
 
 

 

  
 

Joint Insurance Europe and European Insurance CFO Forum 
response to the European Commission consultation on the Exposure 
Drafts of the revised European Sustainability Reporting Standards 
 
 

Our reference:  ECO-CRISF-26-134 Date: 03-06-2026 

Referring to: Revised European sustainability reporting standards  

Contact person: The secretariat E-mail: Crisfin@insuranceeurope.eu 

Pages:  3 
Transparency 
Register ID no.: 

33213703459-54 

 

Insurance Europe aisbl • Rue du Champ de Mars 23, B-1050 Brussels 
Tel: +32 2 894 30 73  
E-mail: Crisfin@insuranceeurope.eu 

© Insurance Europe. Confidential, internal document. 
Not for distribution, all rights reserved. 

 
www.insuranceeurope.eu 

Insurance Europe and the European Insurance CFO Forum welcome the Exposure Drafts of the revised European 
Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS) and acknowledge the Commission's commitment to finalising the 
standards. 

While we believe that further simplification potential remains, we recognise the continued effort to make the 
standards more practical and less burdensome, while preserving their ambition and alignment with the objectives 
of the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD). 

In particular, we welcome the introduced clarifications on the concept of fair presentation. These 
confirm its role as an overarching principle, prioritising relevance and proportionality, clarify that the use of ESRS 
reliefs does not undermine fair presentation, and reaffirm that compliance with ESRS is presumed to achieve it. 
Importantly, the insurance industry appreciates the confirmation that reliefs for preparing the ESRS 
sustainability statement (ESRS 1, 7.3) are maintained on a permanent basis, as it provides certainty for 
preparers and avoids unnecessary complexity, further supporting the simplification objective. 

We also appreciate the clarification on the use of reasonable and informed judgement, allowing for 
both additions and omissions of information where appropriate, as well as the specifications on the top-down 
approach, which we consider contribute to clarify its boundaries. 

The insurance industry equally welcomes the new provision on materiality assessment for 
undertakings manging investments at certain conditions (ESRS 1 AR 17). This clarification brings greater 
certainty and better reflects the economic reality of fiduciary activities, where undertakings manage investments 
on behalf of clients without bearing the associated risks and rewards of ownership. The new provision helps 
ensure that sustainability reporting remains focused on what is within the undertaking’s own decision-making 
Overall, insurers consider this clarification to be a positive step towards a more operational and proportionate 
materiality assessment, better aligned with how insurers and asset managers operate. 

Insurers also welcome the steps taken by the European Commission to enhance compatibility 
between the ESRS and ISSB standards in the revised ESRS. The industry remains convinced that further 
collaboration to achieve practical equivalence of ESRS reports as being sufficient for complying with IFRS by the 
ISSB would be highly beneficial, in particular for those insurers with an international footprint. 

Misalignment between ISSB and ESRS creates a complex and fragmented reporting landscape. For companies 
subject to both frameworks, this leads to duplicative and burdensome reporting requirements. Moving away from 
interoperability discussions and towards practical equivalence would bring substantial benefits, allowing 
companies to report only once to meet both frameworks, reducing complexity and fragmentation while improving 
usability for investors and other stakeholders. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/16775-Revised-European-sustainability-reporting-standards_en
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In this context, insurers consider that reporting under the ESRS should be deemed sufficient to meet ISSB 
requirements and therefore encourage the European Commission and the ISSB to continue their 
dialogue with a view to achieving in practice subsidiary exemptions for European preparers in IFRS jurisdictions 
outside the EU. 

However, despite these positive developments, we believe a limited number of targeted adjustments are 
necessary to improve the workability of the standards, while supporting meaningful and 
proportionate reporting. 

These include the remaining requirements on quantitative anticipated financial effects and notably, the new 
obligation to revise related estimates (ESRS 2 AR 17), the concept of ‘informed assessment’, and the application 
of reliefs to GHG emissions. 

Anticipated Financial Effects  

We call on the introduction of a review clause in 2030 for considering the introduction of quantitative 
disclosures instead of introducing a quantitative AFE disclosure in 2030. This would allow the EC to 
assess whether methodologies, underlying data availability and market practices have sufficiently matured to 
support robust, reliable and comparable quantitative disclosures on AFE.  

The insurance industry reiterates its concerns regarding the reporting of quantitative Anticipated 
Financial Effects (AFE). These disclosures are subject to significant estimation uncertainty, rely on 
non-standardised methodologies and are constrained by the lack of reliable and comparable underlying data. 
Requiring quantitative disclosures at this point in time risks producing information of limited reliability and 
usefulness, while increasing legal and audit exposure for undertakings. Furthermore, certain requirements 
remain insufficiently aligned with existing sectoral reporting frameworks, including the Green QRT and Solvency 
II requirements, creating risks of inconsistency across legislative frameworks.  

