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EFRAG’s Comment Letter on the Exposure Drafts of the GRI Topic Standards for Air Pollution,
Soil Pollution and Critical Incidents

On behalf of EFRAG, | am writing to comment on the exposure drafts (EDs) of the GRI Topic Standards for
Air Pollution (GRI AP), Soil Pollution (GRI SP), and Critical Incidents (GRI Cl), which were issued in March
2026.

This letter is intended to contribute to the GRI’s due process, in consideration of the applicability of GRI’s
topical standards to preparers that comply with ESRS as examples related to entity-specific disclosures.
While we recognise the role of GRI topical standards as a voluntary reporting tool, our response focuses on
ensuring the most efficient interaction between ESRS and GRI Standards whereby the inclusion of entity-
specific information in ESRS reporting, derived from the GRI, is driven by the application of the materiality
filter.

Starting from this perspective, we would like to acknowledge the substantial and high-quality work
undertaken in preparing the three GRI Topic Standards, which address important pollution issues. Every
step towards more relevant sustainability reporting at the global level has our full support, as already
illustrated by the joint interoperability mapping issued in 2023 by the GRI and EFRAG, as well as by our
current efforts striving to enhance interoperability.

EFRAG’s response is provided immediately following this cover letter. Key messages from the Comment
Letter are as follows.

e The GRI descriptions of the ‘air pollution” and ‘soil pollution’ concepts should be revised for better
alignment with ESRS and international frameworks and to enhance terminological consistency
across GRI AP and GRI SP.

e Further guidance should be provided on the term ‘critical incidents’, particularly to clarify its
relationship with incidents assessed as material.

e Separating pollution requirements across several standards can potentially hinder a holistic
management of pollution across environmental media and complexify reporting.

e The rationale for differences in the granularity and modularity between GRI AP and GRI SP seems
not always clear or justified.

e  Permitting limits are not generally applicable to soil pollution and the related requirements could
instead be replaced with provisions on soil contamination.

e The granularity of the disaggregation of information on spills should be streamlined.

EFRAG notes that the public consultation period provided by the GRI is too short to allow for EFRAG to
undertake a full due process. Consequently, EFRAG engaged in an accelerated due process within this
limited timeframe, which still included a 30-day public consultation. In preparation for its consultation
activities on the Comment Letter, EFRAG has drawn on its experience in the context of the ESRS
implementation support and more recently in the ESRS simplification. In this regard, we also extend our
personal thanks to the GRI team for making themselves available to present the EDs to EFRAG SR TEG in a
public session. Going forward, we would encourage longer consultation periods to allow for a better and
more robust due process.

If you would like to discuss our comments further, please do not hesitate to contact Pedro Faria at
pedro.faria@efrag.org.

Yours sincerely,
Kerstin Lopatta

Chair of the EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board
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EFRAG’s Comment Letter
EFRAG comments on GRI’s Topic Standards on Air Pollution, Soil
Pollution, and Critical Incidents

1. General insights regarding ESRS and GRI interoperability

1. We note that the ESRS, as adopted in 2023, were elaborated with due consideration of the GRI
disclosures existing at the time, and a high level of interoperability was achieved between the
two sets of standards. Consequently, undertakings reporting under the ESRS mandatory regime
can be considered as reporting ‘with reference’ to the GRI, given the commonalities shown in the
GRI-ESRS Interoperability Index!, a tool that demonstrates such relationship. GRI topical
standards are not directly applicable to undertakings in the scope of mandatory ESRS application;
however, they can provide examples of entity-specific information under ESRS.

2. The [draft] simplified ESRS published by EFRAG in November 2025 share the same ambition of
GRI interoperability and ‘with reference’ reporting as mentioned above, although we
acknowledge that the Joint Interoperability Index should be updated to reflect the changes made
to ESRS once the Delegated Act for simplified ESRS has been finalised (expected before summer
2026). That index should also be the communication tool that explains the differences between
ESRS, which are mandatory standards, and GRI Standards, which are voluntary standards. This
includes an explanation of the omissions’ regime under GRI or the objectives sought by the GRI
topical disclosures, as no Basis for Conclusions document accompanies the GRI exposure drafts.

