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DISCLAIMER M EFRAG

This paper has been prepared by the EFRAG Secretariat for discussion at a public meeting of the EFRAG SRB.

The paper does not represent the official views of EFRAG or any individual member of the EFRAG SRB or
EFRAG SR TEG.

The paper is made available to enable the public to follow the discussions in the meeting. Tentative decisions
are made in public and reported in the 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.
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BACKGROUND AND STRUCTURE OF THIS DOCUMENT M EFRAG

Background

This document summarises the comments received during the public feedback of the Draft IG1 Materiality Assessment (MAIG) that
took place between the 22 December 2023 and 2 Feburary 2024. In total, more than 100 respondents participated in the public
feedback and we have received approx. 1400 comments on the MAIG. The comments received have been illustrated in the Agenda
paper 06-03 SRB Meeting 20 March 2024.

Structure

The objective of this document is to provide a summary of the main comments received by theme and the EFRAG Secretariat
orientation for those. It should be noted that the editorial comments have been excluded from this analysis.

The structure of this document is composed of two parts. On the one hand, the overview of the respondents and main comments
received (refer to section 1 and section 2) and, on the other hand, a more granular analysis of the feedback received by chapter (refer
to section3).

SRB Discussion

For the purpose of the SRB Strategic direction, the basis of the discussion will be Section 2; EFRAG Secretariat will present the main
comments categorised between : conceptual points, clarifications, scope, further guidance and other support/tools. For the discussion
on the more conceptual points, Secretariat has included a background analysis for the relevant points to aid such strategic direction.

Other possible changes not covered by this document
The EFRAG Secretariat has received informal feedback from ISSB and GRI staff and will include the relevant changes in the markup.
Next steps

Following the Strategic direction from the SRB, Secretariat will work with the SR TEG to enhance the IG1 with the feedback received
and, where needed, will propose drafting changes. The EFRAG SR TEG will provide an advice on the markup. The EFRAG SRB will
discuss it and be asked to approve.
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Section 1: Overview of
feedback received
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Respondents by country

Country
Country [/ Total
Belgium 24
Germany 16
Denmark 10
n/a 9
United Kingdom 9
France 7
Italy 7
Austria 5
Spain 5
Switzerland 2
The Netherlands 2
USA 2
Bulgaria 1
Estonia 1
Iceland 1
Malta 1
Poland 1
Sweden Ll
Grand Total 104

21/03/24

("JEFRAG

Stakeholder Stakeholder by country
oup_Qloal X | ey S| owisecy com g nig o e sspg) uer g sy
Austri 1 1 2 1 5
Preparer 39 :EEE: 4 4 : 13 0 a 2:
Assurance provider 14 Denmark 1 1 2 5 1 10
Consultant 1 :::mml: 1 1 3 i 1 ;
n/a 10 Germany 1 2 2 1 10 16
Civil society 9 :::M 2 1 2 2 ' ;
Standard setter 9 :;arta 1 . ;
User 9 PoTand 1 1
Academic 2 Spain 1 1 1 a1 1 5
Other 1 a ::vvle:::and ' 1 1 ;
Grand Total 104 The Netherlands i i 2
United Kingdom 2 2 1 4 9
zf:w Total 2 1 ; 1 10 1 39 9 9 m%

For further information about stakeholder reclassification, please see appendix.
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Heatmap of comments M EFRAG

MAIG

ummary 32
hapter 1: Introduction 29
hapter 2: Approach to materiality 65
hapter 3: Performing MA 83
hapter 4: Leveraging other sources 28
hapter 5.1: Impact materiality — FAQ 1 to 4 40
hapter 5.2: Financial materiality — FAQ 5 to 6 25
Chapter 5.3: MA process — FAQ 7 to 14 45
Chapter 5.4: Stakeholder engagement — FAQ 15 to

g ggreg. — FAQ 18 to 19 [eZ:!
Chapter 5.6: Reporting — FAQ 20 to 24
Chapter 5.7: EU taxonomy — FAQ 25 19
462
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Section 2: Summary of main
comments
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Conceptual
points

Clarification

Summary of main comments " EFRAG

Comment (MAIG reference) EFRAG Secretariat orientation

1. MA process: Weighti TG EEGES To further develop the principle of unbiased
materiality assessment at group level for impacts (Chapter R e Sl TS I SR W ET - I L1 VA
3.6)

2. "Approach  to supportable and " objective evidence [ IRl -R T TR (e [T RNV TR 1 =R ) =P e o)}
compared to other inputs (para 28, FAQ10) ESRS 1 Qualitative characteristics of
information

CE T BTl ol ST =T i Tl L TR [ == =g To clarify the architecture of the ESRS and
ESRS 1 par. 114. (para 25) approach and include in the drafting.