Particularly, ESRS E1-11 disclosure requirements go way beyond the disclosure requirements in IFRS S1 and S2 
for climate-related anticipated financial effects, mandating data points that significantly increase reporting 
burden, seldomly are expected to convey decision-useful information for users of sustainability statements and 
are inconsistent with international standards. 

Lastly, the new requirement on revision of estimates (ESRS 2 AR 17, in combination with ESRS 1 para. 84) raises 
particular concerns. Given the inherent uncertainty and forward-looking nature of AFE, it should be 
clearly stated that the provision is not intended to require the restatement of comparative 
information. Requiring the restatement of forward-looking AFEs as assumptions evolve could reduce reliability 
and comparability, increase implementation and assurance burden, and depart from the ISSB approach under 
IFRS S1, which explicitly exclude forward-looking metrics from restatement requirements. Clarification on this 
point would help ensure consistency with international standards and the ESRS objective of proportionate, 
decision-useful reporting. 

Materiality of information and the concept of ‘informed assessment’ 

The insurance industry recommends reconsidering the inclusion of the concept of ‘informed assessments’ 
in the definition of information materiality. Concretely, we propose modifying ESRS 1 paragraph 23 as 
follows, thereby removing the concept and the need for AR 8:   

ESRS 1 para 23. Information is material when omitting, misstating or obscuring that information 
could reasonably be expected to influence decisions that users make, mainly primary users of 
general-purpose financial reports, based on those reports, including financial statements and the 
sustainability statement. 

We acknowledge that the revised wording on ‘informed assessment’, as introduced in the new AR 8 in ESRS 1, 
intends to clarify the treatment of different user groups, and we welcome the Commission’s effort to 
respond to clarification requests and to improve legal certainty through more explicit drafting by 
providing a definition to the concept.  
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However, the concept of ‘informed assessments’ in Article 23(b), as further clarified in the new definition (AR8 
for para 23(b)), raises questions regarding its scope and practical implications. 

Referring to ‘reasonable’ evaluations made by users may be interpreted as implicitly requiring undertakings 
to anticipate or reflect how such evaluations are formed.  

In this context, the notion of ‘informed assessments’ effectively introduces a quality threshold for how decisions 
are made. This more sensitive threshold could make it easier for stakeholders to argue that certain information 
may influence their assessments, thereby significantly increasing legal uncertainty.  

In addition, the use of different formulations for decision usefulness in paragraph 23 (a) and (b) can be 
problematic. As both provisions pursue the same overarching objective of decision useful information, closer 
alignment in wording would improve conceptual coherence and reduce the risk of divergent interpretations in 
application and assurance, consistent with the Commission’s simplification objectives.  

Application of reliefs to GHG emissions 

Insurers recommend deleting the sentence “Except when reporting ESRS E1 8 metrics (gross Scope 
1, 2, 3 GHG emissions)” from ESRS 1 §91. 

While we highly welcome the introduction of ESRS 1 AR 6, which clarifies that the use of reliefs does not 
undermine fair presentation (provided that any related limitations are transparently explained) the current 
provisions under paragraph 91 exclude GHG emissions from their scope. 

This is particularly concerning, as GHG accounting is the area most affected by high measurement uncertainty, 
limited or unreliable data and significant cost and effort. Regulation should prioritise accuracy and reliability to 
ensure decision‑useful information. The current framing risks incentivising the extensive use of sector averages 
or estimates, which may obscure meaningful differences between companies and ultimately undermine investor 
decision‑making.  

In this context, the relief concept is conceptually appropriate and should also be applicable to GHG emissions, 
allowing undertakings to avoid reporting where reliable data is not available without incurring disproportionate 
effort or cost. 

 

Finally, to support consistent implementation of the revised ESRS in line with the EU simplification mandate, the 
Commission should reaffirm the overarching objective of the revision exercise, which is simplification 
and proportionality  and no additional reporting burden for wave-1 preparers (e.g. through recitals in the 
Delegated Act, Q&A, or similar clarification).  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The European Insurance CFO Forum (‘CFO Forum’) is a high-level discussion group formed and attended by the Chief 
Financial Officers of major European listed, and some non-listed, insurance companies. Its aim is to influence the 
development of financial reporting, value based reporting, and related regulatory developments for insurance 
enterprises on behalf of its members, who represent a significant part of the European insurance industry. The CFO 
Forum was created in 2002. More information on the CFO Forum is available at www.cfoforum.eu. 

Insurance Europe is the European insurance and reinsurance federation. Through its 39 member bodies — the 
national insurance associations — it represents insurance and reinsurance undertakings active in Europe and 
advocates for policies and conditions that support the sector in delivering value to individuals, businesses, and 
the broader economy. 