3. Finally, it is important to highlight that the interoperability analysis presented in this letter has
been based on the [draft] simplified ESRS (November 2025) issued by EFRAG. Hence, we have
taken into account the insight and feedback from the first application of ESRS in Europe in 2024
and 2025, and from the 2025 public consultations undertaken to simplify ESRS.

2. Observations on alignment regarding basic concepts and terminology
4. We note that alignment in definitions and concepts is important for ESRS preparers that may
report under GRI or use GRI disclosures as entity-specific disclosures. We have described below
the key conceptual differences where further alignment should be sought to enhance
interoperability and reduce burden for preparers.

5. Air pollution (response to question 5 of the GRI AP survey). The GRI does not include a definition
of air pollution in its GRI Standards Glossary but provides a description of the concept in the
‘Background on the topic’ section of the Air Pollution Exposure Draft (GRI AP). The description is
novel to the GRI Standards. Overall, it is aligned with the ESRS’ general definition of ‘pollution’,
with a few exceptions. Firstly, the GRI description refers to air pollution as ‘presence of pollutant
substances’, while the ESRS refer to pollution as an ‘introduction ... of pollutants’, with the latter
being separately defined as ‘substance, vibration, heat, noise, light or other contaminant’. While
we agree with the focus of this GRI Standard on substances (rather than also noise, light, etc.),
we recommend simplifying the language from ‘pollutant substances’ to just ‘substances’.

1 https://www.efrag.org/system/files/sites/webpublishing/Meeting%20Documents/2305101050307353/04-

01%20Cover%20note%20GRI%20Interoperability%20Index%20SR%20TEG%20Meeting%205%20December%202023.pdf
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10.

11.

12.

Also, we recommend referring to ‘the introduction’ to better reflect the contribution of
undertakings to pollution pathways (pollution resulting from their emissions rather than
pollutants already present in the air).

Secondly, the ESRS definition aligns with relevant global frameworks in their recalling of the
harmful or deleterious effects of pollution on human health, the environment and material
property. All these elements of the definition of pollution are, for instance, globally recognised
through the definition of ‘air pollution” in the UNECE Convention on Long-Range Transboundary
Air Pollution (CLRTAP). The CLRTAP is cited in the ‘Summary of the proposals’ section of GRI AP.
However, the GRI’s definition is not aligned with it (nor with the ESRS), as it refers to ‘presence’
rather than ‘introduction’ and states that pollution ‘may affect human health and biodiversity’ —
wording also not fully aligned with the GRI’s description of soil pollution in the GRI Soil Pollution
Exposure Draft (GRI SP). To this end, we also advise reframing ‘may affect’ to ‘can be harmful.’

Thirdly, we advise including in the description of air pollution the damage to material property as
well as interference with legitimate environmental uses —as per the globally recognised definition
— and substitute ‘biodiversity’ (a narrow scope on the environment) with ‘quality of nature and
the environment’.

We also note that the focus of the GRI AP description is on direct air pollution only, while the
definition of ESRS and CLRTAP addresses indirect pollution as well. Considering the potential
significance of indirect emissions in terms of environmental impacts, we recommend considering
its inclusion into the definition of pollution.

Finally, we would recommend that a clear distinction be drawn between monitoring of pollution
flows to air — e.g. monitoring the flow of pollutants emitted from a chimney stack — and the
monitoring of air quality (e.g. in the surroundings of a facility) to check if air quality is within
prescribed limits for certain air pollutants. While the description of the concept of air pollution
focuses on ‘the presence of substances in the air’, this does not seem to be properly reflected in
AP-1, which seems to mainly address emissions. Contextual information related to local air quality
could be included, for example in the guidance for AP-1-d and AP-1-e, considering how local
concentration of air pollutants can magnify the impact of additional emissions of air pollutants.
As ESRS themselves rather focus on emissions, this inclusion could further enhance the value of
the GRI disclosure requirements as examples of entity-specific information under ESRS.

