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Background
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ED IFRS S2
Published
(Mar 2022)

 ED IFRS S2 was published in March 2022, 

with comment period ended in July 2022.

 Seven members have provided their responses 

to ED IFRS S2. The submission to the ISSB 

reflects in broad terms the collective views of 

AOSSG members.

 The AOSSG reacted quickly right after the ED 

was published and formed two Working 

Groups in response to the ISSB’s ED.



II. Overall comments
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Overall Comments

Need to 
improve global 
acceptance

The AOSSG members generally support the establishment 
and the direction of the ISSB.

Need to 
clarify the 
structure

Need to 
increase 
interoperability

• Principal-based, 
flexible enough, and 
leave the room for 
different jurisdiction

• GHG Protocol

• Reduce the difficulty: 
e.g. Scope 3 emission, 
Scenario Analysis

• Industry-based 
requirements 

• Eliminate 
duplication

• Difference 
between theme 
standards and 
industrial 
standards

• Collaborate with the SEC 
and EFRAG

• Collaborate with the 
IASB
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Question 3 Identification of climate-related risks and opportunities

Question 5 Transition plans and carbon offsets

Question 6 Current and anticipated effects

Question 7 Climate resilience

Question 9 Cross-industry metric categories and greenhouse gas emissions

Question 11 Industry-based requirements

Question 12 Costs, benefits and likely effects

Question 13 Verifiability and enforceability

Question 14 Effective date

Questions with divers views
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In terms of disclosure topics:

 One member disagrees with the proposed requirement.

 Four members recommend Appendix B should be a non-mandatory guideline
or an illustrative guidance.

 One member believes the disclosure topics should be decided by each national
standard setter.

Question 3- Identification of climate-related risks and opportunities
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Besides, there are some other suggestions as below:

 Six members recommend the ISSB provide more guidance on ‘significant’, and
provide illustrative examples on best practices.

 Three members suggest the ISSB provide more guidance on the ‘short, medium
and long term’.

 One member recommends removing duplication of the requirements in IFRS
S1.

Question 3- Identification of climate-related risks and opportunities
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Question 5- Transition plans and carbon offsets
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* Five members generally agree.
 Two members ask the ISSB 

to consider whether it is 
appropriate to require 
disclosure of water-related 
information (such as water-
intensive operations and 
water-intensive assets) in S2, 
and clearly refine the 
definition of ‘legacy assets’.

 One member suggests 
requiring disclosure on the 
rationale behind the 
transition plan implemented.

* One member thinks there might be 
certain inconsistencies between this 
requirement and IFRS Accounting 
Standards.

* Seven members generally agree.
 One member suggests the 

requirements of disclosing 
the time interval of the 
emission offset.

 One member recommends 
the source of carbon offsets 
and how an entity’s carbon 
reduction activities affect 
other sustainability topics 
should be disclosed.

 Three members suggest 
more guidance.

Transition 
plans

Carbon
offsets



Question 6- Current and anticipated effects
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Diverse Views

Five members  
agree 

Comply or 
explain

‘Unable to do 
so’ Verification

Two members 
disagree

Challenging 
and costly

Qualitative 
disclosures 
seems more 
reasonable

Already 
disclosed in 
FS



Concerns on disclosure of anticipated effects:

 Three members concern about the reliability of quantitative data.

 Two members concern that an entity would not be able to isolate the anticipated
effects of climate or other sustainability-related risks and opportunities.

 Three members suggest an additional clarification on ‘short, medium and long
term’.

Question 6- Current and anticipated effects
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Question 7- Climate resilience
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Six members believe there are 
practical challenges, and 
suggest scenario analysis 
should be implemented by a 
phased approach or non-
mandatory or not a preferred 
method.

One member believes that 
climate-related scenario 
analysis is the most useful 
way for entities to 
communicate with users 
about the resilience of their 
strategy, and disagrees with 
the proposal that permits 
the use of alternative 
methods or techniques to 
assess the climate 
resilience of an entity's 
strategy. 

