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Brussels, 3 June 2026

Mr. Sven Gentner

DG FISMA

European Commission
1049 Brussels
Belgium

Dear Mr. Gentner,

Public consultation on the European Commission’s draft Delegated Regulation amending Delegated
Regulation (EU) 2023/2772 regarding revised European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS)

The European Contact Group (ECG), which brings together the six largest professional services
networks in Europe (BDO, Deloitte, EY, Grant Thornton, KPMG and PwC), welcomes the opportunity to
provide input to the European Commission on the draft Delegated Regulation revising the European
Sustainability Reporting Standards. This submission reflects a collective ECG perspective; individual
networks may also provide separate responses.

We consider that the revised ESRS as promulgated in the draft delegated regulation is a step towards
more proportionality and operability within the EU sustainability reporting framework. We
acknowledge and broadly support the Commission’s decision to amend certain aspects of EFRAG’s
technical advice, where deemed necessary, to facilitate application and further reduce reporting
burden. At the same time, we emphasise that the effectiveness of the revised standards, including the
envisaged burden reductions, will ultimately depend on whether the disclosure requirements in the
revised ESRS are sufficiently clear to ensure appropriate and consistent application, and on the
framework being kept stable, allowing practice to settle. In this context we note that the revised ESRS
have been developed under a very ambitious timeline.

Materiality and fair presentation

The application of materiality is a prerequisite for proportionate, decision-useful sustainability
reporting and for a fair presentation of an undertaking’s material impacts, risks and opportunities
(IROs) for preparers and investors including other key stakeholders. The draft delegated regulation
explicitly clarifies that the ESRS are to be considered a fair presentation framework. This provides
necessary confirmation of the standards’ conceptual basis and enhances clarity for all stakeholders,
although the CSRD continues to not explicitly establish fair presentation as the underlying framework
for reporting and providing assurance. Framing ESRS in this way enables judgement-based reporting,
while requiring sufficient clarity to ensure consistent application and auditability. This reinforces the
coherence of the EU sustainability reporting framework.

The refinements to EFRAG’s technical advice could further support a more operational application of
materiality. Clarifying that undertakings may apply a high-level, top-down perspective, and that they
are not expected to meet the specific information needs of individual users, has the potential to limit
assessment effort to what is decision-relevant to groups of users and reduces unnecessary complexity.



However, we recommend to explicitly note that an assessment at a more granular level might be
necessary, in line with ESRS 1.27, to identify all material impacts, risks and opportunities where
evidence or analysis is insufficient or inconclusive.

We note that impact materiality is inherently dependent on the scale and scope of effects on affected
stakeholders, and the application of fair presentation to impact-related information remains a nascent
concept. Hence, we believe some issues remain in the context of application of the double-materiality
analysis, e.g. in the context of definition of users of sustainability information and what the decisions
are to be assumed to be made by those users leveraging that information.

Alignment with ISSB Standards

Further alignment with international sustainability standards is an important driver of reduced
complexity and a potential for reducing cost. Such alignment supports consistent reporting outcomes,
particularly for undertakings operating across jurisdictions. However, different wording is not helpful if
the requirements are substantively the same.

When standards are not harmonised, companies must produce several reports to meet various
sustainability reporting obligations. This results in considerable effort and cost for businesses.
Companies should be able to submit a single report when they are required to comply with both ESRS
and sustainability reporting standards in other jurisdictions, particularly where those standards are
aligned with or substantively based on IFRS SDS.

These considerations highlight the importance of equivalence as envisaged by the CSRD and the need
for passporting arrangements. Those passporting arrangements could facilitate discussions among
jurisdictions on how to achieve compliance with both sets of standards without having to prepare
multiple reports. We consider this to be a high priority for enabling efficient reporting by multinational
undertakings, and as a contribution to both the efficiency of corporate reporting in the EU and the
attractiveness of the EU capital markets. We urge the Commission to start work in this area in the short
term, such that multinational undertakings can put systems, processes and controls in place to collect
the necessary data for reporting; this typically takes a significant amount of time and those
undertakings in particular need certainty about the frameworks under which they may be required to,
and may be permitted to, report.

Specific provisions for assets under management

In addition, we believe that the new guidance in the draft delegated regulation on assets under
management would create a further difference to ISSB standards. In this context we would also like to
highlight that the principles established in this section are novel and will most likely raise application
guestions going forward, e.g. in the areas of boundaries of fiduciary duties, understanding risk and
rewards and interaction with financial reporting standards.

Reliefs, proportionality and implementation challenges
The inclusion of transitional reliefs within the ESRS framework is, in principle, justified given the

significant implementation challenges faced by undertakings, particularly in relation to data availability,
methodological constraints and measurement uncertainty. Further, the introduction of “undue cost or



effort” as a general relief appropriately acknowledges the ongoing challenges and provides a necessary
safeguard to keep sustainability reporting cost beneficial.

Anticipated financial effects

Disclosures on anticipated financial effects remain a core component of decision-useful sustainability
reporting and represent one of the key pieces of information investors are asking for in the context of
sustainability reporting. Maintaining requirements for both qualitative and quantitative information is
therefore appropriate, also in the context of maintaining alignment with ISSB standards. Such
disclosures enhance connectivity with the financial statements by enabling users to understand how
impacts, risks and opportunities translate into financial effects, thereby reducing the risk of
disconnected or siloed reporting. At the same time, anticipated financial effects remain
methodologically complex, and practice continues to evolve. In this context, proportionate reliefs are
justified. Further guidance developed under ESRS, in close coordination with the ISSB, would support
the development of robust and consistent approaches across jurisdictions.

Climate-related disclosures

The clarifications regarding the presentation of transition plans and disclosures on compatibility with
the objective of limiting global warming to 1.5 °C provide clarity for preparers and improve
interpretability for users. Allowing transparency regarding different targets and their relationship to the
Paris Agreement supports a faithful representation of transition strategies and improves decision
usefulness for capital market participants. However, we note that some areas of unclarity remain, e.g.
what does ‘compatible targets’ and ‘compatibility of strategy and business model’ mean (in terms of
coverage or adequacy of actions and resources).

Greenhouse gas emissions

The amendments to greenhouse gas reporting boundaries further strengthen interoperability with the
ISSB Standards and align more closely with the GHG Protocol, contributing to a more coherent and
comparable climate reporting framework. The increased alignment is welcome, as it provides
companies with the necessary flexibility when defining the reporting boundary on reporting their
greenhouse gas emissions. However, we also want to note that some questions remain in terms of
implementation. In order to clarify the relation between the ESRS and the GHG Protocol, we
recommend aligning the wording used in ESRS E1 with IFRS S2.B23 to clarify that optional categories in
the GHG protocol do not prevail over ESRS reporting boundaries.

We also note that the GHG Protocol is currently undergoing a review, potentially resulting in significant
changes. We suggest making clear upfront that any output will be assessed and might lead to an update
of the delegated regulation, in particular if the ISSB also refers to any updated version, so as to ensure
continued alignment.

Further considerations

We highlight that the timeline the Commission is working upon is ambitious and believe that clarity
and stability are now crucial factors. There are issues that ideally could be addressed when the
delegated regulation is finalised but also might lend themselves to being addressed, if needed, as part
of the post-implementation review of ESRS as envisaged in the CSRD.



We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and reiterate our strong support for
continued structured dialogue between the Commission, EFRAG and stakeholders as the revised ESRS
are finalised and implemented. The European Contact Group remains committed to contributing
constructively to this process.

Yours sincerely,

Isabelle Tracg-Sengeissen

ECG Chair