Soil pollution (response to question 4 of the GRI SP survey). The description of this concept
provided in GRI SP (‘Background on the topic’) is novel to the GRI standards and is based on the
Global Assessment of Soil Pollution report, issued by FAO and UNEP in 2021. We note, however,
the same inconsistencies with the ESRS and other global sources (e.g. the OECD’s
Recommendation of the Council on Principles concerning Transfrontier Pollution) as for the
definition of ‘air pollution’ and recommend alighnment on the following elements: ‘introduction’
(rather than ‘presence’), ‘substance’ (rather than ‘chemical or substance’ — chemicals are already
part of the definition of substance in the ESRS and the UN’s Globally Harmonized System of
Classification and Labelling of Chemicals), ‘material property’ / ‘legitimate uses of the
environment’, and ‘quality of the environment’ (though we acknowledge that the term
‘environmental impacts’ used under GRI SP is broader in scope than the term ‘biodiversity’ used
under GRI AP). This would ensure consistency with ESRS as well as between the GRI’s definitions
of ‘air pollution’ and ‘soil pollution’.

As an alternative, we recommend the GRI consider including in its GRI Standards Glossary
separate definitions of ‘pollution’ and ‘pollutant’ in line with the ESRS definition, given that both
terms are repeated in at least GRI AP and GRI SP. The background of each standard could then be
used to provide a description of the distinct nuances connected with ‘air pollution’ and,
separately, ‘soil pollution’.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Critical incident (response to questions 5 to 7 of the GRI Cl survey). The Exposure Draft on Critical
Incidents (GRI Cl) does not provide a Glossary definition of what constitutes a ‘critical incident,’
but it describes such incidents as emergencies and accidents characterised by a low likelihood
and severe impact. Furthermore, the guidance on Cl-1-a-ii states that the undertaking can
determine whether an incident is ‘critical’ by assessing it against predefined criteria or thresholds
(which are not further specified, though references to guidance are provided). The [draft]
simplified ESRS do not define the term ‘incident’ on its own, nor do they define or use the term
‘critical incident’. It is unclear if all critical incidents would be considered material under ESRS and
if separate assessments would be required to define whether an incident is critical as well as
material. Even from the GRI’s perspective, it may be unclear if all critical incidents would meet
the threshold outlined in step 4 of the GRI's guidance to determine material topics and be
prioritised for reporting under the GRI (see GRI 3: Material Topics 2021).

Under ESRS, for actual negative impacts, materiality shall be assessed based on the severity of
the impact; for potential negative impacts, severity and likelihood apply. Therefore, based on the
GRI’s description of critical incidents, it could be expected that critical incidents under the GRI
would be assessed as material under ESRS. In the context of pollution, ESRS provide a definition
of ‘environmental accidents’ and use the concept in the ESRS E2 requirement to disclose
accidental emission of pollutants if material. The provision of other information, e.g. on the
impacts caused by environmental accidents under ESRS 2 IRO-2, also applies if material. Also, here
it could be expected that material environmental accidents under ESRS (those that lead to
material emissions or cause material impacts) would qualify as critical incidents under the GRI.

We suggest clarifying in the guidance that critical incidents are those that also meet the GRI’s
indications on setting thresholds for disclosure (i.e. are material for reporting). This would help
clarify the connection between critical incidents and incidents assessed as material from an ESRS
perspective (other standards, such as the ISO 14000 family, could also provide valuable input to
further inform the description of ‘critical incidents’).

Emission (response to question 6 of the GRI AP survey). The term ‘emission’ is only described in
the ‘Background on the topic’ section under GRI 305: Emissions 2016 (and only for ‘emissions into
air’), despite it being also included in the GRI AP Exposure Draft. Considering that the GRI’s
criterion for the inclusion of a definition in the GRI Standards Glossary 2025 is for the specific
term to be mentioned in more than one GRI Topic Standard, we suggest including a general
definition of ‘emission’ in the GRI Glossary (overall addressing emissions to air, water and soil).

Additionally, we recommend alignment with the ESRS definition, particularly by replacing
‘discharge’ with ‘release’ (with the latter being also used by other relevant frameworks, such as
the TNFD, in its core indicators on soil pollution). This would also help address any questions from
preparers with respect to potentially different interpretations for the different terms used —
‘emission’ in GRI A and ‘release’ in GRI SP — given that no further definition is provided for the
latter.

3. Key messages on interoperability per the GRI Exposure Draft

3.1 GRI Air Pollution (AP) and GRI Soil Pollution (SP)

18.

