations regarding 
connectivity between different disclosure topics and connectivity between 
disclosure topics and strategy. 
 
Mechanisms of connectivity 
 
We observe that cross-references and reconciliations are important and useful 
mechanisms. However, their use should always be balanced with conciseness and 
clarity of disclosure, to ensure that material information is not obscured by 
additional disclosures.  
 
As noted in our response to Q2(a), consistency in data, assumption, units and 
narrative is a crucial prerequisite to connectivity.  
 
As suggested in our responses to Q1(a) and (b), we would argue that summaries of 
strategy and business model should also be included as mechanisms of 
connectivity, supporting connectivity between disclosure topics and strategy 
(described above) as a type of connectivity. 
 
 
QUESTION 3 – CHAPTER 4: AGGREGATED OBSERVATIONS ON THE CONNECTIVITY OF 
REPORTED INFORMATION  
 
a) What is your view on the aggregated positive observations, observations on anticipated 
financial effects, and areas of attention to enhance the connectivity of reported 
information reflected in paragraphs 4.12 to 4.35? If any, what other observations or points 
of attention for the connectivity of reported information have you noticed with respect to 
current reporting practices?  
 
As highlighted in our response to Q1(a), the disclosure of anticipated financial 
effects should be seen as one mechanism for implementing intertemporal 
connectivity, a type of connectivity. While the measurement and disclosure of 
anticipated financial effects may be new and not yet widely adopted, intertemporal 
connectivity has long been implemented in other ways. These include 
pharmaceutical research and development pipeline disclosures, disclosure and 
accounting for oil and gas exploration and evaluation costs, business outlook and 
going concern disclosures, and disclosures about synergies arising from business 
combinations and goodwill accounting. Intertemporal connectivity may be more 
easily understood and accepted as a type of connectivity, through illustrating these 
existing mechanisms. 



b) How can the areas of attention, in paragraphs 4.27 to 4.35, related to the connectivity 
of reported information be addressed? What would be the required efforts to improve the 
connectivity of reported information?  
 
We believe that the publication of this DP, in itself, goes some way to addressing the 
areas of attention and we applaud EFRAG for this. 
 
Placing greater emphasis on connectivity between disclosure topics and the entity’s 
strategy (see our comments on Q1(a)) will address the shortcomings described in 
paragraphs 4.29-4.31, regarding generic reporting around strategies and business 
models and generic or missing reporting on impacts, risks and opportunities. This 
could be done through focusing language around strategy and business model in 
standard-setting, issuing guidance and publishing (or re-publishing) case studies in 
collaboration with the IFRS Foundation. The Integrated Reporting Examples 
Database, now unavailable but formerly maintained by the International Integrated 
Reporting Council, contained a wide range of case studies illustrating strategic 
focus and future orientation. 
 
 
c) If you are a user of the information in the annual report, if you agree or disagree with 
the preliminary feedback received on the usefulness of the connectivity of reported 
information, which is reflected in paragraphs 4.36 to 4.45, please explain why. If at all, 
how does the connectivity of reported information enhance your analysis of companies? 
 
N/A 
 
QUESTION 4 – CHAPTER 5: CONSIDERATIONS FOR ENHANCING THE CONNECTIVITY 
OF REPORTED INFORMATION AND RELATED ASPECTS  
 
Standard setter consideration: Clarifying the borders of the financial statements with 
respect to disclosures in the notes to the financial statements (analysed in paragraphs 
5.12 to 5.43)  
 
a) In paragraphs 5.12 to 5.43, it is argued that clarifying the borders of financial 
statements with respect to the disclosure of unrecognised sustainability-related 
intangibles, sustainability-related commitments for future investments, and synergies 
from business combinations in the financial statements would be an enabler of 
connectivity. If you either agree or disagree with this view, please explain why.  
 
We agree and support EFRAG’s recommendations for the IASB’s current work plan. 
 
However, a fundamental challenge that preparers face in determining the borders of 
the financial statements and the borders of management/ sustainability reports is 
that the materiality lens adopted in the IFRS Accounting Standards differs from that 
adopted in ESRS and other commonly-applied sustainability reporting standards 
(such as GRI). The borders of reports differ because the required standards 
fundamentally prioritise different users and objectives of reporting. This becomes 



problematic when different sections of the same report (the annual report) address 
different users’ needs. 
 