SO e el T B = e T e T o= (we = ofol o[ i o) | Clarification on how to take into account the
SO L g E T B g EV TR T e e (ZA (08 B miitigation  actions  in the  materiality
assessment, including revision of the examples.
Editorial clarification of the role of consultation
in the guidance.

Editorial clarification on the user engagement
role within the financial materiality lens.
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Scope

Further
guidance

Other
support/
tools

Summary of main concerns (M EFRAG

Comment (MAIG reference) EFRAG Secretariat orientation

7. Governance considerations for the materiality assessment
to be included (Chapter 3)

8. Further guidance on value chain, thresholds definition and
application, use of judgement in the thresholds (Chapter 3.6
and 3.7)

9. Practical examples on the steps of the Materiality
assessment (Chapter 3)

10. Engagement with stakeholders (i.e. prioritisation, types of
engagement..) (Chapter 3.5 and 5.4)

L el el e e e e - Possibility to use additional sources, provided

Cleilel e e e e e s e that the result  is  aligned  with ESRS

(Chapter4.1) requirements, emphasis being on those that
are interoperable with the ESRS.
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Point 1. Weight of the results of the subsidiaries impacts at group level

Five respondents (assurance provider, standard setter and preparers) suggested to clarify whether amatter
that is assessed as material from an impact perspective at a subsidiary level would also always be
considered material at a higher consolidated group level. Also noted that the green box example is unclear
about effect on group materiality (refer to chapter 3.6.2 on page 27).

~

/ESRS 1 Chapter 7.6 Consolidated reporting and subsidiary exemption

102. When the undertaking is reporting at a consolidated level, it shall perform its assessment of material impacts, risks and
opportunities for the entire consolidated group, regardless of its group legal structure. It shall ensure that all subsidiaries are
covered in a way that allows for the unbiased identification of material impacts, risks and opportunities.

103. Where the undertaking identifies significant differences between material impacts, risks or opportunities at group level
and material impacts, risks or opportunities of one or more of its subsidiaries, the undertaking shall provide an adequate
description of the impacts, risks and opportunities, as appropriate, of the subsidiary or subsidiaries concerned.

<
(@)
%)
oc
n
i

104 When assessing whether the differences between material impacts, risks or opportunities at group level and material
impacts, risks or opportunities of one or more of its subsidiaries are significant, the undertaking may consider different
circumstances, such as whether the subsidiary or subsidiaries operate in a different sector than the rest of the group or the
circumstances reflected in section 3.7 Level of disaggregation.

New text to be added in Chapter 3.6. This would include the principle that follows the ESRS DA provision on
this matter in practical terms (i.e., coordinated approach to MA at group level, while pursuing an unbiased

identification of impacts). In relation to the example, to relate how the subsidiary impact will be an input at
the group level materiality conclude on the interplay of the subsidiary impact with the group and conclude
/?%on the green box example. Hence, the revised 8raffihd4€ to be anchored on ESRS 1 para 16%"66%¥98d 104. )

Orientation




Point 2. Approach to supportable and objective evidence compared BEFRQG
other inputs

% ESRS do not explicitly provide a preference between qualitative and quantitative information (refer to FAQ 10) (
= [ 5 respondents: 3 preparers, 1 standard setter, 1 assurance provider)
Para 28 The materiality assessment should be based upon supportable evidence and rely to the maximum extent possible
T on objective information, while implementing the impact and financial materiality
)
<§E FAQ 10: Should the assessment of IROs rely on quantitative information?
Para 168 Where possible, yes, as quantitative measures of IROs are the most objective evidence of their materiality
assessment.
§ Sustainability information to fulfill the ESRS 1 Chapter 2 and Appendix B: Qualitative characteristics of
7l | information (i.e., relevance, faithful representation, verifiability)

Proposal to fine tune wording within the context of ESRS 1 Qualitative characteristics of information

Orientation
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Point 3. Relationship between the materiality assessment and I EFRAG
ESRS 1 para 114

Issue

MAIG ref

ESRS DA

Orientation

Four respondents (preparers and assurance provider) queried if the para 25 of the MAIG was in contradiction with ESRS para
114 and whether immaterial information could be disclosed in the sustainability statement.