Addressing pollution across multiple GRI Topic Standards (response to question 10 of the GRI AP
survey and question 9 of the GRI SP survey). We note that while the ESRS cover pollution to air,
water and soil through one standard, the GRI addresses pollution to each environmental media
through separate standards. The GRI’s rationale for doing so includes the fact that pollution to
water is addressed in GRI 303: Water and Effluents 2018 by considering the link between water
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

discharges and pollution. The GRI does not currently plan to review this standard and, therefore,
will not address pollution to water in the ongoing review process. As pollution to water is already
addressed in a separate topic standard, separating air and soil pollution into stand-alone
standards can be seen as maintaining a stronger consistency with the GRI’s standards
architecture. Another advantage would be the inclusion of more granular requirements on target-
related disclosures in the GRI AP, mirroring the GRI’s climate-related disclosure requirements,
which are not included in the draft Soil Pollution Standard (compare AP-2 with SP-1). Finally, a
key rationale for having a separate GRI Cl standard is due to the fact that not all critical incidents
are related to pollution impacts but can result in other types of impacts.

We acknowledge that having separate thematic standards that address pollution can maintain
the consistency across the GRI’s overall standards architecture, such as in the case of critical
incidents. However, it is to be noted that undertakings may address pollution in an integrated
way through policies, targets and/or actions. It should also be noted that pollutants — through
their specific transmission pathways — typically affect more than one environmental
compartment (e.g. air pollutants transforming and ending up in water and soil; water pollutants
depositing in soil or evaporating into the air) Thus, splitting pollution-related standards can add
complexity to the reporting process of undertakings and potentially hinder a holistic management
of pollution across environmental media, thereby undermining the widely applied integrated
pollution prevention and control approach.

Structure of the standards (response to question 10 of the GRI AP survey and question 9 of the
GRI SP survey). We note that the structures of the GRI AP and GRI SP show different levels of
granularity and modularity. The rationale for such differences is not always clear (see the section
below for details). On the other hand, ESRS E2 requirements apply with consistent granularity
across environmental media (air, water and soil).

We hence recommend aligning more closely the requirements across the GRI AP and GRI SP,
wherever possible, and to provide a rationale as to the different treatments of certain
requirements in the GRI AP as opposed to the GRI SP. This would enhance consistency and
facilitate the implementation of the different thematic standards.

Management of pollution-related impacts (GRI AP-1 & GRI SP-1) (response to questions 1.1 of the
GRI AP and the GRI SP surveys). While we welcome the generally high level of alignment between
these disclosures and ESRS (ESRS E2-1/E2-2, ESRS 1 and ESRS 2), we recognise some differences.
Firstly, on the AP-1-d and SP-1-d requirements, we note that the GRI focuses on current actions,
while ESRS also address planned future actions. Given the importance that information on
planned actions may have for stakeholders, we recommend the inclusion of this aspect, for
example, as follows: ‘describe how it monitors air pollutant emissions ... and the actions, taken or
planned, to reduce ...".

Targets (GRI AP-2 & GRI SP-1-e) (response to questions 2.1 of the GRI AP survey and questions 1.1
of the GRI SP survey). We note differences in granularity between ESRS 2 GDR-T disclosure
requirements and the requirements on target setting in the GRI AP-2 and GRI SP-1-e. For example,
ESRS contain specifications in relation to target values and periods, value chain and geographical
boundaries, and compatibility with national policy goals, which are not included in the GRI
Exposure Drafts. We consider these provisions helpful to enhance the relevance of the
information for stakeholders and comparability of target-related disclosures.

Emissions (GRI AP-3 & GRI SP-2) (response to questions 3.1 of the GRI AP survey and questions 2.1
of the GRI SP survey). We note a partial alignment between the GRI requirements AP-3-a and SP-
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

2-a and ESRS E2-4, paragraph 14, with the latter differing in: (i) requiring information connected
with environmental accidents in general (not just spills or incidents that are critical only); and (ii)
the provision of an indication of units to use. We recommend providing a suggested unit of
measurement (e.g. mass unit) in the guidance to increase comparability.