P×



Seven members generally agree with the cross-industry metric 
categories of ED IFRS S2 and believe they are sufficient. But, some of 
them also suggest as below:

 Remuneration:

 One member believes remuneration could not be the only evaluation method.

 Internal carbon prices:

 One member recommends that ‘internal carbon prices’ should be a voluntary
disclosure.

 Two members recommend the ISSB elaborate on the requirement for ‘internal
carbon prices’.

Question 9- Cross-industry metric categories and greenhouse gas emissions
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 Greenhouse gas emissions:

 Four members express their concerns in respect of using the GHG Protocol to
define and measure Scope 1, Scope 2 and Scope 3 emissions.And three of them
recommend that IFRS S2 provides options for companies to apply other
established international protocols or those national protocols.

 One member recommends that the ISSB define what is meant by “or otherwise
brought into entities boundary” under the definition of Scope 2 emissions in
Appendix A.

Question 9- Cross-industry metric categories and greenhouse gas emissions
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 Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions from associates, joint ventures,
unconsolidated subsidiaries and affiliates:

 Three members believe it is difficult to obtain these emission data.

 One member disagrees with the proposed, because such information should
already be disclosed as part of an entity’s Scope 3.

 Two members suggest to include the definition of “affiliate” in Appendix A
Defined terms of ED IFRS S2.

 One member recommends that the ISSB should consider requiring the use of
consistent methodologies as the reporting entity by non-controlling
investments, similar to IFRS Accounting Standards requiring associates and
joint ventures to use consistent accounting policies as the group.

Question 9- Cross-industry metric categories and greenhouse gas emissions
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 Scope 3 emissions:

 Two members strongly recommend that modify the mandatory disclosure of
Scope 3 emissions information to a voluntary.

 Two members strongly recommend that the ISSB consider a phased approach
for requiring quantitative Scope 3 emissions data.

 Four members point out the boundary is not clear and suggest guidance to
assist entities in determining how many tiers up and down the value chain they
should disclose for Scope 3 emissions.

Question 9- Cross-industry metric categories and greenhouse gas emissions
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Some Suggestions:

Certain metrics in Appendix B might still not be applicable in many
jurisdictions even though attempts have been made to internationalize them.

 Four members suggest changing Appendix B into a non-mandatory disclosure
requirement, not as a part with the same authority as the main text of ED IFRS
S2, but only as a guide or reference material.

 Three members point out some of the metrics in Appendix B are beyond
climate-related disclosure.

 Four members concern the appropriateness of the proposed industry
classifications and descriptions.

In addition, One member emphasizes the metrics developed by non-international
institutions and non-globally recognised international institutions should be removed,
therefore Appendix B should be considerably revised. Two members recommend a
formal due process for industry-based metrics.

Question 11- Industry-based requirements
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Question 11- Industry-based requirements
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• Four members concern 
entities may face challenges. 

• One member notes it is 
unnecessary because the 
duplication with the 
requirement to disclose 
Scope 3 GHG emissions. 

• One member recommends 
the requirements be modified 
from mandatory disclosures 
to voluntary ones.

• Three members do not 
have recommendation or 
supplement on the 
proposal of financed and 
facilitated emissions. 

×

Financed and facilitated emissions:

P



Six members expect the likely implementation cost of these proposals to be
significant because of data readiness, systems integration, necessary skills
and expertise etc.

 Three members suggest that the ISSB adapt a proportionality approach in terms
of timing and extent of application by the SMEs.

 One member recommends the ISSB provide guidance on the internal control
processes and the improvements to be done on the resources.

 One member points out the benefits would not outweigh the costs under certain
situation.

Question 12- Costs, benefits and likely effects
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Challenges:

Information attributes and information availability：

 One member points out it is difficult for auditors to issue an opinion on the
information is (a) quantitative, (b) forward-looking and (c) only expresses a
vision.

 Two members believe that there could be challenges in verifying Scope 3
emissions.