Chapter 2 The ESRS approach to materiality
Para 25 By definition, the reporting excludes matters that are not material. If the MA process is not appropriately designed,

the undertaking may provide incomplete reporting (with material IROs not being disclosed)

-
ESRS 1 Chapter 8.2
114. Content and structure of the sustainability statement Sustainability information to fulfilled para 114. When the undertaking includes in its

sustainability statement additional disclosures stemming from (i) other legislation which requires the undertaking to disclose sustainability
information, or (ii) generally accepted sustainability reporting standards and frameworks, including non-mandatory guidance and sector-specific
guidance, published by other standard-setting bodies (such as technical material issued by the International Sustainability Standards Board or
the Global Reporting Initiative), such disclosures shall:

(a) be clearly identified with an appropriate reference to the related legislation, standard or framework (see ESRS2 BP-2, paragraph 15);

(b) meet the requirements for qualitative characteristics of information specified in chapter 2 and Appendix B of this standard.

Clarify the wording, to explain the ESRS architecture whereby para 114 lays out the grandfathering rule of
adding other sustainability information that is not subject to the materiality assessment.
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Section 3: Detailed analysis
of feedback by Chapter
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General comments

(M EFRAG

EFRAG Secretariat orientation

Consistency with other frameworks (ISSB, GRI)

Requests for practical examples (sector specific
examples; positive impact examples)

Requests for further guidance (for example, Group vs
subsidiaries IROs; material matters vs material
information )

Incorporation of value chain in the materiality
assessment
Minority views: alternative structure of the guidance

Other comments: i) translation of the IGs, ii) adding
explanations from the Q&A in the future MA IG, iii) to
update the BfC with the EC (inc EC rationale for
making changes)

No changes to IG 1at this stage. Coordination with ISSB and GRI
to continue in the future.

No changes proposed for new examples at this stage. Best
practices to be shared in the future

Refer to point 1 of main comments received for further
orientation.

Clarify approach to materiality of information as opposed to
content related to materiality of matters.

Refer to the draft IG2 analysis. Feedback received on this point
will be treated in 1G2

No further changes as this was disregarded by SRB as the
approach forward; this was the initial proposal from Secretariat
at the start of the process.

i) and iii) Noted and outside the remit of EFRAG; ii) This is the
intention of EFRAG
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Summary in 13 points M EFRAG

ol iTeE e I RS e n n n e BV A e Clarification entity-specify being complementary to set 1 to be

information para 3) added. No changes regarding CSDDD.

e L TR e e 1 [ B e o) [ s R E T ) E L E Caveat included in the front cover explains that the process is

ESRS one of the multiple processes that exist. No further changes
proposed.

Further guidance on severity and likelihood for thresholds To be considered in the future workplan, subject to
prioritisation.

Alignment with other frameworks No changes to IG 1 at this stage. Coordination with ISSB and GRI
to continue in the future.

Minority views: Points for Deletion (para 4 and para 12) No changes proposed

Editorial and internal consistency To update where applicable
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Chapter 1 - Introduction M EFRAG

EFRAG Secretariat orientation

O JRTe ST T e [T Te e 8 g TR [ETG BT T = F e T T =T T eI 8 This is a standard disclaimer. No proposed changes to content
this Guidance is seen to contradict the requirements in [ {Ree101[s NolR1 1N =ls Ko R Rl L1 o TR
the ESRS, those requirements prevail”. (Para 14)

Referencing of existing tools for impact valuation Proposal to delete the reference to impact valuation as this lack
maturity.

Deleting the sentence on" para 20 “Forle i -8t Y L TR
example, the due diligence aspects related to the
materiality assessment (and VC aspects) are covered in

that guidance rather than here.”),
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Chapter 2: The ESRS approach to materiality M EFRAG

ST ST Ae VTS ETEEReT B I TR FEAE TR T ETET TSR el i) Materiality of information will be included in the
incorporate VCiii) judgement on the assessment of thresholds Ry Ve e R0 R R e VA I Ril- [
ii) and iii) no further changes proposed.

Approach to supportable and objective evidence compared to JilS AR E TR L= TR el 2
other inputs

Relationship between the materiality assessment and ESRS 1 RE RN iReela0= 0a L] 0 4R
para 114.

Metrics as input for the materiality assessment To enhance drafting with this feedback.

Definition and scope of other reporting (para 30) To clarify this concept.