Additionally, we would like to point out that the structure and formulation of the SP-2-a
requirement is different from that of the specular requirement AP-3-a, where the total amount
is separated from the breakdowns. For stronger consistency, we therefore suggest amending SP-
2-a, for example, as follows: ‘The organisation shall: (a) report the total emissions for each soil
pollutant it has released during the reporting period; and (b) provide a breakdown of the
emissions reported under AP-3-a-i through AP-3-a-x by (i) site, (ii) activity, and (iii) country’.

Response to Question 3.1 of the GRI SP survey. Disclosure SP-3 Incidents of soil pollution includes
requirements on permits for pollutant emissions and non-compliance with limits for pollutant
emissions defined in permits. We note, however, that emission limit values set in permits are
typically only defined for air and water pollutants, while no such general requirement exists for
the release of soil pollutants, primarily because pollutants are typically introduced to soil via
(waste) water or air. This is the case for the regulatory landscape at EU level, as well as for other
jurisdictions. Considering that the SP-3 approach does not align with the overall EU regulatory
context, we consider it relevant to accommodate the approach followed by EU law (i.e. soil
contamination at sites for permitted activities), as it may resonate better with corporate and
regulatory practice. For instance, Directive 2010/75/EU (Industrial Emissions Directive) addresses
the prevention or, if at site closure, the management of soil contamination (that already occurred)
for permitted activities, so that the site no longer poses significant risks to human health or the
environment. Directive (EU) 2025/2360 (Soil Monitoring Law) focuses on the collection by
Member States of information on environmental permits issued for sites with (already or
potentially) contaminated soil. Our suggestion is to revise the SP-3 requirements to address soil
contamination management (prevention and remediation), rather than non-compliance with
limits for soil pollution emissions. Alternatively, if GRI concludes that this Disclosure on soil
pollution permits should be kept, we recommend including disclosures on the applicable
legislation (e.g. national) pertaining to operational permits and reporting requirements to
authorities.

The following are some additional suggestions for improving the clarity of certain requirements
in GRI AP and GRI SP, although they are not intended to indicate any specific misalignment with
ESRS.

Linguistic and terminological consistency (response to Question 9 of the GRI SP survey).
Consider homogenising the language between GRI AP and GRI SP, for example, by referring to
‘emissions of [air/soil] pollutants’ in both standards, rather than ‘air pollutant emissions’ in GRI
AP and ‘released soil pollutants’ in GRI SP. This would avoid different interpretations of similar
concepts and any expectation of a definition of ‘releases’ that is separate from that of ‘emissions’.
Additionally, consider clarifying the wording used throughout the standards in terms of emissions
of pollutants to air/soil as opposed to emissions of air/soil pollutants, where the latter could refer
to pollutants that are released to air and water and that eventually end up in the soil.

Requirements AP-1-b / AP-1-c (response to Question 1.1 of the GRI AP survey). AP-1-c could be
merged into AP-1-b to provide a leaner requirement, for example, as follows: ‘report the extent
to which these policies or commitments apply to its own activities and to the activities of its
business relationships, describing such activities that lead to air pollutant emissions’.
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Requirement SP-1-b (response to Question 1.1 of the GRI SP survey). Consider aligning its
formulation with AP-1-b to ensure that the requirement is more explicit and clearer.

Requirement SP-1-c (response to Question 1.1 of the GRI SP survey). AP-1-c requires the
description of activities that lead to air pollution, but this requirement is not reflected in SP-1-c.
For consistency, we recommend that Disclosure SP-1 mirrors the AP-1-c requirement and includes
a requirement to describe the activities that lead to soil pollution.

In addition, the rationale for including, in GRI SP, a standalone requirement on how to identify
soil pollutants released (SP-1-c) remains unclear. We recommend that the GRI clarify whether it
considers it specific and particularly relevant to the understanding of the management of soil
pollution (e.g. because the measurement processes may be less standardised than for air
pollution).

Requirement AP-1-e (response to Question 1.1 of the GRI AP survey). This requirement seems
to be a duplication of AP-4-e. Consider merging AP-1-e into AP-4-e and moving the guidance
content on organisation-based limits to AP-4-c (and the rest of the guidance into AP-4-e).

Requirement SP-3-e (response to Question 3.1 of the GRI SP survey). This requirement seems to
be different from the AP-4-e equivalent, as SP-3-e is limited to remediation actions and does not
specifically refer to non-compliance or future actions. We recommend aligning SP-3-e with AP-4-
e for consistency.