 One member thinks that it is difficult for auditors and regulators to derive their
respective opinions when entities do not disclose enough information
(judgements and assumptions on materiality).

Question 13- Verifiability and enforceability
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Challenges:

Expertise：

 Two members identify that most requirements in ED IFRS S2 far exceed the
current knowledge and technical skillsets for auditors.

Inputs：

 One member believes that it is challenging for auditors to perform work on
sustainability-related financial disclosures and the related financial statements
at the same time within a short duration.

Question 13- Verifiability and enforceability
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There are diverse views about whether ED IFRS S1 and ED IFRS S2 
should have the same effective date:

Question 14- Effective date
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• Two members think the 
effective date of ED IFRS 
S2 should not be the same 
as that of ED IFRS S1. 

• Two members have different 
views in their jurisdictions.

• Two members support the 
same effective date, 
because most of the 
requirements of ED IFRS 
S2 are a subset of the 
broader disclosure 
requirements proposed by 
ED IFRS S1. 

× P



Question 14- Effective date
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1 Year 2 Years 3 Years

Six members suggest entities need sufficient time to prepare for the
implementation of ED IFRS S2. They have different definition of
“sufficient time”:

One member: 
at least 1 year

One member: 
2-3 years

Four members: 
at least 3 years

... 



IV. Questions with        
basically consensus
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Content

Question 1 Objective of the Exposure Draft

Question 2 Governance

Question 4 Concentrations of climate-related risks and opportunities in an 
entity’s value chain

Question 8 Risk management

Question 10 Targets

Question 15 Digital reporting

Questions with basically consensus
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Some suggestions:

 Three members point out some definition should be clarified, such as
‘enterprise value’, ‘sustainability-related’, 'significant' and 'material', ‘sectoral
decarbonisation approach’, ‘the latest international agreement’ and etc.

Question 1- Objective of the Exposure Draft
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Some suggestions:

 One member recommends entities be allowed to adopt other appropriate
performance evaluation methods to monitor their climate-related risks and
opportunities.

 One member suggests including information on how the board of entities
would act on the information they receive about climate-related risks and
opportunities.

Question 2- Governance

28



Some suggestions:

Although members generally agree with the proposed disclosure requirements
about the effects of significant climate-related risks and opportunities on an
entity’s business model and value chain.

Members have different opinions on the disclosure required about an entity’s
concentration of climate-related risks and opportunities should be qualitative
or quantitative:

 Three members agree with the disclosure should be qualitative.

 One member recommends the ISSB to consider requiring entities to disclose
quantitative information over significant concentration of risks and
opportunities where such information can be obtained without undue costs and
effort.

Question 4- Concentrations of climate-related risks and opportunities in
an entity’s value chain
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Some suggestions:

 One member recommends to exempt entities from disclosing information that
is commercially-sensitive without affecting the fairness and integrity of the
information.

Question 8- Risk management
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Some suggestions:

 One member recommends the ISSB to modify the disclosure requirements in
paragraph 23(f) to be a voluntary one.

 One member recommends that paragraph 23(f) might need to be drafted in a
manner that allows entities not to disclose the sectoral decarbonisation
approach if it is not applicable to them.

Question 10- Targets
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Suggestions on ‘latest international agreement on climate change’

 One member recommends to add the term of ‘Paris Agreement’.

 One member points out the definition of the agreement should be further
clarified.

 One member suggests to consider additional details regarding the agreement,
such as the bodies who created the agreement, how many countries agreed
with the agreement.



Some suggestions:

 One member suggests including a guideline for the users which will develop a
specific platform that is user-friendly and comfortable in nature to operate.
Meanwhile, considering the laws and regulations in respective jurisdictions
when drafting ED IFRS S2 that would facilitate the development of a
taxonomy and digital reporting.

 Two members recommend the global alignment of sustainability disclosure
taxonomy should be considered.

Question 15- Digital reporting

32



Thank you!
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