Inclusion of " examples  of “positive impacts that lead  to [ NIis 1 LN Lol NIi Clo R Clls N

opportunities in para 37
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Chapter 2: The ESRS approach to materiality (M EFRAG

Figure 1a

= Unclear that a sustainability- matter can be material from an impact [zl 1Rt R 0l e I RIS R R IR Gl kel
perspective or from a financial perspective or both (3 respondents) para 37 and 38.

=To link‘figure 1awith the examples of para’37 and 38 and include the [e E1ar-l R el STy Tel [0s [T Mo { LW T-ETe 1oV -ey I YW T={0
reporting consequences ( 1 respondent) with the linkage.
Figure 1b -

S L3 {CETL O [T TSl d TN e [ETS T T0 N1 WV oI B L T RS ST WA DRET O RN EIR To  enhance the prominence of materiality of
covers the materiality of information layer ( 2 respondents) information as a separate box before disclosures

and datapoints.
- Suggestion that impacts and risks/opportunities are to be reported P

separately to be clarified (2 respondents)
Figure 1 ¢

- To extend the box on the right to “list [...] and/or its potential Bl ERTe= 0= e N T Nla el 0 [e [=Ls)
sustainability due diligence or risk management processes” ( 2
respondents)

- To further explain the use of dependencies (2 respondents) These are included in para 36. No further changes.

To include an arrow between impacts and

- It seems that there is no need to identify whether a material impact [ <
risk/opportunities

leads to a material risk or opportunity and that impacts are closely
related to financial effects ( 2 respondents)




Chapters 2.2 -2.5 M EFRAG

PRI BIGTE TS ST T TO RN (AT TEET e (TR L S BTN IR To change the title of the section to Sustainability matters for
assessment. Suggestion to change the title of the RN E - iE 1y LR
chapter to Sustainability matters for the materiality

assessment
2.3 Criteria to determine the materiality of information FY RS El R te] e E IR U TRIE N

To clarify how to apply the significance criteria (i.e.

which factors)
AT SR T e [T O S R R R TR Inclusion of a simple example of materiality of information.

information

Further examples on how to apply the filter of
materiality of information

2.5 Datapoints derived from EU legislation Further clarification to be added.

Recommendation to emphasise that datapoints
derived from EU legislation may be relevant for
significant stakeholders, such as investors or analysts
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Chapter 3 — How is the materiality assessment performed? M EFRAG

\EI TR BT e CTE T R ST R SETETE] . No changes proposed regarding the addition of an explicit step
identification of the value chain, ii) practical approach [E{TaV e = WiZ R o0 e AR 70

from own operations and then value chain
Further guidance and examples: For consideration in future workplan, subject to prioritisation.

- Simple examples for the steps: priority sector-
specific matters, value chain mapping, meaningful and
effective stakeholder engagement

- Methodology (LEAP approach, TNFD, SBTI

- Identification of risks and opportunities

- On social and governance issues

The comments received are not widespread and relate to one/two respondents per
comment.
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Chapter 3 — Step A Understanding the context M EFRAG

LTV ETE TR (el ETTTETA B ST ST AC T T ETATEE FTETETTTEE=E To include examples from recognised human rights bodies (for
such as studies by civil society, human right bodies and S%E T RV D)

other.

NS B E e G T B R T A T R O ERR 68 For — consideration  in the future workplan, subject to
persons in a vulnerable situation (ESRS 1 AR®), ii) Jslelgiirr ile)s"

clarify how to understand which stakeholders are or

are likely to be affected and aligning the paragraphs in

the MAIG which explain the concept of key affected

stakeholders (e.g., par. 69, 190).

AT BT R e =T BT =T e B T e e Pey R EEVEN TSN Refer to draft 1G2. No further changes proposed
chain

L EL e TS T el B RS 1 1 el [ [ A=l Te e SR =118 VA Refer to draft 1G2. No further changes proposed.
not be practical , ii) guidance focussed on primary
sectors and upstream value chain

The comments received are not widespread and relate to one/two respondents per
comment.
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Chapter 3 — Step B Identification of the actual and potential IROs
related to sustainability matters

EFRAG Secretariat orientation

(Ol ETE TS T EAR I OeTi (TSR MU TEEN ERETC TE I EIEETHER In- relation to i), the point about relating the sustainability
QL e RS ST T A B L g (RGeS B e 10 matters was discussed at SRB with consensus reached so no
the list in ESRS "1 AR16 i) No time horizon for actual Ri¥Tg{ (S ge FI==M e iy =Rl RO eI R (oI (eI

impacts

Financial institutions: i) stakeholder engagement may B R Xs[Clid (PR

not be practical , ii) guidance focussed on primary

sectors and upstream value chain

(M EFRAG

Focus on sector sustainability matters to be WA ERRTN Tl (SR N oI -NIE
emphasises in para 72 and summary of 13 key points