As suggested in our response to Q1(b), the borders of reports can be clarified by 
encouraging preparers to use the entity’s strategy as the central guiding line 
throughout the annual report. 
 
 
b) Paragraphs 5.20 to 5.22 outline suggestions for determining when information on 
sustainability related unrecognised intangibles should be disclosed in the financial 
statements (i.e. if such information meets the needs of users). If you either agree or 
disagree with these suggestions, please explain why.  
 
c) Paragraphs 5.31 to 5.35 outline the mixed views that EFRAG has heard on whether 
forward-looking information (e.g. climate-related commitments on future Capex), which 
is not related to the defined elements of the financial statements, should be disclosed in 
the financial statements. In this regard, some stakeholders have suggested that 
application guidance for paragraph 31 of IAS 1 (paragraph 20 of IFRS 18), which is related 
to qualitatively material information about exposures, should be developed in addition to 
the existing IASB educational material and illustrative examples. What is your view on 
whether such disclosures should be in the financial statements and on the suggested 
development of application guidance for paragraph 31 of IAS 1 (paragraph 20 of IFRS 18)?  
 
d) In paragraphs 5.39 to 5.43, it is suggested that identifying indicators (including event 
triggers) of the change in the nature or level of measurement uncertainty of items 
disclosed in the sustainability statement/disclosures and the rest of the management 
report, such that they could qualify to be recognised as assets or liabilities or disclosed 
as contingent assets or contingent liabilities in future period financial statements, could 
be helpful for the assessment of intertemporal (across reporting periods) connectivity.  
 
Based on your experience with the information disclosed in annual reports, if you agree 
with this view, do you have any suggestions for indicators that items disclosed outside 
the financial statements may change their nature and level of measurement certainty 
and qualify to be recognised or disclosed in future-period financial statements? If you 
disagree with this view, please explain why. 
 
For your consideration -para 5.40 appears to unhelpfully conflate business risks and 
financial liabilities, by citing the example from Boustanifar and Verriest (2024). 
 
QUESTION 5 – CHAPTER 5: STANDARD-SETTER CONSIDERATION: DIFFERENCES IN 
LEVEL OF DISAGGREGATION  
 
a) Some stakeholders (including users) have observed differences in the level of 
disaggregation in the financial statements and the sustainability statement/disclosures. 
The analysis in paragraphs 5.44 to 5.47 suggests that these are mainly a result of 
differences in what is material in the context of each of these reports. Thus, it should not 
be seen as a problem. If you either agree or disagree with this view, please explain why.  



 
I would tend to agree. 
 
b) The analysis in paragraphs 5.49 to 5.54 suggests that the observed 
underrepresentation of sustainability-related revenues and profitability-related metrics 
in segment disclosures could be a result of the IFRS 8 aggregation being done based on 
the management approach, and this supports the need for the IASB to review segment 
reporting requirements. Conversely, the failure by a sample of companies to link the 
business activities in the sustainability statement to IFRS 8 segments could be because 
these companies were in early stages of implementing ESRS, including the related ESRS 
2 requirements. If you agree or disagree with either or both of these views, please explain 
why. 
 
QUESTION 6 – CHAPTER 5: CONSIDERATIONS TO BE ADDRESSED BY MULTIPLE 
STAKEHOLDERS  
 
Do you have any additional suggestions or comments for the following considerations?  
 
a) Assessing differences in reporting boundaries (i.e. the entities, assets and 
sites/operations reported on) between different reports (analysed in paragraphs 5.55 to 
5.60)  
 
The main cause of differing reporting boundaries appears to be the consolidation 
approaches of the GHG Protocol Corporate Value Chain (Scope 3) Accounting and 
Reporting Standard, published in 2011 and thus pre-dating amendments IFRS 11.  
 
With the GHG Protocol due for revision, there is a window of opportunity for the ISSB, 
EFRAG and other standard-setters to push for clarified consolidation approaches 
which are more compatible with IFRS 11. 
 
 
b) Enhancing connectivity in organisational processes (analysed in paragraphs 5.61 to 
5.63) 
 
Please refer to our response to Q1(b). 
 
 
QUESTION 7 – CHAPTER 5: EXPLORING DIGITISATION TO ENHANCE CONNECTIVITY OF 
REPORTED INFORMATION  
 
In the analysis in paragraphs 5.64 to 5.74, it is concluded that the use of structured data 
has yet to meet its full potential for enhancing connectivity in the provision and 
consumption of reported information. What is your view on this observation? If you agree, 
how could this situation be changed? 
 
QUESTION 8 – OTHER If any, what aspects of connectivity that are not addressed in the 
DP would you like to raise? 