3.2 GRI Cl: Critical Incidents

35.

36.

37.

Prevention, preparedness and response (response to Question 2.1 of the GRI Cl survey). We
acknowledge that GRI’s requirements on prevention, preparedness and response align with the
approach reflected in various EU legal acts. For example, Directive 2012/18/EU (Seveso-lI|
Directive) requires operators to prepare internal emergency plans aimed at containing and
controlling incidents, protecting human health and the environment from the effects of a major
accident, and providing for environmental restoration and clean-up after the occurrence of the
major accident. Similarly, Directive 2010/75/EU (Industrial Emissions Directive) emphasises the
operator’s responsibility for preventing and limiting the consequences of an incident/accident on
human health and the environment. In addition, Directive 2004/35/EC (Environmental Liability
Directive) focuses on the prevention and remediation of environmental damage, including that
resulting from incidents. We note that the requirement in Disclosure CI-2 Prevention,
preparedness and response plans provides an additional layer of information on the reporting
scope in comparison with ESRS 2 GDR-A and ESRS E2-2. The rationale for the separate disclosure
requirement Cl-2 may be that it contains a metric rather than only narrative disclosures.
Nevertheless, we recommend integrating Cl-2 into Disclosure CI-1 to consolidate all indicators on
the scope under the impact management disclosure.

Disclosure CI-1 Critical incident prevention, preparedness and response (response to Question
1.1 of the GRI Cl survey). We welcome the high level of alighment with ESRS E2-1, ESRS E2-2 and
ESRS 2 IRO-1 and acknowledge that the increase in granularity of the GRI requirements can serve
as examples of entity-specific disclosures under ESRS.

Disclosure CI-3 Critical incidents recorded (response to Question 3.1 of the GRI Cl survey). The
metrics listed have no correspondence under ESRS and can be a source of entity-specific
disclosures.
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Disclosure CI-4 Spills (response to Question 4.1 of the GRI Cl survey). We note a partial
correspondence between requirement Cl-4-b and ESRS. The corresponding ESRS requirement
focuses on amounts of pollutants emitted into the environment from environmental accidents,
which can include spills but also other types of accident, either disaggregated by environmental
media (ESRS E2-4) or by substance categories (ESRS E2-5).

Units of measurement (response to Question 4.1 of the GRI Cl survey). Additionally, the
application requirements to ESRS E2 provide an indication of the units to use, fostering
comparability among sustainability statements. To this end, we recommend providing suggested
types of units of measurement (e.g. mass unit) in the guidance to Cl-4.

Disaggregation of information on spills (response to Question 4.1 of the GRI Cl survey). We also
note that the disaggregation of spills by material (Cl-4-b-ii) seems to be a duplication of the
information required in Cl-4-a. In the existing Disclosure 306-3 Significant Spills of GRI 306:
Effluents and Waste 2016, this information appears only once. Therefore, we recommend
streamlining the C/-4-a and CI-4-b requirements, for example, as follows: ‘(a) the total number of
spills in the reporting period and, separately, for each spill, the following information: (i) amount
spilled; (ii) material spilled; (iii) amount recovered;’, with disclosures Cl-4-a-i to Cl-4-a-v to be
moved to the guidance. Alternatively, if the materials that are intended to be captured do not
correspond to the items in Cl-4-a-i to Cl-4-a-v, we suggest providing guidance examples of each
specific material corresponding to those datapoints.

Requirements Cl-4-b-iii and Ci-4-c (response to Question 4.1 of the GRI Cl survey). Finally, we
note that the requirements on the amounts recovered (Cl-4-b-iii) and on sampling frequency (Cl-
4-c) are not addressed in ESRS, and can therefore serve as examples of entity-specific disclosures
under ESRS.

The following is an additional suggestion for improving the clarity of the related GRI Cl disclosure
requirement, although it is not intended to indicate any specific misalignment with ESRS.

Requirement CI-1-b-ii (response to Question 1.1 of the GRI Cl survey). Consider clarifying that
‘this approach’ refers to communication (as per requirement Cl-1-b-i) by adjusting the
requirement to ‘this approach to communication’ and revising the content in the guidance (e.g.
‘has informed the design and implementation of communications’).
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