The comments received are not widespread and relate to one/two respondents per
comment.
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Chapter 3 — Step C: Assessment and determination of material IROs
related to sustainability matters and Step D: Reporting (D EFRAG

step¢ ]/ |
T e e BT T S e T LG TR BV RET O] To be  considered in the future workplan, subject to
an example of methodology (i.e. individual items not Ffegiitz s} R

material but when aggregating these become

material)
=l =g s e T e e SR g S0 o) SR i E e ST =1 o8| No further changes for management. Reference to ESRS 2 GOV

governance in the validation to be added.
Further illustrations of established scientific consensus EN RN SR re e P

of the severity whereby the undertaking concludes

that the impact is material without further analysis.
O T e T le S e el ST B e A el BT lel s ol To be  considered in the future workplan, subject to
material information in para 97 prioritisation.

The comments received are not widespread and relate to one/two respondents per

comment.
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Chapter 3.5 — Role and approach to stakeholders in the materilality
assessment T EFRAG

EFRAG Secretariat orientation

SRR E R E T ST ET @ AVTEE Refer to main comments, point 5.
consultation that goes beyond set 1. To replace it for
engagement

Conflicting views about suggestion that financial G RUCIRE Rl A
materiality is linked to engagement with users (para

109)

Clarification to be added that impact materiality is not [N\ eXeiEl - R slge) Jerie A

solely based on affected stakeholders but also users.

Ut ae (T BTy Te=me ol Tedn A=t BT (=T do ) o TR EHE T (=1 To be considered in future workplan subject to prioritisation.
on stakeholder engagement, selection of stakeholders,

existence of trade-offs between views of stakeholders.

The comments received are shared amongst more than two respondents
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Chapter 3.6 Deep dive on impact materiality: Setting thresholds  mgrrac

EFRAG Secretariat orientation

ST AETE VTS ERTEER (e ST IR E TR TS SN B To be considered in future workplan subject to prioritisation.
high/medium/low and how to substantiate those) and
clarity on the thresholds

oV e e = BT T (= el s e (=g ) e SR el o158 Thiis is an interpretation. No further changes proposed.
defined at IRO level

(CTLYNNVET T NI N T LT - WA ET 1 TR RGN T WA Further clarification to be added.
between group and subsidiaries to be developed

e TR T RS ERVETE BV RTE T EH SR RN ) No further changes proposed as this is one of the various
=R e | ER g LT g LR T e BT interpretations i) no further changes proposed. iii) to enhance
more examples to cover other iterations, iii) emphasis gl

that it is only one representation
Figure 5 Potential impacts visual: questions re N EMEOEREECS
factoring the remote probability as it still makes it

material
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Chapter 3.7 and Chapter 4.1 (M EFRAG
| Chapter 3.7 Deep dive on financial materiality | |

O EETTETTERETEE B E TR ) FER R T TS E L To be considered in future workplan subject to prioritisation.
materiality thresholds.

Flah e el R R =1 Bl Te BT | T =1 To be considered in future workplan subject to prioritisation.
do not meet the accounting criteria

O T e T R T = 6] [C TRV G [VER R T REECT ) No further changes. ii) Reference to be included in the
include the transitional provisions on quantification of J[Elii[i:

financial effects

Chapter 4.1 Leveraging from other sources |

Inclusion of other sources: TNFD, LEAP, TCFD, SBTN, BiE =gt Rl ke 10 1= a1 em Lol 111 MM
SBTI (3 respondents)

Minority comments: i) Inclusion of CEN-CENELEC

The comments received are not widespread and relate to one/two respondents per comment

unless otherwise stated
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Chapter 5 — Heatmap of comments received on FAQs

Assessment of
MAIG comments
FAQ 1 Editorial nature

Clarification of
concepts and examples

FAQ 3
FAQ 4

No comments

Editorial nature

Minor clarifications to
be introduced
Minor clarifications to
be introduced

Minor clarifications to
be introduced

FAQ 8 Editorial
FAQ 9 Editorial

Further clarifications

FAQ 11 Editorial

Clarification of the
scope

Clarification of
concepts and examples

21/03/24

was | e
MAIG comments
FAQ 14 Editorial
Editorial
Editorial
Editorial

Minor clarifications to be
introduced

Minor clarifications to be
introduced

FAQ 20 Editorial

Minor clarifications to be
introduced

Minor clarification to be
introduced

Clarification of concepts
and examples

FAQ 24 Editorial

Minor clarifications to be
introduced

EFRAG SR TEG MAIG

(M EFRAG

By nature and volume
of comments. The
hierarchy has been
established as
follows:

