Tuesday, June 9, 2026

Personal Comment Letter on EFRAG Discussion Paper: Connectivity of Financial
and Sustainability Reporting

Dear EFRAG Connectivity team,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on EFRAG’s Discussion Paper on the
Connectivity of Financial and Sustainability Reporting. The paper provides a
comprehensive overview of existing practices and conceptual approaches to enhancing
connections across different components of corporate reporting. While | recognise the
importance of coherence and transparency in reporting, | would like to offer a more
critical perspective on the underlying concept of “connectivity” as currently articulated.

Questioning Connectivity as a Normative Objective

The Discussion Paper frames connectivity as an inherently beneficial attribute of high-
quality reporting—one that enhances coherence, reduces inconsistencies, and supports
decision-making. However, this assumption deserves closer scrutiny. The implicit
premise of the connectivity agenda is that financial reporting and sustainability reporting
are sufficiently aligned in their foundations (purpose, scope, and conceptual foundation)
to justify integration. In my view, this premise is problematic.

Connectivity as a starting point paradigm, risks imposing artificial alignment between two
fundamentally different reporting paradigms. It may unintentionally privilege financial
reporting frameworks as the “anchor” to which sustainability disclosures must relate,
rather than acknowledging sustainability reporting as an independent and normatively
distinct system.

Different Starting Points: Financial vs. Sustainability Reporting

The DP itself recognizes important differences: financial reporting is constrained by
recognition criteria, focuses on past events, and serves capital allocation decisions,
while sustainability reporting encompasses the full life cycle of products and services
(past, present & future), and includes impacts, risks, and opportunities across the value
chain (Scope 3 for value chain-related emissions in GHG accounting might be the most
prominent one). These differences are not merely technical; they reflect distinct
philosophical and normative foundations:

Financial Reporting: Sustainability Reporting:

- Grounded in capital markets logic. - Grounded in societal and ecological

- Primarily serve shareholders & accountability.
investors (financial assets holders - Serves a pluralistic set of stakeholders.
with a clear focus on the short-term - Includes qualitative, systemic, and
financial bottom line). forward-looking considerations.

- Focus on measurable, monetized - Extends beyond organizational
outcomes. boundaries.

- Anchored in historical transactions
and control.




Attempting to “connect” these two systems risks flattening sustainability into a financial
logic, thereby undermining its distinctive attributions and contributions (impacts).

The Role of Stakeholders Beyond Capital Providers

A central limitation of the (financial) connectivity approach is its implicit prioritization of
users of financial statements, primarily shareholders and investors. Sustainability
reporting incorporates stakeholders who are not represented in financial markets
including those ‘silent’ ones such as future generations, local communities, workers
across the value chain, and endangered species, nature & biodiversity.

These stakeholders cannot be adequately represented through financial metrics or
recognised within financial statements. Their inclusion fundamentally challenges the idea
that sustainability information should be connected to financial outcomes as a primary
reference point.

Mechanisms such as cross-referencing and reconciliation assume that sustainability
issues can ultimately be translated into financial terms. However, many sustainability
matters cannot be monetised reliably, operate across long time horizons, and involve
systemic risks beyond firm boundaries that are extremely challenging to monetize (how
would one evaluate an extinct species or safeguarding ecological habitats for future
generations). In addition, if incorporated properly (from a financial perspective,
overpassing the formal ‘recognition criteria’), they will result in both macro-economic
collapse as well as micro-economic collapse of the business models that are dependent
on them (such as including climate change related externalities costs in fossil fuels
industries or providing insurance for assets in areas exposed to chronic climate risks).

Enforcing connectivity may therefore produce misleading simplifications, loss of critical
context, and overemphasis on financially quantifiable aspects.

Connectivity vs. Conditional Complementarity

Rather than pursuing stronger connectivity, the relationship between financial and
sustainability (previously termed as ‘non-financial’) reporting should be reframed as one
of conditional complementarity. E.g., only if and when relevant, acknowledging that it is
not always applicable and when it does, it has clear boundaries. Sustainability reporting
is not an extension of financial reporting (nor the other way around) but is distinct layer
of accountability addressing dimensions that financial reporting cannot capture.

Pluralism in Corporate Reporting

To my opinion, a more appropriate approach would promote a pluralistic model of
corporate reporting where financial and sustainability reporting remain distinct systems.
Each should retain its own conceptual integrity, with only selective and context-driven
linkages.



To conclude, connectivity risks surfacing down the major differences between two
fundamentally different reporting paradigms. While coherence is important, it should not
come at the expense of the unique foundations of sustainability reporting. Rather than
seeking to connect everything, reporting frameworks should preserve these differences
and allow multiple perspectives to coexist.

Many thanks for your attention,



