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This paper has been developed by the EFRAG Secretariat to report on the stakeholder input on the Comment Letter to 
GRI, received through the Public Consultation Survey in April and May 2026. The paper does not represent the official 
views of EFRAG or any individual member of the EFRAG SRB. This paper is made available to enable the public to follow 
the EFRAG’s due process. Tentative decisions are reported in EFRAG Update. EFRAG positions as approved by the EFRAG 
SRB are published as comment letters, discussion or position papers or in any other form considered appropriate in the 
circumstances. 

 

Public Consultation Survey on EFRAG’s Comment Letter to GRI: Air 

Pollution, Soil Pollution, and Critical Incidents Topic Standards 

Summary Report prepared by the EFRAG Secretariat 

 

Objective 

1. The objective of this report is to summarise the feedback submitted by stakeholders through the 

Public Consultation Survey (open from 21 April to 21 May 2026) on EFRAG’s Comment Letter to 

GRI regarding the Air Pollution, Soil Pollution, and Critical Incidents Topic Standards. 

Input from the Public Consultation Survey 

2. During the public consultation period, a total of 7 respondents submitted their input, 4 of which 

represented companies (with 2 preparers and 2 business associations), 1 financial institution 

(asset manager/investor), 1 consultant and 1 national standard setter. Stakeholders were 

headquartered in Germany (2), Denmark (1), Italy (1), Spain (1), Poland (1) and India (1). 

3. GRI’s descriptions of the concepts of ‘air pollution’ and ‘soil pollution’. All respondents agreed 

with EFRAG Secretariat’s proposal to further align these descriptions with the ESRS definition of 

‘pollution’. Respondents acknowledged the relevance of this suggestion citing, as benefits, 

interoperability with international frameworks, and the avoidance of misunderstandings 

stemming from misaligned concepts across frameworks. One participant particularly emphasised 

the importance of addressing damage to material property and indirect pollution, as well as 

reflecting an entity's active contribution through the definition, shifting the language from 

‘presence’ to ‘introduction’.  

4. Description of ‘critical incidents’. Except for one partial agreement, the entire pool pf 

respondents equally agreed with the Secretariat recommendation to further specify how ‘critical 

incidents’ can be distinguished from non-critical incidents and from material incidents. Among 

those that agreed, one stakeholder recommended to specify whether ‘materiality’ was used to 

refer to ‘materiality of information’. This suggestion was not integrated by the EFRAG Secretariat 

as the wording is aligned with the ESRS approach in referring to the assessment of impacts, 

however, the text was edited to clarify that the reference is to incidents assessed as material. 

Another respondent commended GRI’s description of the scope of critical incidents, given the 

current lack of an accurate definition in the environmental legislative framework. But they also 

noted the uncertainty in terms of how the description of critical incidents would translate into a 

material environmental incident under ESRS. 

5. Addressing pollution across multiple GRI Topic Standards. Five survey participants agreed that 

it is not beneficial to fragment pollution-related requirements into separate standards, 
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supporting the view that this would add reporting complexity and hinder a coherent management 

of pollution-related impacts and analysis of risks, recognizing relationships and 

interdependencies. One stakeholder disagreed, and another one partially agreed, without 

providing further input. 

6. Common datapoints across GRI Air Pollution and GRI Soil Pollution. Five respondents agreed 

(and two partially agreed) on the importance of consistency in terms of granularity, with one 

respondent particularly acknowledging the need to address planned future actions in addition to 

current ones for comparability with the ESRS. One stakeholder referred to the principle-based 

approach of the ESRS in relation to the aggregation and disaggregation of information. With this 

regard, EFRAG considers the overall level of granularity useful to serve as examples of entity-

specific disclosures under ESRS. Another stakeholder cautioned about EFRAG prescribing too 

many additional datapoint. EFRAG acknowledges this comment, however it did not result if any 

further edits to the Comment Letter. 

7. Replacing permitting with soil contamination management requirements. Five stakeholders 

agreed with the Secretariat approach, with two partially agreeing without providing further 

indications. Among the agreeing survey participants, it was recommended to also consider 

including disclosures on the applicable legislation (e.g. national) pertaining to operational permits 

and reporting requirements to authorities. This suggestion was incorporated into the Comment 

Letter.  

8. Disaggregation of information on spills. Five stakeholders agreed with the Secretariat approach, 

with two partially agreeing without providing further indications. One respondent suggested 

clarifying the difference in definitions between waste and wastewater. Considering that GRI’s 

definition of ‘waste’ (a term that is only mentioned as part of the requirements on spills, not 

representing a core element to address) is in alignment with that of ESRS, and that wastewater is 

not further addressed in the ESRS, this recommendation was not integrated into the Comment 

Letter. 