1. Clarification of
concepts and
examples

2. Minor
clarifiactions / further
clarifications

3. Editorial

www.efrag.org 28



Chapter 5—- FAQ 2 and FAQ 10 M EFRAG

AN ERETAe BN I Ie R Clarifications to be drafted.
“connected with an impact?

i) Clarification of the example of contributed to where

there’s interplay with other companies, inc the link to

business relationship. ii) Clarification on distinction of

types of involvement

FAQ 10 Should ™ the assessment of IROs rely" on B R UL Re S R el 1A

quantitative information?
ii)  For consideration in future workplan subject to

i) Approach to supportable and objective evidence prioritisation
comparared to other inputs

ii) Further illustrations and examples on the IRO
assessment, as well as considering further
development within sector standards
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Chapter 5 - FAQ 13 M EFRAG

A ORI e N N ET RS  ER A=Y i) Refer to main comments, point 1. ii)-iv) For consideration
undertaking operates in different sectors in future workplan based on prioritisation.

i) Interplay between material impacts at subsidiary
level when performing the group materiality
assessment

ii) Consistency approach at group level: to illustrate
the concept further

iii) Coverage of undertakings that do not prepare
consolidated accounts but will make use of the
artificial consolidation provision in the CSRD

iv) Further examples on top down and bottom up
approach.
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Chapter 5 — FAQ 23 When an undertaking has actions in place to " EFRAG
avoid, minimise, restore or compensate environmental impacts, shall it
report on the impacts before those actions?

B I TTHTSTRERE AT BT SR I T e 16 I LR VTR CTPRTIR Clarification on how to take into account the mitigation actions
s TR PO Bl el B ol Gl in the  materiality  assessment, including revision of the
opportunities examples. To be discussed in detail in SR TEG.

Consideration of mitigation actions for potential

impacts: i) interplay with existing regulation related to

mitigation , ii) potential contradiction between para

218 and 215

Clarification of a potential conflict between para 215

and 217 for actual impacts

Slele bl B Tale e [N ST E Tl e L e SR R el = =1 H)'A Consideration for future workplan, subject to prioritisation.
this FAQ?, further guidance
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Appendix: reclassifications
of stakeholder categories
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Stakeholder re-classification

Civil society including consumer organisations, NGOs and
rade unions Reclassified as:

Accountancy Europe Assurance provider

European Federation of Accountants & Auditors for SMEs Assurance provider

AFME Preparer
amfori Preparer
Cefic Preparer
CEOE Preparer
Confederation of German Employers' Associations Preparer
Confindustria Preparer
Eurelectric Preparer
European Association for the Aerospace, Security and

Defense Industry (ASD) Preparer
Ipieca Preparer
VDMA e.V. Preparer
WSBI-ESBG Preparer

Invest Europe Preparer/User

Standard setter Reclassified as:

FSR - Danish Auditors Assurance provider

Institut der Wirtschaftspruefer in Deutschland e.V. (IDW)  Assurance provider
Kammer der Steuerberater:innen und

Wirtschaftspriifer:innen (KSW) Assurance provider
Danish Business Authority Preparer
FoodDrinkEurope Preparer

(M EFRAG

Respondents indicated their stakeholder
category as part of the survey.

However, several respondents such as
preparer organisations self-identified as civil
society (probably because the organisation
itself is a not for profit, as is the case with
EFRAG). However, this does not mean that
they represent the views of civil society.
Some indicated themselves as standard
setter.

The Secretariat reclassified these
stakeholders based on website research and
an SR TEG member validated this. The
revised categories are reflected on this slide.

Note:

- UNEP-wcmc & the Spanish ungc classified as Other

- EPRA, European Real Estate Association classified as preparers
- OIBR Foundation classified as standard setter

www.efrag.org 33



M EFRAG

sustainability reporting
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EFRAG is co-funded by the European Union
through the Single Market Programme in which
the EEA-EFTA countries (Norway, Iceland and
Liechtenstein), as well as Kosovo participate. Any
views and opinions expressed are however
those of the presenter only and do not
necessarily reflect those of the European Union,
the European Commission or of countries that
participate in the Single Market Programme.
Neither the European Union, the European
Commission nor countries participating in the
Single market Programme can be held
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